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     RESUMO

O meu objetivo neste texto é apresentar um contraponto ao viés positivista 
que vem dominando o debate sobre ciência aberta e, assim, evidenciar 
alguns problemas e abrir espaço para um olhar mais plural e inclusivo 
sobre o assunto. Reflito sobre os três pontos centrais que marcam o debate 
sobre ciência aberta: (a) acesso aberto ao conhecimento produzido; (b) 
transparência nos processos de pesquisa; e (c) replicação e reprodutibilidade 
de pesquisas anteriores. Meu foco reside em conferir maior destaque 
à necessidade de uma visão plural e inclusiva de ciência alicerçada em 
pressupostos de alteridade.

Palavras-chave: ciência aberta; alteridade; epistemologia; dados abertos; 
transparência em pesquisa.

    ABSTRACT

My objective in this text is to present a counterpoint to the positivist bias 
that has dominated the debate on open science and eventually highlight 
some problems and provide a more plural and inclusive perspective on 
the subject. I reflect on three key points that have pervaded the debate 
on open science, namely: (a) open access to the knowledge produced, (b) 
transparency in research processes, and (c) replication and reproducibility 
of previous research. My focus is on highlighting the need for a plural and 
inclusive view of science, one which is grounded on otherness assumptions.

Keywords: open science; otherness; epistemology; open data; transparency 
in research.
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OPENING WORDSOPENING WORDS

As the new editor-in-chief of Revista de 
Administração Contemporânea (RAC), I am in charge 
of a journal that adopted the open science policy a 
few years ago. Although only few journals, especially 
within management, have adopted this policy, I believe 
that we all should advocate more accessible science 
to everyone. However, after coming across a group of 
people and texts defending open science, I have realized 
that part of the thinking on the matter has taken (or 
is keen on determining) a totalizing stance. This group 
understands open science from a positivist perspective 
(and its derivations) according to which it would be 
possible to establish (or rather impose) a unique, closed 
model of how to practice open science. This stance has 
worried me, for the simple fact that everything intended 
to be total (general) ends up being exclusive. Thus, this 
begs the question: Is it possible to establish a perfect, 
unambiguous way of doing open science? 

The open science movement has grown over 
the past two decades and is part of the contemporary 
scientific debate (e.g., Martins, 2020; McKiernan et 
al., 2016). Discussions essentially revolve around three 
topics: (a) open access to knowledge, (b) transparency in 
research processes, and (c) replication and reproducibility 
of previous research (Martins, 2020; Mendes-da-Silva, 
2019). In short, open science seeks to make scientific 
work more accessible and transparent. It seems to me 
that there is little to no space for discussing whether 
science should or not move towards more accessibility 
and transparency. However, how we should understand 
‘transparency’ (and an eventual insubordination to 
the very idea of ethics) and the ‘imperative need’ for 
replication and reproducibility of scientific research 
deserves a special look and a more qualified debate. My 
objective in this text is to present a counterpoint to the 
positivist bias (e.g., Aguinis, Cascio, & Ramani, 2017; 
Aguinis & Solarino, 2019; Mendes-da-Silva, 2019) that 
has dominated the debate on open science and eventually 
highlight some problems and provide a more plural and 
inclusive perspective on the subject. I reflect on three 
aforementioned key points that have pervaded the debate 
on open science, while also emphasizing the need for a 
plural, inclusive view of science (Sousa-Santos, 2008), 
one based on otherness assumptions (Peirano, 1999).

