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The current moment in psychology is one of great challenges and great opportunities. The open science
movement--the move towards more transparent, credible, and reproducible science--has led to a re-
definition of what constitutes “normal science.” However, the field of cultural psychology, broadly
construed, has by and large not engaged with the open science movement, and likewise, the open sci-
ence movement has by and large not engaged with cultural psychology. The purpose of the present
chapter is to bring open science and cultural psychology closer together, highlighting how they can
benefit one another. In doing so, we focus our discussion on three types of representations regarding
diversity in psychological research and how they intersect with open science: representation of re-
searchers, or the diversity of the scientists actually doing the research, representation of samples, or
who is included as participants in our research studies, and representation of perspectives, or the sub-
stantive conceptual and theoretical views we bring to our work. For each of these three types of repre-
sentation we outline the problem, and then discuss how embracing the principles and behaviors of open
science can help.
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Movements come and go, some fizzle and become
distant memories, whereas others have lasting power
that effect actual change, creating a new normal. We
are inarguably embroiled in a major movement in psy-
chology—the open science movement—which in-
volves themes and issues that have been raised through-
out the history of the field (Gelman, 2016; Syed, 2019).
And yet signs point to things being different this time;
that the open science movement is not just the latest
trend or fad in the field but that the current zeitgeist
represents a period of massive instability as we redefine
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“normal science” (Kuhn, 1962; see Nelson et al., 2018;
Nosek et al., 2018; Spellman, 2015).

Taking this premise to be true—that the open sci-
ence movement is reshaping normal science—means
that the movement is relevant to the work of all scien-
tists, and thus all scientists should be closely attending
to how open science should impact their work. In real-
ity, however, the awareness, acceptance, and imple-
mentation of open science is uneven across the sciences
broadly and across subfields within psychology. This
unevenness in aligning with the open science move-
ment may result in an asymmetry of rigor, where some
areas of the field have more rigorous standards and ex-
pectations that come through engaging in open science
practices compared to others who follow bygone prac-
tices.

It is our contention that the field of cultural psychol-
ogy, broadly construed, has by and large not engaged
with the open science movement. Importantly, we like-
wise contend that the open science movement has by
and large not engaged with cultural psychology. This
latter issue is a point of departure between our current
effort and most other published works on open science
in different domains of psychology. The most common
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framing is why and how different fields would benefit
from adopting open science practices (e.g., McBee et
al., 2018 for giftedness research; Sakaluk, 2016 for sex-
ual science; Syed, 2020b for identity research). Indeed,
there is an excellent article on replication and reproduc-
ibility in cross-cultural psychology (Milfont & Klein,
2018), but it is entirely focused on applying open sci-
ence to cross-cultural psychology. Much less common
are treatments of how open science would benefit from
engaging with specific fields.

The purpose of the present chapter is to bring open
science and cultural psychology closer together, high-
lighting how they can benefit one another. One of the
major barriers to making progress on aligning cultural
psychology and open science is that both are broad
terms that subsume many varieties of perspectives and
behaviors, and so any productive discussion about
these issues must include clear definitions. A key point
with regard to these terms is that all of them are so
broad that they are generally unhelpful when attempt-
ing to make any specific points, and that more narrow
terms and concepts are most appropriate in any given
application. Thus, a major goal of this chapter is to
bring greater specificity to the discussion. Moreover, in
this chapter we adopt a perspective that places issues of
culture and diversity at the center of the discussion.
That is, rather than seeing culture and diversity as extra
or optional, we argue that such issues are foundational
and can infuse all aspects of research, especially within
an open science framework.

To this end, the first section of this chapter includes
definitions and explanations of cultural psychology and
open science, respectively. In the second section we
draw upon cultural psychology to focus our discussion
on three types of representations and how they inter-
sect with open science: representation of researchers,
or the diversity of the scientists actually doing the re-
search, representation of samples, or who is included
as participants in our research studies, and representa-
tion of perspectives, or the substantive conceptual and
theoretical views we bring to our work. For each of
these three types of representation we outline the prob-
lem, and then discuss how embracing the principles and
behaviors of open science and cultural psychology can
mutually benefit each other. In this way, we seek to
both identify many of the looming issues at the inter-
section of cultural psychology and open science as well
as provide concrete suggestions for how to better align
the two in practice.

Cultural Psychology, Open Science, and
Their Intersections

The Varieties of Cultural Psychology

As we have previously articulated (Syed & Katha-
walla, 2018), cultural psychology is best understood
as a broad family of approaches to psychological re-
search. We will only briefly summarize these different
perspectives here, and the interested reader is directed
to the more detailed discussion in Syed and Katha-
walla (2018). The term cultural psychology can per-
tain to at least six different perspectives. The first
three themselves use the term cultural psychology to
refer to a) sociocultural research focused on how peo-
ple construct meaning within specific activities and
contexts (e.g., Rogoff, 2003; see also Manago, Santer,
Barsigian, & Walsh, this volume), b) discursive ap-
proaches focused on hyper-contextual cognitive pro-
cesses situated within social power structures (e.g.,
Muller Mirza & Dos Santos Mamed, 2019), and ¢) so-
cial psychological approaches that use comparative
designs to examine divergent psychological processes
across cultural contexts (e.g., Markus & Kitayama,
1991). Cultural psychology can also be used to de-
scribe indigenous psychology, which shares the mean-
ing-focused perspective of cultural psychology but
draws more heavily on localized knowledge and prac-
tices and tends to have minimal interest in generaliz-
ing beyond that context (Shweder, 2000). In contrast
to cultural and indigenous psychology, cross-cultural
psychology was founded within a universalist model,
aiming to identity invariance and commonality in psy-
chological processes (typically those identified in
Western contexts) through cross-cultural comparisons
(e.g., Segall et al., 1998). A final type of cultural psy-
chology is ethnic minority psychology, which is spe-
cifically focused on the meaning and experience of
being an ethnic minority within a specific national
context (e.g., Hall et al., 2011). Ethnic minority psy-
chology tends to have an explicit emphasis on power,
oppression, and privilege.

