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Generalizability, Replicability, and New Insights from Understudied Populations: 

Introduction to the Special Issue “Advancing Methods for Psychological Assessment Across 

Borders and Populations” 

Research on assessment that takes an individual differences-perspective is by definition 

dependent on the individuals and the specific populations that it studies. Consequently, if we 

study individuals from the same or similar underlying populations over and over again, we will 

miss important insights on the stability of findings, and how psychological traits are structured 

and play out in individuals with different characteristics and across different populations. This 

not only limits results to the population investigated, but also involves a high possibility for type 

1 errors in overgeneralizing findings and their implications beyond the psychological and 

empirical rationale. 

There are more and more initiatives from regions across the globe that aim to deal with 

the challenges posed by the lack of generalizability and replicability of psychological findings 

(Bishop, 2019; Earp & Trafimow, 2015). These include international or national networks of 

researchers aiming to promote research replicability (e.g., Center for Open Science, UK 

Reproducibility Network), encouragement to pre-register research studies (Eich, 2013; Van't 

Veer & Giner-Sorolla, 2016), research studies aiming to replicate previous findings (e.g., Visser 

et al., 2022), and free online platforms to share study protocols and data (e.g., Open Science 

Framework). In line with these initiatives, the motivation behind this special issue in EJPA 

(Ruggeri et al., 2019) is to encompass contributions that not only study sometimes neglected 

populations, but also combine this aspect with the approach of registered reports (Greiff & Allen, 

2018). In this way, we intended to gather studies that tackle issues of generalizability, but also of 

replicability, within the same research designs. 



As has been pointed out repeatedly and from different perspectives, generalizability and 

replicability are two interwoven issues, and this also applies to the field of psychological 

assessment. Fiedler (2011) described that not only samples, but also all other aspects of studies 

that might induce variation in results are commonly picked in ways to maximize observed 

effects. Whereas this allows researchers to better pin down theoretically expected effects, it can 

undermine the generalizability and replicability of observed effects. Barr et al. (2013) also 

pointed this out in the context of statistical modeling. They argued that in order to maximize the 

generalizability and replicability of effects, researchers should specify random variation in their 

statistical models across all factors that might induce variability by design. 

Their arguments, however, do not only have statistical implications; they also point 

towards the theoretical consideration of often-neglected factors in study design and sampling. 

Specifically, if we want to generalize results across all design meaningful design factors in our 

studies, then random effects represent a statistical means for establishing generalizability.  

Similarly, Yarkoni (2017) argued for the specification of random effects for all variables that 

could induce theoretically meaningful variation. Approaches in which many analysts model the 

same data have also shown how researcher degrees of freedom in analysis can contribute to 

variation in findings and conclusions on the very same data (e.g., Schweinsberg et al., 2018; 

Hoogeveen et al., 2022). 

In the present issue we aimed to present contributions that would tackle a lack of 

generalizability and replicability of findings due to a lack of variation in the assessed 

populations, as well as in researchers’ degrees of freedom in conducting their studies and 

analyzing their data. This was achieved by assessing specific populations that have not been the 

focus of the respective research topics, and prioritizing studies that were pre-registered reports. 



Trialing, extending, and comparing studies and their findings within and between populations 

that are seldom in the focus of research can help us question long-standing beliefs regarding 

untested assumptions and the generalizability of findings (e.g., Terraciano et al., 2005). 

Preregistration can contribute to factors of the theoretical and methodological quality of research 

which in turn might improve the reliability and replicability of results (Soderberg et al., 2021). 

With this foci, this special issue introduces a set of registered reports across various topics of 

psychological assessment to the readership of the journal. The hope behind this is that readers 

and (future) authors will see registered reports as a valuable tool that increasingly finds its way 

into the toolbox of research on psychological assessment. 

