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A B S T R A C T   

Research transparency is critical for credible and trustworthy theory and subsequent practices and policymaking. 
However, checking for transparency is a laborious and time-consuming task. To facilitate this process, we 
introduce the Research Transparency Index (RTI v. 1.0). The program, available at https://www.hermanaguinis. 
com, enables users to assess the level of transparency in both unpublished and published manuscripts. RTI 
provides feedback on the transparency of manuscripts describing quantitative research across key research 
stages: theory, design, measurement, data analysis, and reporting of results. RTI (a) assists authors in enhancing 
the transparency of their manuscripts before submitting them to journals and conferences, (b) provides students 
with guidelines to improve their understanding of research transparency, and (c) provides reviewers and journal 
editors with a tool to assess manuscripts and offer developmental feedback to authors. RTI saves authors, stu-
dents, reviewers, and editors time by providing an automated assessment of transparency criteria, which can be 
updated in the future, given that we make the Python code available. Also, it promotes a culture of transparency, 
fostering trust and credibility in the scholarly community and among users of the knowledge we produce (e.g., 
organization and policy decision-makers).   

Introduction 

The recent scandal concerning research misconduct that involved 
possible fabrications and refusal to share data by researchers across 
several universities has garnered significant attention (Gelles, 2023). 
This and other incidents underscored the critical role of research 
transparency, which instills confidence in the trustworthiness of results 
and can aid in correcting false positive findings (O’Boyle et al., 2017; 
Simmons et al., 2011) and reducing the occurrence of biased outcomes 
(Banks et al., 2016). Specifically, methodological transparency refers to 
“the degree of detail and disclosure about the specific steps, decisions, 
and judgment calls made during a scientific study” (Aguinis et al., 2018, 
p.83). Thus, transparency is crucial in producing credible and trust-
worthy research, leading to clearer contributions to theory and 
improved practices and policymaking (Aguinis, 2025). 

Debate is ongoing in management and adjacent fields regarding the 
extent to which reproducibility (i.e., do conclusions converge when a 
different team of researchers analyzes the same data?) and replicability 
(i.e., do conclusions converge when a different team of researchers 

conducts a similar study?) are similarly applicable to quantitative and 
qualitative research. However, there is agreement that transparency is a 
sine qua non characteristic of high-quality and high-impact scholarship, 
encompassing both quantitative and qualitative approaches (Aguinis, 
2025; Aguinis et al., 2017; Aguinis & Solarino, 2019; Banks et al., 2016; 
Wulff et al., 2023). 

The Leadership Quarterly (LQ) has introduced a novel approach by 
implementing formal and systematic methodological checks to identify 
and address common empirical deficiencies before publishing articles 
(Friedrich et al., 2009; Wulff et al., 2023). However, assessing trans-
parency can be time-consuming, especially when involving multiple 
transparency issues. For this reason, expecting reviewers and journal 
editors to examine all aspects thoroughly is unrealistic. Accordingly, to 
alleviate the burden of manual review and assist authors and editors, we 
introduce the Research Transparency Index (RTI v. 1.0). Specifically, RTI 
is a free tool available at https://www.hermanaguinis.com that allows 
users to assess the level of transparency in both unpublished and pub-
lished manuscripts. While transparency is essential for qualitative and 
quantitative research, we initially designed this tool for quantitative 
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approaches, given the existence of consensual guidelines. 
Our automated approach is not entirely new, as many journals 

already use tools such as iThenticate, Turnitin, Copyscape, PlagScan, 
Unicheck, and Quetext as part of the manuscript submission process. RTI 
operates in a comparable automated manner, but instead of assessing a 
manuscript’s originality, it provides users with quantitative and quali-
tative information on methodological transparency across key research 
stages: (a) theory, (b) design, (c) measurement, (d) data analysis, and (e) 
reporting of results. Therefore, RTI aims to alleviate the burden of 
manual review, support the transparency assessment by authors and 
editors, and enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of the manuscript 
submission process. RTI is a valuable tool that can be used for any 
submission, whether to a conference or a journal. Of course, authors 
would still need to ensure that any submission meets the standards that 
particular organizations and journals set forth by reviewing author 
submission guidelines, editorials, and policies provided. 

The remainder of our article is organized as follows. First, we discuss 
transparency criteria. Second, we describe how RTI is useful for the 
several stakeholders involved in producing and consuming scientific 
knowledge: Authors, students, reviewers and journal editors, as well as 
organization and policy decision-makers. Third, we describe the RTI and 
illustrate its use with two manuscripts. Fourth, we detail two studies we 
conducted to gather evidence regarding the validity of the RTI. Finally, 
we offer additional recommendations on how to use the RTI, including 
caveats and suggestions for future research on transparency. 

Transparency Criteria Across Five Research Stages 

The first research stage, theory, encompasses several aspects, 
including the level of theory, the type of analysis, and the specification 
of a priori hypotheses and their distinction from post-hoc hypotheses 
(Aguinis et al., 2018; Wulff et al., 2023). This stage is crucial for 

Table 1 
Criteria for Assessing Transparency in Quantitative Research (Italicized Criteria Are Checked by the Research Transparency Index–RTI). (see Aczel et al., 2020, Aguinis 
et al., 2018, and Wulff et al., 2023 for a review of these criteria).  

Research Stage Transparency Criterion 

Theory  1. Research strategy (e.g., inductive, deductive, abductive)   
2. Level of theory, measurement, and analysis (e.g., individual, dyadic, organizational)   
3. Supported and unsupported hypotheses for post-hoc hypotheses with detailed explanations, if any 

Research Design    
4. Type of research design (e.g., passive observation, experimental)   
5. Data collection procedure (e.g., surveys, interviews)   
6. Location of data collection (e.g., countries)   
7. Sampling method (e.g., purposeful, snowball, convenience)   
8. Sample characteristics (e.g., students versus full-time employees; employment status, hierarchical level in the organization; sex; age; race)   
9. Sample size and explain its appropriateness   
10. If a power analysis was conducted before initiating the study or after the study’s completion, report the results and explain if and how they affect the 

interpretation of the study’s results   
11. If common method variance was addressed, state the theoretical rationale (e.g., failure to correlate with other self-report variables) and study design (e.g., 

temporal separation and use of self- and other-report measures) or statistical remedies (e.g., Harman one-factor analysis) used to address it   
12. Explanation of which control variables were included and which were excluded and why, along with how they influenced the variables of interest 