Thus, cultural psychology itself is a vague term
that can correspond to many different theoretical per-
spectives and methodological approaches. One com-
mon theme among them is that they place an emphasis
on diversity. In some ways this is not helpful, though,
as diversity itself is a vague term that can pertain to
just about any form of human variation (e.g., race, eth-
nicity, gender, immigrant status, geographic, ideologi-
cal).
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Indeed, cultural psychology, like many areas, has
its own challenges that it continually tries to address,
beyond just the lack of specificity. Cultural psychol-
ogy is not always as inclusive as it could be, espe-
cially when considering international representation
and minority representation outside of North America.
Some researchers may have limited access to diverse
samples based on race, ethnicity, SES, and/or ability,
which therefore limits their ability to study certain re-
search questions--or the access they do have is re-
stricted, leading to underpowered studies. Finally, in
cultural psychology there can be limited perspectives
that frame our thinking, perspectives that do not al-
ways benefit robust knowledge generation (see discus-
sion in Syed and Kathawalla (2018) on research on
collectivist and individualistic countries). These three
challenges map on to the three representations that are
the focus of this chapter—researchers, samples, and
perspectives—and which we argue open science can
help with.

The Open Science Movement

Open science is a broad term that encompasses a
host of specific beliefs and behaviors (Spellman et al.,
2018; Yarkoni, 2019). There is no agreed-upon defini-
tion of open science, and because of the variety of
ideas that fall under the broad label, the lack of speci-
ficity means that having discussions about “diversity
in open science” can be challenging.

In an attempt to synthesize existing definitions
and concepts, Syed (2019) defined open science as a
set of principles and behaviors that promote transpar-
ent, credible, reproducible, and accessible science.
This definition puts forward four principles--transpar-
ency, credibility, reproducibility, and accessibility--
each of which can be manifest as specific behaviors.
This definition, specifically the separation of princi-
ples and behaviors, is attractive for highlighting the
fact that open science is applicable to all kinds of re-
search, no matter the theories, methods, or topics un-
der study. This approach is meant to eschew a “one
size fits all” mentality. The four principles are broadly
applicable to any area of study, but the specific behav-
ioral manifestations will always be contextualized by
the research question and methodology (Criiwell et al.,
2019).

Briefly, transparency pertains to researchers be-
ing honest about theoretical, methodological, and ana-
lytic decisions made throughout the research cycle;
credibility is the degree of trustworthiness and believ-

ability of the research reported in the literature; repro-
ducibility pertains to how well we keep records of
what we do, at all phases of the research cycle, so that
everything can be reproduced when needed (not if
needed, because there will always be a need for repro-
ducibility); and accessibility pertains to making all as-
pects of the research cycle open and available for
those who are interested.

The latter principle of accessibility speaks directly
to diversity and representation, and yet diversity is not
a strong point of discussion within the movement. For
example, recent editorials and essays on open science
do not make any mention of increasing diversity in the
movement (e.g., Lewis, 2019; Renkewitz & Heene,
2019). As we discuss more below, diversity efforts are
sometimes perceived to be stymied by the false notion
that there is only one “right” way to do open science,
which is inflexible and time consuming and may limit
researchers from other regions of the world or disci-
plines to believe they can be involved in the move-
ment (Allen & Mehler, 2019; Bahlai et al., 2019;
Kathawalla et al., 2020). The discussions that are pre-
sent tend to be diffuse and wide-ranging, and thus
there is a great need to carefully examine the intersec-
tions of cultural psychology and open science.

Intersections of Cultural Psychology and
Open Science

Some of the challenges in the field of cultural psy-
chology and the open science movement can be ad-
dressed by better fusion of the two areas together. A
major question is how to go about doing this. On the
face, it may seem like the two could be at times in-
compatible. For example, the replicability of studies
has been a major focus of the open science movement.
Some varieties of cultural psychology, especially
those in the sociocultural, discursive, and indigenous
traditions, tend to be more aligned with a constructiv-
ist or critical paradigm, in which replication is often
not necessary or even expected. This example high-
lights the need to be mindful of the breadth of both
open science and cultural psychology; open science is
not entirely, or even primarily, concerned with repli-
cation, and cultural psychology is not all conducted
within constructivist or critical paradigms. Neverthe-
less, most types of cultural psychology place emphasis
on meaning, interpretation, and deep description. Un-
derstanding, rather than replication, is the primary fo-
cus. If such an approach was brought to mainstream
psychology, which is largely situated within a post-
positivistic paradigm that seeks to uncover truisms
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about the world (see Delucio & Villicana, this vol-
ume), it is possible we would see greater rates of repli-
cation because we would have spent more time better
understanding the nature of our constructs and the re-
lations among them. In this chapter we take an even
broader stance, that just thinking about culture and di-
versity as central to our collective work can generally
benefit open science practice, and vice versa.

Given that we are cultural psychologists involved
in open science, it may be surprising that diversity is
not one of the core principles of open science we out-
lined above. This is for two reasons. First, as noted,
there has been a surprising lack of formal writing on
the intersections of diversity, cultural psychology, and
open science. This could be, in part, because the open
science movement in psychology began within social
psychology. Despite the fact that social psychology
tends to study topics such as prejudice and discrimina-
tion, the field does so primarily using White samples
and using mainstream experimental methods (Hart-
mann et al., 2013; Hunt et al., 2000; Roberts et al.
2020; Syed et al., 2018). Moreover, although social
psychology focuses heavily on contextualized psycho-
logical processes, universality of those contextualized
processes is treated as the default. As an illustration,
in the wake of the many replication failures reported
in the Reproducibility Project: Psychology (Open Sci-
ence Collaboration, 2015), van Bavel et al. (2016)
purported to demonstrate that such failures could be
explained because of the “contextual sensitivity” of
social psychology, that observed effects will vary by
time, culture, or location. Putting aside the fact that
their analysis did not actually provide evidence for
that position (see Inbar, 2016), such claims of contex-
tual sensitivity or “hidden moderators” (Simonsohn,
2017) are only made after a failed replication, whereas
the original studies tend to make unconstrained uni-
versal claims (see also Simons et al., 2017). A field
that generally assumes universality unless demon-
strated otherwise is unlikely to take a cultural psycho-
logical perspective as its starting point (Delucio &
Villicana, this volume). All in all, a consumer of the
open science literature in psychology might conclude
that diversity has not been even a peripheral perspec-
tive within the movement.