OPEN ACCESS TO KNOWLEDGEOPEN ACCESS TO KNOWLEDGE

The need for open access to science as a way to 
democratize knowledge and improve (both human and 
non-human) ways of life seems to be a consensus amongst 

scholars and has become public policy in some countries  
(Harnad et al., 2008; Larivière & Sugimoto, 2018). 
One of the greatest difficulties in making all scientific 
knowledge available to anyone, especially through articles, 
is the journals’ operating costs (Harnad et al., 2008). 
The scientific publishing market has circulated billions 
of dollars annually (Larivière, Haustein, & Mongeon, 
2015), including to have multiple professionals to meet 
technological needs (e.g., websites and article submission 
systems), editorial needs (e.g., secretary, layout, editing 
services) and dissemination needs (e.g., social media, 
attendance to scientific events). In this market, some 
publishers have come to profit more than companies as 
large as Google or Apple (Buranyi, 2017). The process 
is well known to scholars. Researchers investigate and 
write scientific articles (often without funding) and 
submit their manuscripts to journals that appear in the 
list of publishers. These manuscripts require the work 
of other scholars (usually from three to five) to read and 
review them, seeking to ensure scientific quality and 
providing further insights. This is the well-known peer 
review process. In general, neither authors nor reviewers 
are paid for the work they perform for publishers. 
However, the publishers charge significant amounts for 
people to have access to published articles (Edwards & 
Shulenburger, 2013). This is the secret to profitability in 
this business (Larivière et al., 2015) and the first barrier 
to open science: access to published articles (Larivière & 
Sugimoto, 2018).

With a view to democratizing the knowledge 
created from research funded in their countries, some 
governments have also funded article processing charges 
so that articles do not have any costs for readers (Wingfield 
& Millar, 2019). These charges can range from 2,000 
to 5,000 dollars, which seems to be much higher than 
the actual cost of publishing a scientific article. There 
are also journals collecting article processing charges in 
two other situations. The first situation is related to what 
we conventionally call predatory journals (Bernardi, 
2018) – they collect article processing charges that in 
fact represent the purchase of a space for publishing a 
manuscript. Many of these journals do not even have a 
peer review process (even though they claim otherwise on 
their websites). The second situation is related to serious 
journals that truly collect article processing charges to 
fund what is needed to maintain themselves and edit the 
manuscripts. In these cases, charges are much lower than 
those mentioned above and can range from 20 to 100 
dollars.
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In addition to the large publishers, the predatory 
journals and the serious journals that collect article 
processing charges, there are also cases such as the one that 
prevails in Brazil. Several scientific journals are funded by 
the Brazilian universities, the federal government, state 
governments or associations such as ANPAD (Brazilian 
Academy of Management), which sponsors RAC, for 
instance. In these cases, there are no costs borne by authors 
or readers. Consequently, it is apparent that the name open 
access does not necessarily mean open, democratic and fair 
science. This is an extremely relevant aspect to account in 
any defense of open science. This involves reflecting on 
what it is like to do science and democratize it in a context 
marked by market issues (Larivière et al., 2015).

One key direction in open science should be 
challenging and, most likely, extinguishing rankings 
for scientific journals. Rankings are an instrument that 
feeds the scientific publishing market (Nkomo, 2009) 
and hinders democratization of knowledge. Determining 
what is ‘better’ or ‘worse’ leads to a competition for some 
publication spaces that end up being used for surplus value 
(in Karl Marx’s sense). An instrument that has been used as 
a way to democratize knowledge through scientific articles 
is the preprint (Larivière & Sugimoto, 2018). It consists of 
making an article available in an open repository before or 
simultaneously with its submission to a scientific journal. 
While it sounds like a good idea, it leads to two problems. 
The first problem is that preprints do not meet the scholars’ 
needs to score points (publish or perish), as they are not the 
definitive publication and do not appear in a ‘prestigious’ 
journal. The second problem is that there are fields, such as 
management, in which manuscripts submitted to journals 
end up with a final (published) version that is very different 
from the original (which is the preprint) after the peer 
review process. Therefore, having access to the preprint 
does not necessarily mean (in some fields) to have access to 
the same content as published.