Measurement    
13. Report all measures used and provide a conceptual definition of the construct   
14. Provide evidence of construct validity (e.g., correlation tables including all variables, results of item and factor analysis)   
15. If scales were altered, report how and why (e.g., dropped items, changes in item referent). Provide psychometric evidence regarding the altered scales (e.g., criterion- 

related validity)   
16. Report the exact items used in every reversed scale, if any   
17. If scores are aggregated, report measurement variability within and between units of analysis (e.g., rwg(j) and ICC)   
18. If range restriction was assessed, specify the type of range restriction and provide details regarding the rationale for the decision to correct or not correct   
19. If constructs were translated, report the translation procedure (e.g., direct translation, back translation); explain whether there were cross-cultural issues 

associated with data collection and how these issues were resolved 
Data Analysis    

20. Specific analytical method used and why it was chosen (e.g., EFA vs. CFA)   
21. Software used and its version   
22. If tests for outliers, anomalies, or other inconsistencies were conducted, report details such as methods and decision rules used to identify outliers and anomalies; steps 

(if any) taken to manage outliers and anomalies (e.g., deletion, Winsorization, transformation); the rationale for those steps; and results with and without outliers 
and anomalies 

Reporting of 
Results    

23. Results of missing-data analysis (e.g., sensitivity analysis); method (e.g., imputation, deletion) used to address missing data; information (even if speculative) as to 
why missing data occurred   

24. Exact response rate   
25. Results of all tests of assumptions associated with the analytical method (e.g., normality, heteroscedasticity, independence, covariance among levels of 

repeated measures, homogeneity of treatment-difference variances, and group size differences in ANOVA)   
26. Complete descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation, maximum, minimum) for all variables, as well as correlation and (when appropriate) 

covariance matrices   
27. Effect size estimates, CI for point estimates, and information used to compute effect sizes (e.g., within-group variances, degrees of freedom of statistical tests); 

identify precise estimate used when referring to “effect size” (e.g., Cohen’s d, r, R2)   
28. Exact p-values to two decimal places; do not report p-values compared to cut-offs (e.g., p < .05 or p < .01); and authors should not report only asterisks to signal p- 

value thresholds   
29. Identify both unstandardized and standardized coefficients   
30. Report any preregistered study designs, analysis plans, and hypotheses on a recognized platform before data collection begins; report any alterations to 

preregistered plans transparently   
31. Report and provide open access to all raw data used for analyses, except when restricted by privacy concerns 

Note. rwg(j) is an index used to determine group inter-rater agreement, computed by comparing the actual group variance to the expected random variance. ICC refers to 
the intraclass correlation coefficient, a reliability estimate of the consistency of measurements made by different raters. EFA: exploratory factor analysis. CFA: 
confirmatory factor analysis. Cohen’s d is an effect-size estimate showing the standardized difference between two group means. Pearson’s r refers to Pearson’s 
correlation coefficient, which examines a linear relation between two variables. R2 refers to the coefficient of determination used to examine the proportion of variance 
explained by the independent variables in an outcome variable. 
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enhancing inferential reproducibility and drawing consistent inferences 
(Kraimer et al., 2023). The second stage, design, involves factors such as 
the type of design, data collection procedures, sampling methods, power 
analysis, common method variance, and control variables (Aguinis et al., 
2018; Antonakis, 2017; Wulff et al., 2023). The third stage, measure-
ment, focuses on, for example, clear construct definitions, psychometric 
properties related to reliability and validity, statistics justifying aggre-
gation, and consideration of range restrictions (Aguinis et al., 2017, 
2018, 2020; Wulff et al., 2023). The fourth stage, data analysis, involves 
reporting the details of various techniques, such as the chosen analytical 
method, software, syntax, and tests for outliers and possible data 
anomalies (Aguinis et al., 2018; Wulff et al., 2023). Lastly, the reporting 
stage pertains to how researchers present their results and conclusions 
(Aguinis et al., 2018; Banks et al., 2016; Toth et al., 2020). This stage 
includes reporting issues such as missing data analysis, assumption tests, 
descriptive statistics, effect sizes, and p-values. 

As summarized in Table 1, each stage comprises numerous criteria, 
resulting in 31. It can be time-consuming for authors and reviewers to 
examine each criterion thoroughly. Furthermore, due to conscious and 
unconscious biases, authors may unintentionally overlook crucial 
research details while immersed in the writing process. For instance, 
when rounding off p-values, some authors may report cutoffs (e.g., p <
.05) instead of providing exact p-values (Bettis, 2012). A survey con-
ducted among active researchers revealed that approximately 11 % (95 
% CI: 9 %–13 %) of respondents had rounded off p-values to get below a 
cutoff score (Banks et al., 2016). Although we now know the importance 
of reporting exact p-values (Antonakis, 2017), verifying each reported p- 
value and identifying inadvertent errors is laborious. 

RTI Users: Authors, Students, Reviewers and Editors, and 
Organization and Policy Decision-Makers 

Table 2 summarizes how multiple stakeholders can use RTI in the 
research production and dissemination process. Upon analyzing a 
manuscript with the RTI, users indicate whether they are (a) authors and 
students or (b) reviewers and journal editors. RTI then generates tailored 
transparency reports for each user group. For authors, RTI generates a 
transparency index for each criterion and offers suggestions to assist in 
identifying any research details that may be missing before submitting 
their manuscript for publication (or conference) consideration. This 
feedback aids authors in enhancing the transparency of their research 
and improving their understanding of how to make their work more 
transparent. Second, students will find RTI valuable as a learning tool. 
Using RTI to identify inappropriate reporting styles and missing details, 
students can better understand and learn how to write a more trans-
parent paper. So, RTI serves as a self-learning resource that provides 

students with guidelines to comprehend transparency issues they need 
to address. RTI can also support supervisors in coaching students on 
general approaches to achieve transparent academic writing. For re-
viewers and editors, RTI simplifies the review process for submitted 
journal papers by identifying transparency issues. RTI generates a 
transparency report accompanied by developmental feedback on 
whether the submitted manuscripts exhibit serious transparency issues 
and if they may need to be returned to the authors. This feature saves 
reviewers and editors valuable time and effort, reducing the need to 
manually check for missed details every time a new manuscript is sub-
mitted. Finally, RTI can be used by organization and policy decision- 
makers interested in learning about the relative transparency of pub-
lished research to decide what knowledge to use as input for their 
practices and policies. 