The second, more central reason for diversity not
being a separate principle is because we reject what is
sometimes referred to as the “diversity as chapter 13”
model. This model refers to the fact that edited collec-
tions often begin with “basic processes,” move into
topic domains, and then end with context, diversity,
and culture. Rarely are diversity and culture viewed as

part of “basic processes.” This model converges with
the “universal unless demonstrated otherwise” per-
spective previously described. In contrast, we adopt an
infused perspective, or to extend the metaphor, “diver-
sity as chapter 1” (see Fish & Syed, 2018; Goodnow,
2011; Juang et al., 2012; Rogoff, 2003). Rather than
diversity being a separate principle that one can
choose whether or not to align with, this perspective
takes the position that diversity issues are relevant and
inextricably linked with all other principles. This per-
spective runs counter to the view that diversity and
other concerns are part of a zero-sum game. To put it
another way, there is no open science without diver-
sity.

For example, a collaborative opinion piece pub-
lished in American Scientist focusing on diversity and
open science included a heavy emphasis on the princi-
ple of accessibility (Bahlai, et al., 2019). Notably,
none of the authors were psychologists. The authors
pushed back on what they perceive as the “all or noth-
ing” attitude of open science proponents, arguing that
some researchers can face constraints in their ability
to engage in some open science practices. For exam-
ple, publishing in open access journals can be expen-
sive, and thus researchers who do not have access to
publications funds via grants or institutional support
do not have the same ability to publish open access.
Indeed, their piece was largely focused on issues of
access, resource inequalities, and power differentials
due to institutional affiliations and career stage. How-
ever, they also addressed credibility and reproducibil-
ity, arguing that researchers may preregister a study
and make all study materials available, but are not
able to openly share their data due to ethical or pri-
vacy concerns.

In recent years there has been strong push back on
the “all or nothing” view of open science, with many
researchers arguing for a more selective approach
(Whitaker, 2018; Corker, 2018; Kathawalla et al.,
2020; Nuijten, 2019; Syed, 2019). This ecumenical
approach to open science, when seen as a virtuous po-
sition, solves many of the concerns raised by Bahlai et
al (2019). It does not, however, directly address the
looming question that has heretofore received insuffi-
cient attention: how should we think about culture, di-
versity, and open science in psychology?

As described previously, we view the growing en-
dorsement of these principles and enactments of asso-
ciated behaviors as constituting a movement. One of
the premier analyses of social movements comes from
the interpretative framework of intersectionality (see
Delucio & Villicana, this volume). In articulating the
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concept, Crenshaw (1993) highlighted how the U.S.
Civil Rights Movement was largely a movement by
and for Black men, and the Women’s Movement was
largely a movement by and for White women. As a re-
sult, the unique issues faced by Black women within
these movements was rendered invisible. Indeed, in-
tersectional invisibility is a psychological concept that
has since been advanced to highlight the psychologi-
cal significance of not sufficiently attending to power
dynamics and who is included and excluded (Cole,
2009; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008; Syed et al.,
2018).

This intersectional analysis can be applied to the
open science movement by posing the questions of
who is included, who is excluded, and what are the
implications of such. In this chapter we take up the
minority view, exploring what open science is, what it
is not, and what it can be for cultural psychology. As
will become clear, we believe that cultural psychology
should be part of the open science movement. Open
science people should attend to cultural psychology,
and cultural psychology people should attend to open
science. It is a case of mutual accommodation.

Because our focus is on the open science move-
ment and who is included, we organize our discussion
around three types of representation: representation of
researchers, or the diversity of the scientists actually
doing the research, representation of samples, or who
is included as participants in our research studies, and
representation of perspectives, or the substantive con-
ceptual and theoretical views we bring to our work.
These three representations can—and often do—inter-
sect in important ways, but we also see value in con-
sidering each one separately. More importantly, we
believe it is important to be mindful that these are sep-
arate instantiations of representations/diversity, and
one is not a substitute for another nor are they in com-
petition with one another. Finally, we have previously
discussed many of these issues with respect to ethnic
minorities in psychology in general (Syed, 2017; Syed
et al., 2018; Syed & Kathawalla, 2018), thus here our
focus is largely circumscribed by the context of the
open science movement. When discussing each of the
three, we first lay out the problem, and then highlight
some ways that the open science movement and cul-
tural psychology can work together to help address the
problem.

Representation of Researchers

Psychology has traditionally been a hierarchical
field controlled by a relatively small elite group of re-
searchers and institutions, and is thus best described as
an oligarchy (see Hamby, this volume; Wilson, Breen
& DuPré, this volume). This oligarchy has served a
major gatekeeping function in the field, restricting ac-
cess to grants, publications, and jobs. Not surprisingly,
ethnic minority researchers have not, by and large,
been a part of the oligarchy.

The open science movement is a direct threat to
this structure of the field. The principles of transpar-
ency and accessibility lead to another desirable feature
of science: accountability. The open science move-
ment seeks to lay bare the processes by which
achievements come to be, so that we can have confi-
dence that research and scholarly activity was re-
warded based on its merits rather than networks. The
movement strives to be a democratic approach, where
all can participate regardless of career stage, institu-
tion, or country of residence, and thus seeks to break
down traditional power structures. For this reason, it is
not surprising that major critics of open science prac-
tices tend to be more senior researchers who have en-
joyed success under the traditional model (e.g.,
Baumeister, 2016; Fiske, 2016; Strack, 2017).