TRANSPARENCY IN RESEARCH PROCESSESTRANSPARENCY IN RESEARCH PROCESSES

Ethics is a basic condition in scientific research (Bell 
& Bryman, 2007). Transparency in research processes is a 
way to meet the necessary requirements for ethical research 
(Poth, 2019). However, we cannot reduce research ethics 
to transparency or open-access transparency to unrestricted 
openness to research data. The idea of having open access 
to any research data may have deleterious effects and 
neglect some important aspects of scientific research in its 
multiple epistemological and methodological avenues. This 
is where otherness gains relevance. Otherness is a principle 
that supports all knowledge produced in anthropology 
(Peirano, 1999) and has great value in other fields such 
as law (Tavares-Neto & Kozicki, 2008). Putting it simply 

and directly, otherness means recognizing differences 
without making value judgments about them. But what 
does otherness have to do with transparency and ethics 
in scientific research? The answer lies in knowing that 
scientific knowledge is not produced similarly across all 
areas of knowledge. Therefore, it is a matter of knowing 
and recognizing that theoretical and methodological 
assumptions used in fields such as natural sciences and 
health may not be feasible or applicable in other fields 
such as sociology, psychology, or management. If we are 
judicious about otherness, we realize that even fields such as 
management contain multiple possibilities for knowledge 
production (Paes de Paula, 2016; Sandberg & Alvesson, 
2021) despite some people’s insistence that management 
is an ‘annex’ of natural sciences and their claims that 
Herculean efforts should be made to find general laws by 
developing models.

Being transparent in management research does 
not have to be synonymous with having all data open. 
This goes beyond issues of ‘classified’ business data, for 
which the mere mention that they are ‘strategic’ provides 
a ‘good’ justification for not making them accessible. 
Could it be that the very word ‘strategic’ carries a set of 
ethical conundrums for both companies and researchers? 
This is open for further reflection. But my point goes a 
little further; it refers to the ethical consequences of having 
any kind of data open, as already mentioned by Martins 
(2020). It is necessary to respect the multiple forms of 
knowledge production with their potential, limitations, 
and ethical implications (Bell & Bryman, 2007). 

To illustrate my point, I present two examples, one 
of female victims of sexual harassment in the workplace, 
and another one of cases of corruption. The following 
questions emerge when it comes to sexual harassment in 
the workplace: Is it be possible to leave the interviews 
open for anyone to hear or read them (even when leaving 
the person’s name and workplace unidentified)? Would 
any of the interviewed victims like to read their open 
testimony in some data repository or find it used on some 
other website or social media? Could this situation cause 
more damage to the interviewees and legal problems for 
the researchers? Even if researchers followed Chauvette, 
Schick-Makaroff and Molzahn's (2019) guidelines and 
requested authorization to disclose the interviewees’ data in 
an open repository, what would it be like if they requested 
the removal of their data from the repository because of 
the consequences of open access to their stories? Now let 
us turn to research on corruption: Would researchers have 
authorization to release particular parts of data? Wouldn’t 
researchers and others put their own physical integrity at 
risk by disclosing data, as there could be, say, organized 
crime groups involved in some cases?
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Based on these examples and questions, I challenge 
the notion that open data is the main tool for transparency 
or even a warranty of ethical research. I am not ignoring 
the problems related to data fabrication and other serious 
operational research problems (usually in quantitative 
research) that must be tackled (Chawla, 2021). I am 
rather drawing attention to the fact that there are specifics 
(othernesses) that need to be respected. Otherwise, open 
science is heading towards a paradox: in order to guarantee 
transparency through open data access (without adequate 
relativization), it ends up excluding a set of scientific 
investigations that do not fit into a model that seems to be 
suitable only for knowledge produced in some fields, about 
some topics or from a given epistemological perspective. It 
seems sensible to advocate that transparency through open 
data be broadly reflected upon and adopted through levels 
of open data (Chauvette, Schick-Makaroff, & Molzahn, 
2019; Poth, 2019) that consider the specificities of each 
study.