Using the RTI 

We developed RTI using Python 3, incorporating the pdfminer natural 
language processing package. This tool utilizes text mining techniques, 
including text matching and text clustering, based on the latest ad-
vancements in data analytics. To use the RTI, available at https://www. 
hermanaguinis.com (including the source code), users download a self- 
extracting zipped folder with executable files designed for Mac OS and 
Windows systems. We designed it specifically so RTI runs locally on 
users’ computers, and manuscripts are not uploaded anywhere exter-
nally—and, therefore, not shared with anyone else. RTI v. 1.0 is tailored 
explicitly for quantitative papers and does not provide transparency- 
related suggestions for qualitative papers, conceptual papers, papers 
with multiple studies, or papers utilizing experimental designs and 
secondary data.1 

The process of using RTI is as follows. The top panel of Fig. 1 illus-
trates the interface, which requires all papers (unpublished or pub-
lished) to be submitted in PDF format. The next step involves completing 
a disclosure form, as depicted in the bottom panel of Fig. 1. To further 
improve transparency and address the issue that certain criteria cannot 

Table 2 
Recommendations for How Multiple Stakeholders Can Use and Benefit from the Research Transparency Index (RTI).  

Users Recommendations  

Authors  • Based on the transparency index, authors know how transparent their manuscripts are.  
• The transparency report helps authors identify whether they have missed critical research details before they submit the manuscript for 

conference presentation and journal publication.  
• Authors can refer to the transparency report for suggestions and examples on improving their document’s transparency index.  

Students  • Given the transparency report, RTI is a learning tool that helps students improve paper transparency.  
• Students can better understand how to write a transparent paper using RTI to check for inappropriate reporting styles and missing details.  
• RTI can assist supervisors in coaching their students regarding general approaches to transparent academic writing. For example, 

supervisors can use RTI in transparency improvement workshops to demonstrate how students can enhance the transparency of their 
manuscripts.  

Reviewers and editors  • Reviewers and editors can use RTI to help them quickly review papers regarding transparency issues.  
• A transparency report will be shown, including suggestions on whether manuscripts have severe transparency issues.  
• Reviewers and editors can refer to the report to determine whether manuscripts can be considered for further review or must be returned 

to authors for revision before formal submission.  
Organization and policy decision- 
makers  

• By showing the transparency level, the RTI report can help organizations and policy decision-makers select transparent published articles 
as sources for creating policies and making decisions.  

• Even with little knowledge in a specific field, organizations and policymakers can utilize RTI to understand whether specific published 
studies they may want to rely on are sufficiently transparent.  

1 The decision to exclude experimental designs and studies using secondary 
data in this initial version of RTI was driven by the fact that experimental de-
signs typically involve fewer variables and fewer data to report, resulting in 
fewer transparency concerns compared to other research designs that involve a 
larger number of variables and data collected by the authors themselves (Hill 
et al., 2022). Relatedly, qualitative papers have a distinct replication logic 
(Knight et al., 2022), which may require different transparency tools or be 
addressed in future versions of RTI. As transparency norms evolve, future 
versions can include other research designs and features (e.g., qualitative 
studies). 
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be evaluated solely through software, we recommend including a self- 
declaration form when utilizing RTI. This practice is advantageous as 
it allows for assessing transparency issues that may not be readily 
apparent solely by examining the manuscript, such as excluding un-
supported hypotheses from the submitted manuscript. This procedure 
aligns with established requirements in many journals, where authors 
are asked to disclose various aspects of their research (e.g., all authors’ 
participation in manuscript production, their awareness of the submis-
sion, and the originality of data). For instance, LQ’s submission 

requirement for authors asks, “Do you follow the submission re-
quirements as per the ’Guide to Authors’ and, in particular, the ’Data 
Reporting’ guidelines of the journal?” ShinyApps’ Transparency Checklist 
also asks that authors confirm the following statement: “The manuscript 
fully describes how participant dropout was handled (e.g., replaced, 
omitted, etc.).” The Transparency Checklist is a form developed by the 
ShinyApps platform to help researchers improve and document the 
transparency of their research. It provides a comprehensive list of items 
for researchers to self-report, generating a transparency report that can 

Fig. 1. The Research Transparency Index (RTI) Manuscript Submission and Disclosure Form Interface.  
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be saved and shared publicly. These additional self-declaration ques-
tions, which are straightforward to implement (Aczel et al., 2020; 
Aguinis et al., 2021), can be integrated into existing disclosure forms. 
The following section of our article provides a detailed explanation of 
the RTI disclosure form, and the list of questions in the disclosure form is 
presented in Table 3. 

The disclosure (aka self-declaration) form consists of general, paper 
transparency and self-check questions. In the general questions section, 
authors are prompted to indicate their awareness of transparency- 
related information and terms. If authors respond “no” to specific 
questions, RTI will not generate results for them. An example of a gen-
eral question that a journal may choose to use is: “By submitting the 
manuscript to the Research Transparency Index (RTI), I acknowledge 
that RTI reserves the right to verify the accuracy of the information I 
have provided. I agree that if requested, I will supply the data to journal 
staff to verify the analyses and results.” 

First, authors must declare whether they have written their paper 
transparently, followed by answering seven paper transparency ques-
tions. As discussed earlier, the transparency questions prompt authors to 
declare and explain the inclusion of important research details, partic-
ularly for transparency issues that the software cannot verify. An 
example of a multiple-choice transparency question is: “Did the manu-
script report any adapted items?” The available choices are:  

a) Original items were used during data collection, and no adaptation 
was made.  

b) At least one scale was adapted from an original scale during data 
collection, but the manuscript does not provide detailed information. 
(If authors choose this option, they must provide appropriate ex-
planations for not including the requested information). 

After the general and paper transparency question sections, there are 
three self-check questions. These self-check questions aim to detect 
whether the authors have provided honest and accurate responses in the 
declaration form. An example of a self-check question is: “Have you 
reported information regarding sensitivity analysis in your manuscript?” 
In the case where the information provided by authors in the form does 
not align with the information detected by RTI during the assessment. 
The tool will identify a potential transparency issue and generate an 
appropriate prompt, such as: “Your answer does not match the reporting 
in your manuscript. Please revise your manuscript.” 

After submitting the pdf file, users can choose the RTI report they 
wish to view, either for authors and students or for reviewers and edi-
tors. A transparency index and report are generated based on their se-
lection. The transparency report consists of three elements. The 
transparency index for each criterion indicates how well the authors 
have reported the corresponding research details. For instance, if au-
thors fail to report the exact items used in reversed scales, they will 
receive 0 points. On the other hand, if authors provide partial 

Table 3 
Transparency Disclosure Questions.  