Importantly, the aforementioned description is
most accurately described as the promise of the open
science movement. The movement, if implemented in
accordance with its underlying principles, has the real
power to create a more democratic approach to sci-
ence. But there is good reason to think that it will not.
Without intentional action, any movement will likely
reproduce any existing power imbalances that it was
not designed to break down. The open science move-
ment was not conceived as a social-structural move-
ment, in that issues of racial and gender-based power
dynamics were never core to the movement. Accord-
ingly, without explicit attention to these issues, the
scientific community will once again “move on” with-
out seriously incorporating them into their work.

Indeed, most of the discussions about diversity
and open science have consisted of online chatter or at
diversity “hack-a-thons” at Society for the Improve-
ment of Psychology Science (SIPS) meetings. The
majority of these online discussions and hack-a-thons
have focused on diversity with respect to inclusion,
specifically whether the “open science community” is
a welcoming place for individuals who identify with
marginalized groups (see also Masuzzo, 2020). This is
a tricky issue to discuss and summarize here, as we
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are mostly referring to discussions in academic
spheres of Twitter and Facebook, and thus tend to be
half-formed thoughts and assertions pushed out to the
broader academic community. We find value in noting
these discussions here, though both because such dis-
cussions have shaped the online discourse around
open science and diversity and to highlight the limited
spheres in which diversity and open science have been
discussed. Moreover, as media scholar Sarah Jackson
(2019, 2020) has highlighted, Twitter has amplified
the voices of groups marginalized due to race, gender,
sexuality, and so on, providing a platform to be heard
and initiate change. Accordingly, Twitter plays an im-
portant function in democratizing science, as scholars
with less access to power and resources can have their
contributions recognized. Indeed, the first SIPS diver-
sity hack-a-thon came about because of a tweet by
Neil Lewis, Jr. (2017) requesting such a discussion.
All of that said, Academic Twitter and Facebook are
very small, non-representative slices of the psychol-
ogy research community, with those engaging in open
science being an even smaller share. Thus, issues per-
taining to diversity and open science have scantly
been discussed when considering the full field of psy-
chological research.

How Greater Synergy between Open Science and
Cultural Psychology Can Contribute to Represen-
tation of Researchers

As noted, the under-representation of researchers
from marginalized backgrounds is a structural prob-
lem that requires structural solutions. The open sci-
ence movement is a structural solution, but focused on
a different problem. And thus, if we carry on as we
are, the social-structural nature of the “previous sci-
ence” will carry on to the new.

Within open science, the principle of accessibility
is intended to directly challenge the social-structural
context, and thus that is a site for altering attitudes and
practices that can promote the diversity of researchers.
Within psychology, accessibility has largely been dis-
cussed in terms of making articles available via open
access or preprints. Thus, we need to collectively
broaden how we think about accessibility. For exam-
ple Albornoz & Chan (2018), stated, “We must ask:
what assumptions are embedded in narratives about
Open Science, whose interests are they serving and in
turn whose interests are neglected in this framing?” (p.
75). This analysis of power is fundamental to an inter-
sectional perspective on how science operates (see
Syed et al., 2018).

Albornoz and Chan (2018) discuss how the Open
Science movement has mainly highlighted Euro-
American scholarship, and similarly how the main or-
ganizations such as Center for Open Science and
FOSTER are focused on Euro-American scholarship
(see also Chan, 2019; Vicente-Saez & Martinez-
Fuentes, 2018). This results in voices of other re-
searchers in other regions of the world to be ne-
glected. It is important to think about what assump-
tions are assumed with the Open Science movement
and how the interests may or may not serve “diverse”
researchers, samples, or theoretical perspectives.

The Open and Collaborative Science in Develop-
ment Network (OCSDNet), an international research
network, studied the ways in which the Open Science
movement has contributed towards equality. Specifi-
cally, the broad research question for the network was
“whether and under what conditions, open and collab-
orative science practices could lead to development
outcomes and community well-being” (p. 8; Chan et
al., 2019). This research project found some examples
of how Open Science can create space for political
and social change, albeit outside of psychology. For
example, research teams in Colombia and Costa Rica
worked with coffee-plantation farmers, drawing on the
principles of openness to share scientific knowledge
with the farmers and to promote social and environ-
mental well-being in the production process (Albor-
noz & Chan, 2018). In another example, a team based
in Lebanon developed low-cost technologies and
methods to measure water contamination, and again
the purpose was to spread the knowledge openly (Al-
bornoz & Chan, 2018). These examples may not be
the conventional Open Science principles considered
in psychology, but they emphasize the importance of
representation of researchers in the movement and
changing the way we think about and enact our re-
search.

A major change in the distribution of resources is
central to reforming the power structure in the field.
As we discuss in the subsequent sections, greater en-
gagement in data sharing and collaboration can lead to
increased opportunities for scholarships for research-
ers with less access to resources. Moreover, we dis-
cuss how changing both how we assign credit for pub-
lication (creditorship vs. authorship) and how we
make decisions about what to publish (moving to-
wards Registered Reports) would help equalize the
field. Research funding is of course a major barrier for
many under-represented scholars (e.g., Ginther et al.,
2012 for Black scholars and NIH funding). A rela-
tively new intervention to address this issue are “grant
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lotteries,” in which funders randomly select grant ap-
plications for funding that meet a predetermined qual-
ity threshold (see Adam, 2019). Doing this ensures
that disparities in access to past resources, as well as
any bias among the reviewers, does not play a role in
the final selection process. This shift in approaches to
funding on its own will not change the current power
structure to be more inclusive, nor will any of the sin-
gular behaviors detailed in this chapter. Collectively,
however, they usher in a new view on how to conduct
science, and if taken as a full system could potentially
lead to major changes.