RESEARCH REPLICATION AND RESEARCH REPLICATION AND 
REPRODUCIBILITYREPRODUCIBILITY

Although the ideas of replication and 
reproducibility are well known in the scientific world, 
they do not represent a central issue for all types of 
research, especially in the humanities and social sciences. 
In fact, replication and reproducibility are relevant for a 
particular way of producing knowledge: positivist research 
and its derivations such as functionalism (Sousa-Santos, 
2008). Acknowledging this helps us understand a set of 
methodological implications that have confused several 
researchers. Positivist-functionalist influences include 
the search for generalizations, the creation and testing of 
hypotheses, the assumptions that social phenomena are 
subordinate to general laws (Donaldson, 2005) and that 
research is only reliable if its methods are replicable and 
its findings are reproducible in further research. Therefore, 
replication and reproducibility of scientific research is an 
essentially positivist agenda that, once again, represents 
ONE (rather than THE) way of researching and producing 
knowledge. 

From an open science point of view, it seems to 
me that the defense that any research should be replicable 
and reproducible is a short-sighted, totalizing way of 
determining which epistemological assumptions should 
be held as the parameter for different epistemological 
and methodological perspectives. A classic example 
of this debate is qualitative research. Although several 
scholars roughly equate qualitative research with a set of 
complementary methods, ‘qualitative research’ is in fact an 
umbrella term (Creswell, 2012; Stake, 2010) that houses 

multiple epistemological and methodological avenues. 
What unites the diversity of research under the umbrella 
of qualitative research is the type of data they use, i.e., non-
numerical or textual data (in the broad sense of text) as 
some authors prefer (Bispo, 2020). Therefore, qualitative 
research can have different epistemological orientations, 
including a positivist-functionalist nature.

Both researchers working primarily with 
quantitative research (who are predominantly positivist) 
and researchers working with qualitative research with 
a positivist-functionalist orientation assume that the 
replication of methods and the reproducibility of findings 
is important for their studies (Aguinis et al., 2017; Aguinis 
& Solarino, 2019; Mendes-da-Silva, 2018). This is not a 
problem in itself, but it is when these researchers use the 
open science argument to impose their research preferences 
and worldview on other researchers working with other 
paradigms. The conundrum increases when the central 
argument for adopting replication and reproducibility 
is the understanding that qualitative research needs to 
demonstrate more rigor (following a positivist logic) or 
when it assumes that subjectivity (which is a fundamental 
condition for humanity and life in society) is a weakness 
of qualitative research. In fact, the supposed objectivity 
and neutrality claimed by positivists carry countless 
subjectivities in these presuppositions (Sousa-Santos, 
2008).

My suggestion is that replicability and reproducibility 
should not be considered key to determining that any 
research or journal be classified as open science supporter, 
but they should be emphasized for positivist (generally 
quantitative) research, for which it is relevant to achieve 
similar findings or have statistical robustness. This, however, 
does not entail generalizing this process to other forms of 
knowledge production. Otherwise, we will be limiting the 
possibilities of doing science and producing knowledge, as 
well as excluding classical perspectives (especially those in 
the humanities and social sciences) such as, for instance, 
Wright Mills's (1975) ‘sociological imagination’, Alberto 
Guerreiro Ramos's (1966) ‘sociological reduction’, or even 
the multiple possibilities of phenomenology. All of them 
are present in several studies in the field of management 
and cannot be reduced to the ideas of replication and 
reproducibility.

FINAL WORDSFINAL WORDS

As I said at the beginning, I believe that making 
science more accessible and transparent is an important 
ideal sustained by open science. However, advocating 
open science should not entail limiting the multiple ways 
of producing knowledge, i.e., open science should not 
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be a cage with no room for the different. I contend that 
we should broaden the debate on open science to find 
avenues that can accommodate the multiple ways of doing 
science and their own specificities. This requires that we 
recognize the otherness in the different areas of knowledge 
and in the various ways of researching and producing 
knowledge. It is urgent that open science advances in the 
debate on the commodification of scientific knowledge 

(Larivière et al., 2015). In addition, it is necessary to 
ponder over very strict rules that may imply dismissing 
academic ethics, even under the argument of promoting 
ethics (as in the case of full data opening). Finally, it is 
pertinent to think to what extent open science canons will 
eventually turn open science into exclusive, closed science. 
We must avoid this paradox at all costs!
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