Before we proceed with your paper, please respond to the following questions and statements: 
General Information 
1. By submitting the manuscript to the Research Transparency Index (RTI), I acknowledge that RTI reserves the right to verify the accuracy of the information I have provided. I agree 

that if requested, I will supply the data to journal staff to verify the results.  
a. Yes 

b. No (If no, please justify) 
2. I confirm that I have read and understood the definitions of and requirements concerning plagiarism as defined by The Leadership Quarterly author guidelines (https://www.elsevier. 

com/journals/the-leadership-quarterly/1048-9843?generatepdf=true) and the Elsevier ethical guidelines (https://www.elsevier.com/about/policies/publishing-ethics#Authors), 
and I acknowledge that I have not committed any form of plagiarism when writing the paper. 
a. Yes 

3. I confirm that the research meets the Elsevier ethical guidelines and that I have obtained Institutional Review Board human subjects’ approval where appropriate. 
a. Yes 

4. I confirm that all my co-authors have verified the data’s integrity and the results’ accuracy. 
a. Yes 

5. If the manuscript is accepted or has been accepted for publication, I agree that this manuscript’s RTI score can be displayed publicly. 
a. Yes 
b. No 

Paper Transparency 
6. Did the manuscript report any post-hoc analyses? 

a. It is not necessary for the manuscript to contain any post-hoc analyses. 
b. The manuscript did not report necessary post-hoc analyses that have been conducted. 

7. Did the manuscript report any adapted items? 
a. When collecting data, the original items were used, and none were adapted. 
b. When collecting data, at least one scale was adapted from an original scale, but the manuscript did not report detailed information. 

8. Did any of the scales used in the manuscript contain reverse-coded items? 
a. None of the scales used in the manuscript contained reverse-coded items. 
b. At least one of the scales contained reverse-coded items, but the manuscript did not indicate the items. 

9. Did any of the scales used in the manuscript contain multiple items? 
a. None of the scales used in the manuscript contained multi-items. 
b. At least one of the scales contained multi-items, but the manuscript did not report any inter-rater agreement-related information. 

10. Did the manuscript report any discussion regarding range restriction? 
a. Range restriction analysis was not conducted; therefore, the manuscript does not need to report a discussion regarding range restriction. 
b. No, the manuscript did not report any discussion regarding range restriction. 

11. Did the manuscript involve preregistration? 
a. Preregistration was not required; therefore, the manuscript does not need to report any preregistration. 
b. No, the manuscript did not report any preregistration of the study. 

12. Did the manuscript report on data openness or data sharing? 
a. Data openness was not required; therefore, the manuscript does not need to report on data. 
b. No, the manuscript did not report on data openness or on sharing data.  
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information about the reversed scales (such as reporting only one 
reversed item when two are included), they will be assigned half of the 
total points for this criterion. The transparency level for each criterion 
serves as an additional indicator of transparency. A lower number of 
points assigned indicates lower transparency. This indicator consists of 
four levels, ranging from 0, indicating minimal transparency, to 3, 
which signifies a very high level of transparency. 

For criteria that solely require determining their presence (e.g., 
whether the manuscript has reported the location of data collection), we 
assign a total transparency score of 2 points. If not detected, the score is 
0, if detected, it is 2. For other criteria requiring transparent reporting 
with explanations or specific descriptions (e.g., whether the manuscript 
reported both supported and unsupported hypotheses for post-hoc hy-
potheses with detailed explanations, if any), we assign scores ranging 
from 0 to 4. If there is no relevant content in the paper, the transparency 
score for that criterion is 0 points. If the relevant content is detected and 
necessary details are provided, the score for that criterion is a full 4 
points. If only some requirements are met or the criterion name is 
mentioned without necessary explanations or descriptions, a partial 
score of 2 points is assigned. We intentionally used 0, 2, and 4 instead of 
0, 1, and 2 for each criterion to widen the score differentiation and 
prepare for finer score adjustments in future tool updates (Aguinis, 
Pierce, & Culpepper, 2009). The total possible score for all criteria is 
currently 50 points. A score ranging from 0 to 24 points suggests very 
low transparency, indicating a critical need for the authors to provide 
more research details before peer review. A score of 25 to 34 points 
indicates low transparency, suggesting the manuscript may benefit from 
additional reporting of research details. Scores between 35 and 44 points 
represent moderate transparency, indicating that some improvement in 
reporting research details could be beneficial. Finally, a score of 45 to 50 
points signifies high transparency, suggesting that the manuscript is 
already quite transparent. Table S1 and S2 in the online supplement 
include a detailed description of the scoring system. In our illustration, 
the high, medium, and low cutoffs for transparency scores are not the 
final absolute cutoffs. Journals can customize these initial cutoffs based 
on their requirements for research transparency and transparency norms 
(which are likely to evolve over time). 

RTI also provides suggestions for improving transparency and lists 
sample articles with high levels of transparency. These sample articles 
can serve as references for users to understand how to improve trans-
parency in their manuscripts (the list of sources used as exemplars of 
high levels of transparency is included in Table S3 in the online sup-
plement). For example, a suggestion regarding reporting reversed scales 
may be provided: 

“You may want to include information about the reversed items. For 
instance, if you have used any reversed items, we recommend indi-
cating which items were reversed. For guidance on improving 
transparency in reporting reversed items, refer to Perkins and Hart-
less (2002).” 

By presenting transparency indexes, reports, and suggestions to 
users, RTI assists reviewers and editors in automatically identifying 
missing details, thereby enhancing the efficiency of manuscript evalu-
ation. Importantly, RTI is an informative and developmental tool that helps 
authors and students understand the steps they can take to enhance research 
transparency, thereby increasing the replicability and reproducibility of their 
manuscripts. 

The design was based on traditional UI design principles (e.g., 
McKay, 2013), prioritizing a user-centered approach, simplicity, clarity, 
and consistency. It aims to create visually appealing, accessible, 
responsive interfaces that seamlessly guide users through an application 

or website. The primary color scheme draws inspiration from the 
prevalent colors used in most educational websites and tools, predom-
inantly using clean tones like blue. In addition to using the traditional 
principles, we also invited researchers to use the tool. They generally 
considered the tool’s design to be user-friendly and straightforward. 
Also, the RTI platform complies with several key requirements based on 
Web accessibility (U.S. Department of Justice, 2022). It adheres to the 
guidelines for text alternatives and captions, primarily relying on text 
without incorporating videos or images. Additionally, the platform 
meets the color contrast requirements, ensuring readability for users 
with visual impairments. Furthermore, considering the tool’s potential 
integration into a resource page with keyboard navigation capabilities, 
it aligns well with ADA standards for accessibility. 