Representation of Samples

The lack of diversity in research samples has been
robustly documented for many years (Graham, 1992;
Hartmann et al., 2013; Syed et al., 2018; see also
Hamby, this volume), so we will not go into detail
about this problem here other than to note that partici-
pants in psychological studies tend to be both White
and from the U.S. The “and” in the preceding sen-
tence is important to attend to, as there are two broad
categories of cultural/racial/ethnic inclusion that are
often conflated but need to always be taken sepa-
rately: racial/ethnic minority inclusion and interna-
tional inclusion. Both forms of exclusion from psy-
chological research have been long known and dis-
cussed, and unfortunately long ignored. The fact re-
mains that the vast majority of research is conducted
in the U.S. and Western Europe and, within those
countries, the vast majority of research is conducted
with White people.

These issues had been raised repeatedly for years,
but gained prominent attention when Henrich et al.
(2010) published their paper on psychology’s reliance
on WEIRD samples--individuals who come from
Western, Educated, Industrial, Rich, and Democratic
countries. As we have discussed multiple times be-
fore, it is notable--but rarely recognized--that the
WEIRD paper has almost nothing to say about race
and ethnicity. We all know there is nothing so practi-
cal as a good acronym (Syed, 2020a), but we should
always be skeptical of convenient acronyms and how
they can perpetuate inequalities. WEIRD is almost too
good, which also means it is also almost certainly
leaving out other important facets of diversity that
should be giving equal attention. WWEIRD (Harden,
2018), with the extra W for White, does not have the
same cachet, nor does MWEIRD (“majority”) or
WEIRDER (“ethnic and racial” majorities). As usual,
there is simply no space for ethnic/racial minorities.

Some readers may take a “who cares” attitude to-
wards this issue of terminology, but it has real impli-
cations. WEIRD is complicit in the conflation of mi-
nority and international diversity and representation.
Researchers will casually discuss the “WEIRD people
problem” as though it is the same as diversity more
generally (e.g., Muthukrishna & Henrich, 2019), but
WEIRD is narrowly focused on national diversity.

All of this is to say that the issues of representa-
tion of samples goes well beyond the “WEIRD people
problem,” and from a cultural psychology perspective
we believe we would all be better off if we moved be-
yond WEIRD and named the problem for what it actu-
ally is. That is, it is the problem of a lack of diversity
and inclusion within a power-based structure.

How Greater Synergy between Open Science and
Cultural Psychology Can Contribute to Represen-
tation of Samples

Aligning open science and cultural psychology,
however, has the potential to address the problem in
meaningful ways. We highlight two aspects here, col-
laboration and data sharing.

Collaboration. The fact that quantitative studies
in psychology do not have sufficient statistical power
has been long known and—Ilike the lack of diversity
of samples—Ilong ignored (Cohen, 1962). Only re-
cently, as part of the open science movement, has sta-
tistical power begun to receive sufficient attention. In
this context, those who conduct research with ethnic
minorities will quickly argue that recruiting a large
enough sample to achieve statistical power is a burden
(Gaither, 2019; Lewis, 2017).

Whereas it is certainly true that recruiting a larger
number of ethnic minority participants will be, on av-
erage, more difficult than recruiting White partici-
pants, we need to attend to the existing research that is
successful in this work and also work to think of new
solutions. Both Gaither (2019) and Lewis (2017) dis-
cuss these difficulties in the context of using univer-
sity participant pool samples, where there are some-
times too few ethnic minorities, and using online re-
cruitment systems, where recruiting ethnic minorities
can be expensive. As social psychologists it is not sur-
prising that they would highlight these two recruit-
ment methods, but these are not the only options.

Drawing from the democratic values that underlie
the open science movement, collaboration has been a
core aspect of the new scientific process (Forscher et
al., 2020). Whereas it has long been the case that work
was valued for being sole-authored, there is growing



SYED & KATHAWALLA 8

interest in shunning that view in favor of valuing work
that 1s collaborative. Indeed, such a view is the idea of
recognizing contributorship rather than authorship,
which recognizes the many ways in which researchers
can contribute to a final published report (Holcombe,
2019).

There are several new collaborative systems up
and running in psychology in the wake of the open
science movement. Most prominently is the Psycho-
logical Science Accelerator (Moshontz et al., 2018),
“a globally distributed network of psychological sci-
ence laboratories (currently over 500), representing
over 70 countries on all six populated continents, that
coordinates data collection for democratically selected
studies “ (https://psysciacc.org/). With this scale of in-
frastructure the researchers are able to address major
questions related to diversity-oriented research, such
as variation in evaluation of faces around the world
(Jones et al., 2020) and the robustness of stereotype
threat (Forscher et al., 2019).

Not all collaborations need be at the scale of the
Psychological Science Accelerator, however, espe-
cially when researchers have interest in pursuing spe-
cific research questions that may not be shared with
such a large number of labs. In the mid-2000s, a group
of U.S. researchers with interests in identity, culture,
and ethnicity developed the Multisite University
Study of Identity and Culture (MUSIC; Weisskirch et
al., 2013). The MUSIC collaborative began with a
small group of researchers with shared interests, and
over a couple of years expanded to include data from
over 10,000 students at 30 institutions. MUSIC was a
full-on democratic collaborative, with no principal in-
vestigator. Members interested in using the data for a
paper contacted all other members with the plan, giv-
ing all the opportunity to join on provided they con-
tribute based on pre-determined criteria (see
Weisskirch et al., 2013 for a copy of the Memoran-
dum of Understanding). The collaborative led to doz-
ens of high-powered publications, presentations, and
theses that otherwise would not have been. Moreover,
the collaborative had very large representations of eth-
nic/racial minority researchers, early-career research-
ers, and those coming from smaller, under-resourced
institutions. Remarkably, all of this was done with es-
sentially no funding at all (see the first and second it-
erations of the Emerging Adults Measured at Multiple
Institutions Project for a similar approach (Grahe et
al., 2018; Reifman & Grahe, 2016). To be sure, alt-
hough it was inclusive, the collaborative relied on tra-
ditional approaches to authorship rather than a con-
tributorship model, and thus did not fully address the

incentive issues discussed previously. Nevertheless,
the MUSIC collaborative is a nice example of cultural
psychology and open science working in synergy to
improve research practice: interest in cultural psychol-
ogy paired with restricted access to participant popula-
tions led to broad and inclusive collaborations, which
then led to stronger research being produced.