On a related note, AI-related tools, such as ChatGPT, have been 
extensively developed and utilized for various research purposes. 
ChatGPT is a general language model that provides conversational re-
sponses and generates input-based text. However, our testing with 
ChatGPT has shown that it does not possess the same functionalities as 
RTI. While ChatGPT can provide information and answer questions on 
various topics, it lacks the specific domain expertise and structured 
evaluation capabilities of RTI (Budhwar et al., 2023). For example, 
ChatGPT can offer a rough report on research transparency without 
specific criteria and without a detailed analysis of each dimension. Even 
when provided with detailed criteria, it often makes mistakes and may 
provide contradictory answers due to its limited knowledge and 
incomplete algorithms regarding research transparency. Furthermore, 
while ChatGPT can sometimes calculate a score based on provided 
criteria, its reliability is inconsistent and may provide a vague assess-
ment instead. Therefore, despite the value of other AI-related tools, RTI, 
a tool specifically designed to automatically detect the transparency of 
research in articles, plays a crucial role in promoting high-quality 
research, reducing errors, and enhancing transparency. 

Using the RTI: Two illustrations 

We selected two LQ articles published in 2020 and 2015 for illus-
trative purposes. The top panel of Fig. 2 includes a screenshot of a 
portion of the RTI report for authors and students for the 2020 article, 
indicating a low transparency index (23.08 %). The bottom panel of 
Fig. 2 shows a screenshot with a portion of the RTI report for reviewers 
(and editors) for the 2015 article, with a moderate transparency index 
(57.69 %). In the first article, as shown in the top panel of Fig. 2, the 
report indicates Level 0 for the theory research stage, Level 2 for the 
design research stage, Level 1 for the measurement research stage, Level 
1 for the data analysis research stage, and Level 1 for the reporting of the 
results research stage (although the figure shows the Data Analysis and 
Reporting Style sections of the report only). This report indicates a low 
level of transparency in the paper. In the second paper, the report in the 
bottom panel of Fig. 2 indicates Level 0 for the theory research stage, 
Level 2 for the design research stage, Level 1 for the measurement 
research stage, Level 2 for the data analysis research stage, and Level 3 
for the reporting of results the research stage (although the figure in-
cludes screenshots of the last two stages only). From the indicated levels 
for each research stage, we can see that this paper has a higher overall 
transparency level than the first paper (i.e., a moderate level). The 
report provides corresponding suggestions to assist reviewers and edi-
tors in providing transparency-related feedback to the authors. 

Please note that RTI scores are context-specific and likely to evolve 
with a field’s and journal’s norms. For example, if transparency becomes 
the norm, a very high score (e.g., 90 %) might be considered 
“’adequate.” On the other hand, for a journal and field for which 
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Fig. 2. Examples of RTI-generated Transparency Report for Two Leadership Quarterly Illustrative Articles. Note. The top panel is an example of Article 1′s trans-
parency report for authors and students with a very low index, and the bottom panel is an example of Article 2′s transparency report for reviewers and editors with a 
moderate index. The citations for these illustrative LQ articles published in 2020 and 2015 are available from the authors upon request. 
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transparency is not firmly established as a necessity, a score of, for 
example, 60 % might be considered adequate. For these reasons, RTI 
provides a score, but the evaluative judgment of whether a particular 
one qualifies for one threshold or another is journal, field, and time- 
dependent. 

Validity Evidence for RTI 

To gather concurrent validity evidence about the RTI, we conducted 
two studies to compare the results of manual checking with those ob-
tained using RTI. In each validity study, we recruited three management 
Ph.D. candidates, totaling six participants, to evaluate the transparency 
ratings of four selected papers based on our criteria. We then calculated 
rwg(j) to assess the internal consistency between the ratings the three Ph. 
D. candidates provided and those generated by RTI for each study. 

We provided all six Ph.D. candidates with instructions on our 
research focus, which centered on analyzing published journal articles. 
We informed them that our objective was to conduct a peer review of 
papers to assess the extent to which each paper incorporated specific 
criteria. Initially, we requested the candidates to provide personal in-
formation and indicate their relevant review-related experiences. This 
information included their highest educational degree, whether they 
had presented a peer-reviewed paper, published an article in a peer- 
reviewed journal, and served as a reviewer for an academic confer-
ence or a peer-reviewed journal. All six Ph.D. candidates had completed 
at least two courses in quantitative research methodology and received 
instruction on transparency through their coursework or by reading 
relevant articles. We confirmed their understanding of the definition of 
transparency (i.e., “the degree of detail and disclosure about the specific 
steps, decisions, and judgment calls made during a scientific study”; 
Aguinis et al., 2018, p. 83), the criteria involved to evaluate trans-
parency, and how to identify them. Four of the candidates had previous 
experience as reviewers for academic conferences, four had presented 
papers at conferences, and two had published at least one article in peer- 
reviewed journals. The participants were instructed to read the criteria 
descriptions and complete a criterion rating form. To facilitate their 
understanding of the rating mechanism, we provided an example and 
emphasized that there were no right or wrong answers. 

Validity study #1 

In the first validity study, we recruited three management Ph.D. 
candidates from universities in Singapore as participants, and each of 
them was assigned four articles. We initially selected 30 published ar-
ticles from 2000 to 2020, as transparency issues have gained increasing 
attention over the past two decades. We excluded articles published 
more than 20 years earlier to maximize currency and relevance, as they 
might have exhibited very low transparency. The four articles assigned 
to the reviewers were randomly chosen from Journal of Applied Psy-
chology (2019), Journal of Business Venturing (2020), Journal of Interna-
tional Business Studies (2018), and Journal of Management (2010). We 
purposely chose these journals across fields to assess RTI’s ability to 
assess transparency across management domains and adjacent fields. 
Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics for the two validity studies. 

The participants were first instructed to score 17 transparency 
criteria using a scale ranging from 1 (criterion not present) to 5 (crite-
rion certainly present), with an option for “NA” (not applicable) if the 
criterion did not apply to a specific paper. To simplify the initial version 
of RTI and reduce the reviewers’ time and effort, we selected three to 
four criteria from each previously discussed research stage: theory, 
research design, measurement, data analysis, and reporting style. For 
this first validity study, the focus was on the following criteria: research 
strategy, post hoc analyses, type of research design, type of data 
collection, country of data collection, type of sampling method, scale 
alteration, reversed item, measurement variability, range restriction, 
analytic method, name and version of software, outlier detection, 

sensitivity analysis, response rate, reporting p-values, and reporting 
coefficients. Table 5 presents the 17 criteria included in the first validity 
study and their descriptions. 

We calculated rwg(j) to assess the internal consistency between the 
raters and RTI (Table S4 in the online supplement includes the ratings). 
The rwg(j) for Article 1 was 0.88, with “NA” replaced with 1. For Article 2, 
rwg(j) was 0.84, and “NA” was replaced with 1. The rwg(j) for Article 3 was 
0.65, and for Article 4, it was 0.78. In these calculations, 1 represented 
“criterion not present,” while NA denoted “not applicable,” indicating 
the absence of relevant information in the paper.2 The average rwg(j) was 
0.79 (rwg(j)min = 0, rwg(j)max = 1, rwg(j)mean = .52, rwg(j)SD = .46), 
considered acceptable (Lance et a., 2006).3 In our study, two primary 
scenarios contribute to an rwg(j) of 0. First, discrepancies in under-
standing or personal biases may affect a rater’s scoring. The second 
scenario involves raters not thoroughly reviewing materials, resulting in 
ratings that starkly contrast with those of their peers. These situations 
further underscore the importance of the RTI tool, which, when utilized 
adequately with well-defined criteria and algorithms, can significantly 
enhance research transparency. Furthermore, the current RTI frame-
work allows only limited scoring outcomes (yes, no, partial), preventing 
the assignment of intermediate scores like 2 or 4, thus impacting rwg(j) 
values. This limitation suggests that rwg(j) scores might not entirely 
reflect the tool’s validity concerns. With the integration of more so-
phisticated AI technologies in the future, the RTI is expected to offer 
more detailed ratings, thus providing more precise insights into the 
research transparency and enhancing the interpretive value of rwg(j) 
scores. 

It is important to distinguish between the scale points used in the 
validity studies and the levels in the RTI scoring system, as they repre-
sent two different concepts. A traditional 5-point scale is utilized for the 
validity test, which is familiar to reviewers for easy scoring. On the other 
hand, the levels in the RTI scoring system signify the transparency level 
of criteria. Four levels have been established because each criterion’s 
score is an even number, as explained in the section “Using the RTI” 
regarding the scoring system, hence the use of even-numbered levels. 

Validity study #2 

Based on the results from the first validity study, we made further 
revisions to improve RTI’s reliability. In addition, we enhanced the 
clarity of criterion descriptions in the second validity study to minimize 
ambiguity. We incorporated prefix terms like “explicitly state” to ach-
ieve this aim and provided more detailed explanations for certain 
criteria. Furthermore, we introduced one additional critical criterion, 
effect size, in the second validity study. Effect sizes complement statis-
tical significance testing, and many journals require their reporting in 
manuscripts. Table 6 contains the descriptions of the 18 criteria assessed 
in the second validity study. As in the first study, we invited three 
additional management Ph.D. candidates to review four articles. The 
selected articles were from the following journals: Journal of Manage-
ment (2020), Journal of International Business Studies (2015), Journal of 
Business Venturing (2011), and Academy of Management Journal (2009). 
Similar to Validity Study #1, we purposely chose these journals across 

2 We included the “not applicable” (NA) option because, for some papers, 
reviewers may not be sure whether to assign the lowest score if a paper does not 
report relevant information. For instance, in the case of altered items, some 
manuscripts may mention using a well-developed scale but fail to specify 
whether any items were altered. In such cases, reviewers who are uncertain 
about the scoring can choose NA. Therefore, in the actual calculation of rwg(j), 
we substituted ’’NA’’ with the lowest score, “1”, as NA generally indicates that 
the paper does not mention relevant information.  

3 We conducted the rwg(j) analyses assuming a triangular distribution. The 
results for both studies yielded values of 1, indicating that our rwg(j)s, calculated 
with the assumption of a normal distribution, are not elevated. 

H. Aguinis et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 



The Leadership Quarterly 35 (2024) 101809

9

fields to assess RTI’s ability to assess transparency across management 
domains and adjacent fields. 

After the modifications made to the RTI and the revision of criterion 
descriptions, the rwg(j) for Article 1 was 0.83, with “NA” replaced with 1 
(Table S5 in the online supplement includes the ratings). For Article 2, 
rwg(j) was 0.95, and “NA” was replaced with 1. The rwg(j) for Article 3 was 
0.92, and for Article 4, it was 0.88. In these calculations, 1 represented 
“criterion not present,” while NA denoted “not applicable,” indicating 
the absence of relevant information in the paper. The average rwg(j) was 

0.90 (rwg(j)min = 0, rwg(j)max = 1, rwg(j)mean = .54, rwg(j)SD = .44), 
considered acceptable according to Lance et al. (2006). This average rwg 

(j) score was higher than that of validity study #1, indicating improved 
reliability after the modifications and revisions were implemented. 

One of us reviewed the ratings and compared the results between the 
RTI report and our manual review. We discovered that for criteria 
requiring specific numerical information (such as p-values, information 
about the software used, and reporting coefficients), RTI achieved more 
accurate results than manual ratings. During the manual review, the 

Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics for Two Validity Studies.   

Validity Study #1 Validity Study #2  

Article 1 Article 2 Article 3 Article 4 Article 1 Article 2 Article 3 Article 4  

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  

Research strategy  3.00  2.31  2.75  2.06  2.50  1.91  2.25  1.89  1.50  1.00  1.50  1.00  1.50  1.00  4.50  1.00  
Post hoc analysis  4.00  1.15  1.25  0.50  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.50  1.00  
Type of research design  5.00  0.00  4.00  2.00  3.50  1.91  3.75  1.89  3.75  0.96  3.00  1.63  3.50  1.29  5.00  0.00  
Type of data collection  4.75  0.50  5.00  0.00  4.50  1.00  4.75  0.50  4.25  0.96  3.75  1.26  4.75  0.50  5.00  0.00  
Country of data collection  5.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  4.75  0.50  
Type of sampling method  2.50  1.91  4.00  2.00  3.00  1.83  3.75  1.89  2.00  0.82  2.25  1.50  2.00  1.15  3.50  1.91  
Scale alteration  2.00  2.00  4.50  1.00  3.25  1.71  1.00  0.00  3.25  2.06  2.00  2.00  3.25  1.71  2.00  2.00  
Reversed item  1.00  0.00  2.25  1.89  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  3.75  1.89  
Measurement variability  1.00  0.00  1.75  1.50  1.75  1.50  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.25  0.50  1.75  1.50  2.75  2.06  
Range restriction  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.50  1.00  3.00  2.31  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  2.00  2.00  
Analytic method  4.75  0.50  3.75  0.96  4.50  1.00  3.00  2.31  4.25  0.50  3.75  0.96  5.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  
Name of software and version of 
software  

1.00  0.00  2.25  1.89  4.00  1.15  3.50  1.73  5.00  0.00  2.00  2.00  3.50  1.91  4.00  2.00  