The issue of under-resourced institutions deserves
special attention (Grahe et al., 2020). Most research in
the U.S. comes out of large public land-grant universi-
ties or research-intensive private institutions. Such in-
stitutions are also not known for their diverse student
bodies. Thus, if researchers at those institutions are re-
lying only on their own participant pools and student
bodies, then they may indeed have difficulty recruit-
ing a suitable sample. But those institutions are not the
be-all, end-all of higher education. Within reasonable
proximity there are often regional state universities
and definitely community colleges, both of which will
tend to have much more diverse student populations.
Engaging in genuine collaborations and partnerships
(Cooper et al., 2005) between faculty at multiple insti-
tutions can diversify samples, provide access to re-
search opportunities for students who may not other-
wise have it, and creates a more inclusive and partici-
patory field. Such an approach is consistent with the
democractic ideals of the open science movement, and
exemplifies how cultural psychology and open science
can mutually benefit each other.

Data Sharing. A big part of the open science
movement is the push for openly available data. Mak-
ing data open has many scientific benefits; it allows
others to evaluate the rigor of claims made in pub-
lished work through reproducing the analysis that was
conducted to ensure there are no errors or to specify
alternative models that assess the robustness of the
findings. Moreover, open data, has a generative func-
tion, allowing researchers to test different questions
from those reported in published work. For example,
Onyeador et al. (2020) published a three-wave longi-
tudinal study of how contact with Black people was
associated with changes in implicit and explicit bias in
a large sample of physicians. The authors made their
data openly available, which then allowed Schimmack
(2019) to fit models that addressed the stability of im-
plicit and explicit bias over time, a question that was
not directly addressed in the original study or else-
where in the literature. A cultural psychological pro-
ject that engaged in open science practices allowed
new questions about cultural psychology to be exam-
ined.
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In the context of psychological research, in which
data sharing has not been the norm, the idea of making
data openly available makes many researchers uneasy.
This may be especially true for researchers working
with ethnic minority populations, who may have a
heightened sense of data privacy given the history of
scientific racism. Indeed, many researchers underesti-
mate the ability of re-identification of participants
through their data, and this is an even higher risk for
ethnic minority participants given their smaller size in
the population. Moreover, researchers may collect
large data sets that can be used for multiple purposes,
and therefore do not want to share their data with oth-
ers who may “scoop” them.

These are legitimate concerns that should be care-
fully considered, but they should not be used as de
facto rationale for not sharing data. It is important to
understand that “open data” is not a binary--open or
not open--but rather can be a matter of degree. On one
extreme end is fully open data, in which a complete
data set is available online for public download with-
out restriction. On the other end is fully closed data,
where the data set is retained only by the original re-
searchers and not made available to others. Interest-
ingly, research suggests that agreements to make data
available upon request are very rarely honored
(Miyakawa, 2020; Statham et al., 2020; Wicherts et
al., 2006) and are thus more or less equivalent to fully
closed data.

But, again, there are middle positions between
these two extremes that can address some concerns re-
searchers might have about sharing data. First, re-
searchers might publish an article that is based on a
subset of the full data set, with plans to continue to
work with variables not included in the published
study. In this case, researchers may be reluctant to
share their full data for fear of being scooped. One
simple solution to this concern is to share only the
data that were included in the analyses reported in the
published article. Doing so would allow interested
parties to reproduce the analyses and/or fit alternative
models based on different assumptions.

A second concern about making data open is the
risk of re-identification (Lewis, 2019). This may be a
particularly salient concern for researchers working
with ethnic minorities or other marginalized popula-
tions that, due to their minority status, may be at a
heightened risk for re-identification. There are a vari-
ety of strategies for reducing the possibility of re-iden-
tification (Meyer, 2018). One straight-forward ap-
proach is to create two versions of the master data set,
one with participants’ demographics and one without.

The data set without the demographics could be made
openly available, along with a codebook that indicates
which demographics are included in the data set, sum-
mary data for the demographics, and a note that inter-
ested parties can contact the researchers for access to
the demographics if needed. If researchers properly
curate their data sets in the first place (Arslan, 2019),
prior to posting the openly available version, then
providing the full version upon request will not pose
an administrative burden. An alternative emerging ap-
proach is to create a synthetic data set that mirrors the
target data set so that researchers can reproduce the
analyses or fit alternative models, but the data do not
actually belong to any individuals and thus there is no
risk of re-identification (Quintana, 2019).

Another approach to handling the re-identification
concern is to make the data fully open and available
upon request, but actually having a method for how
authors can access the data. For example, researchers
could create a data access and use agreement that in-
terested parties had to complete prior to receiving the
data. This agreement could have clear information
about data privacy and reuse. Indeed, depositing the
data at a trusted repository such as the Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR;
www.icpsr.umich.edu/) would allow for them to set
this kind of thing up for you.

The main take home point from the preceding is
that making data openly available is more complex
than it may seem, for better or for worse. We highly
recommend reading Meyer (2018) for an excellent
treatment of the complexities of data sharing and de-
tails on some of the repositories that are available.

Representation of Perspectives

The final form of representation pertains to the
perspectives that researchers bring to their work, spe-
cifically theoretical and conceptual perspectives re-
garding diversity and groups that they may or may not
be aware that they are drawing from.