Outlier detection  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  3.00  2.31  
Sensitivity analysis  1.50  1.00  2.50  1.91  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  2.25  1.89  
Response rate  3.00  2.31  5.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  1.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  1.25  0.50  5.00  0.00  2.00  2.00  
Effect Size  n.a  n.a  n.a  n.a  n.a  n.a  n.a  n.a  5.00  0.00  5.00  0.00  3.00  2.31  4.00  2.00  
Reporting p-values  4.50  1.00  3.00  2.31  3.50  1.91  3.00  1.63  3.50  1.00  2.75  1.26  3.75  1.89  5.00  0.00  
Reporting coefficients  3.00  2.31  4.00  2.00  4.00  2.00  4.50  1.00  4.00  2.00  4.00  2.00  3.50  1.91  4.25  0.96 

Note. Validity Study #1: Article 1: Journal of Applied Psychology (2019), Article 2: Journal of Business Venturing (2020), Article 3: Journal of International Business Studies 
(2018), Article 4: Journal of Management (2010). Validity Study #2: Article 1: Journal of Management (2020), Article 2: Journal of International Business Studies (2015), 
Article 3: Journal of Business Venturing (2011), Article 4: Academy of Management Journal (2009). The citations for the articles used in the validity studies are available 
from the authors upon request. n.a.: Not applicable because Validity Study #1 did not include assessing effect size transparency. 

Table 5 
Transparency Criteria Descriptions for Validity Study #1.  

Criterion Description  

Theory  
1. Research strategy Did the article specify the research strategy (e.g., inductive, deductive, abductive)?  
2. Post hoc analysis Did the article identify and report any post-hoc hypotheses separately from a priori hypotheses? If yes, did the article report both 

supported and unsupported hypotheses? 
Research Design  

3. Type of research design Did the article include the type of research design (e.g., passive observation, experimental)?  
4. Type of data collection Did the article report the form of data collection procedure (e.g., surveys, interviews)?  
5. Country of data collection Did the article report the location of data collection (e.g., North America/China)?  
6. Type of sampling method Did the article report the type of sampling method (e.g., purposeful, snowball, convenience)?  
Measurement  
7. Scale alteration If scales were altered, did the article report how and why (e.g., dropped items, changes in item referent)? Did the article provide 

psychometric evidence regarding the altered scales (e.g., feature-related validity)?  
8. Reversed item Did the article report the exact items used in the reversed scale, if any?  
9. Measurement variability If scores are aggregated, did the article report measurement variability to justify aggregation (e.g., rwg(j), ICC)?  
10. Range restriction If range restriction was assessed, did the article specify the type of range restriction and provide a rationale for the decision to correct 

or not correct? If corrected, did the article identify how (e.g., type of correction used, sequence, and formulas) and report observed effects 
and those corrected for range restriction?  

Information on Data Analysis  
11. Analytic method Did the article report the specific analytical method used and why it was chosen (e.g., EFA versus CFA; repeated measures ANOVA using 

conventional univariate tests of significance, structural equation modeling, etc.)?  
12. Name of software and version of 
software 

Did the article report the software used, including which version and the name of the software?  

13. Outlier detection If tests for outliers were conducted, did the article report methods and decision rules used to identify outliers, steps (if any) taken to 
manage outliers (e.g., deletion, Winsorization, transformation), the rationale for those steps, and results with and without outliers?  

Information on Reporting  
14. Sensitivity analysis Did the article report results of missing data analysis (e.g., sensitivity analysis), if any? Did the report provide details regarding the 

sensitivity analysis?  
15. Response rate Did the article report the exact response rate?  
16. Reporting p-values Did the article report exact p-values to two decimal places?  
17. Reporting coefficients Did the article report and clearly identify coefficients as either unstandardized or standardized?  
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raters tended to assign higher scores for p-value-related information, 
even if the p-values were not explicitly stated (e.g., “p < 0.5”). In 
contrast, RTI followed strict criteria and conducted a comprehensive 
check of all p-values in the submitted papers, leading to more accurate 
assessments. Thus, RTI demonstrated greater accuracy than manual re-
viewers regarding numbers and specific information-focused criteria. 

Furthermore, during the two validity studies, we observed that some 
reviewers expressed uncertainty when assigning scores to certain 
criteria. For example, regarding the criterion of reversed items, several 
reviewers were unsure whether to give a score of 1 or mark “NA” 
because they were uncertain whether including reversed items in the 
original study was required. For example, if the scale does not include 
reversed items, it remains unclear to reviewers whether it is still 
necessary to address this issue. This observation emphasizes the 
importance of authors providing transparency declarations. Having 
clear information from the authors can help mitigate uncertainties and 
improve the accuracy of the transparency assessment. 

In RTI v. 1.0, we selected 18 out of 31 criteria based on LQ editorials 
and articles from the editorial team of George C. Banks (e.g., Antonakis, 
2017; Wulff et al., 2023) as well as the checklist for primary quantitative 
studies provided by an open-science tool like ShinyApps suggested by 
The Leadership Quarterly (Aczel et al., 2020). These 18 criteria, italicized 
in Table 1, represent the most frequently discussed issues and are typi-
cally expected to be included in manuscripts that use quantitative 
methods. For instance, under the reporting style research stage, we 
included criteria such as missing data analysis, effect sizes, p-values, and 
whether reported coefficients are indicated as standardized or unstan-
dardized. The remaining 13 criteria are suggested for authors to self- 
check using the declaration form. However, they can be incorporated 
into future versions of RTI. 

RTI serves as a valuable tool for detecting research transparency, and 

we encourage researchers to expand its application to other types of 
papers, including those with multiple studies, experimental studies, 
qualitative studies, and meta-analyses. Each type of study will require 
different transparency criteria. For example, transparency in meta- 
analyses (Wulff et al., 2023) and qualitative research (Knight et al., 
2022) will involve distinct criteria. As new research methods emerge, 
such as AI and machine language, the transparency criteria may require 
revision. In such cases, the RTI tool can be updated accordingly, and 
those updates will be described at https://www.hermanaguinis.com. 
Moreover, we also make the Python code available so others can 
implement updates as well. 

Conclusions 

Several journals and professional organizations are implementing 
strategies to enhance research transparency. For example, The Leader-
ship Quarterly embraces open science practices, such as pre-registration 
and using ShinyApps’ checklists (Aczel et al., 2020), requiring authors to 
provide extensive information during the paper submission process, 
including all control variables in the correlation table. Journal of Man-
agement has revised the reviewer evaluation form and expanded and 
clarified data disclosure requirements for all methodologies, ensuring 
that authors provide extensive information during submission (Bergh & 
Oswald, 2020). Academy of Management Journal encourages pre- 
registration, data-sharing, and the use of reporting guidelines 
(DeCelles et al., 2021). Journal of Applied Psychology has developed a 
reporting checklist to guide authors in improving the transparency of 
their studies. As journals demand more detailed transparency re-
quirements, authors and reviewers may face increased burdens in 
ensuring data transparency. RTI can help alleviate this burden by 
automatically checking for key inputs critical for transparency. 