Diversifying samples is often seen as an issue of
external validity and generalization, that if our sam-
ples more adequately reflect society as a whole then
we can be more confident in our claims about the gen-
eralizability of the findings. In this way, diversifying
samples is largely a methodological change that im-
proves the confidence of our conclusions. But this
methodological change has serious substantive impli-
cations that are not always fully appreciated.
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Diversifying the samples almost always also
means needing to test for variations in the core anal-
yses along the major dimensions of diversity (e.g.,
testing for racial/ethnic group differences). Im-
portantly, this need not always be the case, but it tends
to be in practice because a) researchers work from the
starting assumption that there are differences and thus
they should be tested or b) reviewers work from the
same starting assumption and require the authors to
conduct such tests. So, generally, having a diverse
sample means conducting tests for variations along
that dimension of diversity.

But what if there is no theory or prior expectations
for group differences? What if the only rationale is
procedural (“have diversity must test””) and not sub-
stantive? It turns out that we actually have few quality
theories or generally substantive reasons to expect
group variations in much of what we study. So then
what we are left with is conducting exploratory anal-
yses, which is fine, but what if we find differences?
How do we make sense of them? Most researchers
who test for racial/ethnic group differences, for exam-
ple, are ill-equipped to do comparative racial/ethnic
research because they did not think through from the
beginning why such differences might be observed
and ensure that they were measuring those explana-
tory constructs. Rather, researchers observe differ-
ences but have no idea why they found them, leading
to post-hoc explanations that are of little benefit and
are potentially harmful (see Helms et al., 2005, for a
classic and still very relevant treatment of this issue).

If researchers find racial/ethnic group differences
but are not sure why, in the next study they would
hopefully be motivated to include and test for poten-
tial explanatory mechanisms. But to do so they would
have to first delve deeper into ethnic minority psy-
chology to examine culturally relevant mechanisms
(e.g., identity, discrimination, socialization). At that
point the researchers are then basically doing ethnic
minority psychology, or more generally cultural psy-
chology. And here they were just trying to get a more
representative sample for their research!

This is why we must fully think through the rec-
ommendations to diversify our samples. It cannot stop
there. Doing so actually requires us to diversify our
thinking about psychological science. There is a sub-
stantive requirement attached to the methodological
one. In fact, the larger issue is that thinking this
through exposes the limited potential of the main-
stream, universalist psychology. It highlights how we
all are—or should be—cultural psychologists who

take seriously the potential for systematic human vari-
ation in psychological phenomena.

First, there is a need to recognize the different cul-
tural models that underlie any cultural-comparative in-
quiry. In a classic yet underappreciated chapter, Cauce
et al. (1998) discuss three predominant models of cul-
tural comparison: cultural deviance, cultural equiva-
lence, and cultural variance. In the cultural deviance
model, one group (typically the majority group) is set
as the “standard” or “default” group to which others
other are compared. Any deviation from the default
group is considered to be a deficiency of the group,
which is why such comparative approaches are often
called “deficit models.” In contrast, the cultural equiv-
alence model rejects the assumption that one group is
the default or normative standard, and assumes that
any observed group differences are located within so-
cial-structural conditions. Accordingly, if not for those
conditions then the groups could be equal. A common
methodological approach within this model is to sta-
tistically control for social class when making ra-
cial/ethnic group comparisons. This is done to ostensi-
bly make the groups equivalent, to remove the con-
found of social class, but it also assumes that social
class has the same meaning across racial/ethnic
groups, an assumption that has been demonstrated
false (e.g., Hardaway & McLoyd, 2009). Finally, the
cultural variations models is free of assumptions
about normative standards or the nature of equality.
Rather, the assumption is that there are cultural varia-
tions among groups that may be associated with both
differences and similarities among those groups. This
approach seeks to take seriously the potential role of
cultural and social-structural factors, but leaves room
for such factors to have little or no impact on psycho-
logical phenomena. Awareness of the three and mod-
els, and which one is underlying researchers’ thinking
about their theory, design, and analysis is essential for
conducting quality comparative work, and not taking
the baseless view that all comparative work is prob-
lematic.

Identifying the cultural model is the first step to
working through the next problem: identifying the
mechanism that would account for any observed
group differences. Most, but certainly not all, group-
comparison research hypothesizes the presence rather
than absence of group differences (but see Chuard et
al., 2019). At the same time, most, but certainly not
all, of such research does not measure and test the pu-
tative mechanism that accounts for those differences.
In classic examples, Helms at el. (2005) noted the lack
of mechanisms included in Black-White comparisons
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of IQ and Matsumoto (1999) on the lack of mecha-
nisms included in U.S.-Japan comparisons of inde-
pendent and interdependent self-construals—critiques
that are still highly relevant today.

As nicely summarized by Ng et al. (2019), con-
ducting explanatory models for mean comparisons is
accomplished through tests of mediation, whereas ex-
planatory models of group differences between pat-
terns of associations is accomplished through medi-
ated moderation. Although the authors provide simu-
lation-based power analyses that suggest Ns of 200-
300 being sufficient, their analysis was based on ra-
ther large effect sizes, and more reasonable power
analyses suggest the need for a sample size of at least
400 under the most favorable conditions and up to
1100-1600 under other conditions (Giner-Sorolla,
2018; Simonsohn, 2014).

How Greater Synergy between Open Science and
Cultural Psychology Can Contribute to Represen-
tation of Perspectives

One of the aspects of open science that can poten-
tially be most helpful for working through these theo-
retical issues is preregistration. Preregistration refers
to the process of formally specifying your study de-
sign and analysis and submitting it to a trusted, time-
stamped repository before you collect the data and/or
conduct the analysis (Nosek et al., 2018). The primary
purpose is to draw a clearer line between confirmatory
research--what you planned to do prior to seeing the
data--and exploratory research--what you decided to
do after seeing the data. Preregistration is meant to de-
ter p-hacking/questionable research practices/re-
searcher degrees of freedom, which all correspond to
the same patterns of conscious and unconscious modi-
fication of study design and analysis in order to
achieve a p-value below the conventional .05 thresh-
old. These practices lead to inflated Type 1 errors and
lessened likelihood that the effect would replicate in
an independent replication. Preregistration is also
meant to deter HARKing--Hypothesizing after the re-
sults are known (Kerr, 1998)--because all hypotheses
would be formally stated prior to the data analysis
phase.

Preregistration is sometimes portrayed as a proce-
dural step, or to ensure the veracity of the reported in-
ferential statistics, but its theoretical value is often un-
der-appreciated. The greatest value of developing pre-
registration plans, in our experience, is that it makes
you stop and think. You have to think through, why
am I doing this? Why am I making these choices, and

what am I missing? Thinking through your predictions
will require you to confront what to do about group
differences—and thus, cultural psychology can help
with creating stronger preregistration plans. First, is
the decision about whether or not you will test for
group differences, and if so, is it purely exploratory or
do you have specific hypotheses about the reasons
those differences might be observed? If the latter, then
you can be sure that you include appropriate measures
so that you can conduct the test. Contrast this ap-
proach to the more standard approach, where re-
searchers realize they have a diverse sample and de-
cide to test for differences, having no substantive ra-
tionale for doing so. The results of such tests are
nearly impossible to interpret.

Having a preregistration plan indicating that you
will not plan to test for group differences can also pro-
tect against editors and reviewers who insist on such
tests (and they most certainly do). To be clear, you
can always conduct analyses that were not part of the
preregistration plan and include them clearly labeled
as exploratory/post-hoc, but the plan help by having
clearly specified central questions and how they were
to be examined.

An extended version of preregistration are regis-
tered reports (Chambers & Tzavella, 2020). With reg-
istered reports, authors submit the introduction,
method, and planned analyses section for review, be-
fore collecting and/or analyzing any data. That is what
is reviewed and initially accepted for publication.
Then the authors conduct the study and/or analyze the
data, and so long as they did what they said they
would, and did so competently, then the article will be
published regardless of the results. The idea behind
registered reports is that selections for publication
should be based on sound conceptualization, design,
and analysis, not on the nature of the findings, which
is the current mainstream approach that has led to
massive publication bias. With registered reports, the
idea and plan of execution is what gets rewarded. In
our view this publishing format should be a boon for
researchers working on diversity-related topics. As the
registered report editors of Developmental Science re-
cently discussed (Ansari & Gervain, 2020), the format
benefits those working with resource constraints, as it
allows them to conduct a single, well-designed study
rather than having to conduct numerous studies until
they can produce results that are deemed suitable for
publication. As the authors say, “This should therefore
allow smaller laboratories, researchers from under-
privileged areas and less senior scholars with fewer



SYED & KATHAWALLA 12

resources to have a better opportunity to publish.” (see
also Grahe et al., 2020).

Conclusion: Integrating the Three Dimensions of
Representation

The purpose of this chapter was to bring open sci-
ence and cultural psychology closer together, high-
lighting how they can benefit one another. In doing so,
we focused on three types of representation: research-
ers, samples, and perspectives. These three dimen-
sions of representation are clearly related but also not
entirely dependent on each other; one can increase one
of the three without a concomitant increase in the
other. For example, as a field we could diversify the
researchers, but those researchers will not necessarily
conduct work committed to diversifying samples, or
could adopt a cultural deviance perspective that main-
tains the current structure. Similarly, diversifying
samples does not, technically, rely on diversifying re-
searchers at all (although in practice it seems to; see
Roberts et al. 2020).

That said, all three forms of representation can
and often will have reciprocal relations with one an-
other. For example, ethnic minority researchers in
psychology will often—although of course not al-
ways—seek to conduct research with ethnic minority
populations. The more the research in the field en-
gages with diversity in its samples, potentially more
likely that ethnic minorities see themselves as belong-
ing in the field, enhancing recruitment and retention.
Thus, a reciprocal relation between diversity of re-
searchers and diversity of samples. Relying on more
diverse samples requires researchers to think more
deeply about what they are doing with those samples.
Thinking more deeply about diversity in our work
may lead to diversifying our samples to conduct re-
search that is consistent with that thinking. Thus a re-
ciprocal relation between diversity of samples and di-
versity of perspectives. Taking up different cultural
perspectives may allow us to see the field from differ-
ent angles, including from a structural one, and there-
fore could lead to field-wide action that increases the
diversity of researchers. Increasing the number of eth-
nic minority researchers will likely diversify the cul-
tural perspectives that underlie work in the field.
Thus, a reciprocal relation between diversity of per-
spectives and diversity of researchers.

So yes, the dimensions clearly have the potential
to be related, and can be conceptualized as part of a
broader system. However, in terms of engaging with

initiatives that would increase diversity or seek to ad-
dress diversity issues in open science, those initiatives
need to be targeted to each dimension specifically. If
someone is talking about one dimension, and in re-
sponse someone brings up another dimension, without
full acknowledgement that they are talking about dif-
ferent issues, then that is an unproductive conversa-
tion. The dimensions must be disaggregated and dis-
cussed separately. Indeed, as highlighted throughout
this chapter, each of the dimensions of representation
has different implications, problems, and solutions
with respect to open science.

We are not arguing that these three types are the
only way to think about diversity, or that there are not
entirely different ways to think about the complexities
of this issue. Rather, separating the three dimensions is
at least a useful starting point to drawing attention to
some issues that we should be focusing on. Focusing
on no singular issue outlined in this chapter will change
the view on how to conduct science; however, collec-
tively if taken as a full system could potentially lead to
major changes. Accordingly, we see this chapter as a
starting point for researchers in cultural psychology and
open science to think about these issues, and an invita-
tion to take these ideas further or in different directions,
all in the service of creating a more inclusive and robust
science.
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