Table 6 
Transparency Criteria Descriptions for Validity Study #2.  

Criterion Description  

Theory  
1. Research strategy Did the article specify the research strategy (e.g., explicitly indicate inductive, deductive, or abductive research)?  
2. Post hoc analysis Did the article identify and report any post-hoc hypotheses separately from a priori hypotheses? If yes, did the article report both 

supported and unsupported hypotheses? (Highest Possible Score: post-hoc analysis reported with detailed explanation.)  
Research Design  
3. Type of research design Did the article include the type of research design (e.g., explicitly indicate passive observation, experimental)?  
4. Type of data collection Did the article report the form of data collection procedure (e.g., explicitly state survey interviews)?  
5. Country of data collection Did the article report the location of data collection (e.g., North America/China)?  
6. Type of sampling method Did the article report the type of sampling method (e.g., explicitly state purposeful, snowball, convenience)?  
Measurement  
7. Scale alteration If scales were altered, did the article report how and why (e.g., dropped items, changes in item referent)? Did the article provide 

psychometric evidence regarding the altered scales (e.g., feature-related validity)? (Highest Possible Score: altered items and explanations 
were reported.)  

8. Reversed item Did the article report reverse scales, if any?  
9. Measurement variability If scores are aggregated, did the article report measurement variability to justify aggregation (e.g., rwg(j), ICC)?  
10. Range restriction If range restriction was assessed, did the article specify the type of range restriction and provide a rationale for the decision to correct 

or not? If corrected, did the article identify how (e.g., type of correction used, sequence, and formulas) and report observed effects and 
those corrected for range restriction? (Highest Possible Score: range restriction analysis reported with detailed explanation.)  

Information on Data Analysis  
11. Analytic method Did the article report specific analytical methods (e.g., EFA versus CFA; repeated measures ANOVA using conventional univariate 

significance tests, structural equation modeling, etc.)?  
12. Name of software and version of 
software 

Did the article report the software used, including which version and the name of the software? (Highest Possible Score: both the name of the 
software and the version of the software were reported.)  

13. Outlier detection If tests for outliers were conducted, did the article report methods and decision rules used to identify outliers, steps (if any) taken to 
manage outliers (e.g., deletion, Winsorization, transformation), the rationale for those steps, and results with and without outliers? 
(Highest Possible Score: outlier analysis reported with detailed explanation.)  

Information on Reporting  
14. Sensitivity analysis Did the article report results of missing data analysis (e.g., sensitivity analysis), if any? Did the report include details regarding the 

sensitivity analysis? (Highest Possible Score: A sensitivity analysis was reported with a detailed explanation.)  
15. Response rate Did the article report the exact response rate?  
16. Effect size Did the article report any effect sizes, such as confidence intervals, Cohen’s d, r, and R2?  
17. Reporting p-values Did the article report exact p-values to two decimal places (Highest Possible Score: all p-values were reported in the exact format, and authors 

should not report p-values compared to cut-offs (e.g., p < .05 or p < .01)?)  
18. Reporting coefficients Did the article report and clearly identify coefficients as either unstandardized or standardized? 

Note. As explained, we added a new criterion of effect size (#16) in the second validity study because effect sizes complement statistical significance testing, and many 
journals require their reporting in manuscripts. 
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We emphasize that compliance with the specific requirements of 
each journal is essential. While RTI allows journals to establish their 
policies regarding the tool’s use (e.g., mandatory, voluntary, or for 
developmental purposes before submission) and decide which criteria to 
include in evaluating transparency, RTI can only serve as an exclusively 
developmental tool. The assessment of transparency levels is not an 
absolute endeavor. Instead, it is contingent upon the specific journal and 
the prevailing norms within the respective academic field. Thus, while 
RTI provides a quantitative score to gauge transparency, the evaluative 
judgment of whether a particular score qualifies as meeting a specific 
threshold or another is contingent on the unique characteristics of the journal, 
the dynamics of the academic field, and the prevailing norms at a given point 
in time. Moreover, RTI should not be the exclusive arbiter of a manuscript’s 
transparency level and cannot replace human judgment when examining it. 
Therefore, authors should carefully review and adhere to the author 
guidelines provided by each journal to ensure alignment with publica-
tion standards. 

RTI is designed to benefit various user groups, including authors, 
students, reviewers, and editors. Authors can utilize RTI to assess the 
adequacy of their information and use the tool’s suggestions to improve 
the transparency of specific areas, such as measurement and reporting 
styles. In an educational context, students can utilize RTI as a self- 
learning tool to promote transparent research outcomes. In addition, 
instructors and thesis and dissertation committee members can use RTI 
to guide students on the principles and elements of transparency. 
Additionally, RTI can assist reviewers and editors in streamlining the 
review process by providing an automated assessment of a manuscript’s 
transparency. Editors can use the RTI score and report to determine 
whether a submitted paper should proceed to the review stage or be 
returned to the authors for revision without manual verification of 
including all required information. Finally, organization and policy 
decision-makers will benefit from using RTI to gather information on the 
relative transparency of research that may serve as input for creating 
policies and making decisions. Even with little knowledge in a specific 
field, managers and policy-makers can utilize RTI to understand whether 
specific research studies they may want to rely on are transparent. 

In addition, the RTI can be used to research the domain of trans-
parency. For example, it can answer questions such as: Which journals 
are more transparent and regarding which specific criteria? Which do-
mains are more transparent (e.g., organizational behavior vs. human 
resource management vs. leadership)? Has the degree of transparency 
changed faster in some journals and domains compared to others? What 
are the predictors of transparency, and what are the outcomes? For 
example, are journals with higher transparency reporting more or fewer 
retracted articles? Have journals that published articles with higher 
transparency increased their impact factor over time? Overall, we see 
great potential in using the RTI not only as a developmental tool but also 
as a tool to collect data on transparency that will allow us to improve our 
understanding of its antecedents and outcomes at various levels of 
analysis (e.g., individual research, journal, domain, and field). 

In conclusion, developing the RTI tool is valuable to the ongoing 
efforts to enhance research transparency. By providing an automated 
assessment of transparency criteria, RTI saves authors, students, re-
viewers, and editors time while promoting transparent research prac-
tices. As journals prioritize transparency, RTI is a powerful resource to 
support authors in meeting journal requirements and encourages the 
advancement of rigorous and transparent research. Ultimately, through 
its user-friendly interface and comprehensive evaluation, RTI facilitates 
a culture of transparency, fostering trust and credibility in the scholarly 
community and among users of the knowledge we produce (e.g., orga-
nization and policy decision-makers). 
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