 

How the Present Papers Contribute to Open Science and Shed Light on Generalizability 

and Robustness 

In addition to assessing specifically selected populations and doing so mostly on the basis 

of registered reports, the set of contributions found in this special issue also tackled theoretical 

questions that are of high relevance to the assessment community. In this section, we summarize 

what the five contributions did and how, on top of the specific research question, they might 

contribute to our understanding of generalizability and replicability. 

Twomey and Johnson (this issue) created norm tables of the UK and Ireland for the 

International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg et al., 2006) NEO-300. They selected UK 

and Irish participants (N = 18,591) from a global IPIP-NEO-300 dataset within Johnson’s IPIP-

NEO data repository and identified the norms for different personality facets and different age 

groups. This allows researchers investigating personality using the IPIP-NEO-300 in the UK and 

Ireland to have norm tables to interpret the results of their own participants. Although this article 



is not based on a registered report (unlike the other four articles published in this issue), this 

paper was included as its authors make the convincing case of providing norm tables for the 

United Kingdom and Ireland that were assessed using an open source assessment instrument 

(i.e., IPIP-NEO-300). These norm tables are valuable resources for researchers who have 

financial constraints and cannot (or would rather not) use proprietary measures of the Big Five. 

The study, with the inclusion of freely accessible and modifiable norm tables, contributes to an 

approach to open science that integrates the needs of researchers with little financial resources. 

Therefore, we believe that the study is fully in line with the scope and aims of this special issue. 

Rachev et al. (this issue) examine whether the risky-choice and attribute framing effect, 

describing variation in preference under different presentations of the same problem (Tvesky & 

Kahneman, 1981), occurs and shows similar relations to the willingness and ability to think in 

line with rational norms across two samples. The willingness and ability to think in line with 

rational norms was represented by two constructs; namely, actively open-minded thinking 

(Haran et al., 2013) and bullshit receptivity (e.g., Ilić & Damnjanović, 2021). The authors found 

that the susceptibility to framing was associated with these two constructs in both samples, with 

a stronger negative relation of susceptibility to framing with actively open-minded thinking in 

Bulgaria than in North-America. Rachev et al.’s (this issue) paper contributes to the 

generalizability of findings in several ways. First, each construct was measured using multiple 

items or multiple tasks, and this allowed the authors to use multiple indicators to represent the 

construct at a broader level when using latent variable modeling. Second, the authors performed 

measurement invariance analyses; this enabled them to identify and correct for cross-cultural 

deviation in the measurement models and allowed them to perform cross-cultural comparison on 

an invariant model. Finally, this study exemplifies how pre-registered reports can incorporate 



preregistered procedures for evaluating the fit of statistical models (cf. Greiff & Allen, 2018), 

which is of central relevance for assessment research in which latent variable models and their 

associated fit statistics are commonly implemented. 

Clay et al. (this issue) investigate the relationship between willpower beliefs and 

perceived effort, dispositional constructs (personality traits), and satisfaction with reward, a topic 

that may be interesting to the researchers in cognitive psychology, decision sciences, individual 

differences, and neurosciences in general. The main hypothesis in this study is that people 

holding limited willpower beliefs perceive cognitive tasks as more effortful and associated 

rewards as less satisfying relative to people who do not hold such beliefs. In 187 participants 

from North-America, multilevel models indicate support for this hypothesis. In addition, the 

authors find that participants with higher levels of need for cognition perceived presented tasks 

(N-back tasks) as less effortful, whereas there were rather small and comparably few relations 

with personality measures from the Big Five-domain. On the basis of a registered report, this 

study demonstrates how preregistration ensures the reliability of findings involving constructs 

such as mental depletion that have been under allegations such as of p-hacking in recent years 

(Friese et al., 2019). Whereas this study does not involve an experimental manipulation of 

mental depletion, it shows that under preregistration, which is supposed to limit p-hacking and 

similar questionable research practices, self-ratings related to this construct can produce clear 

patterns of correlations. 

Žeželj et al. (this issue) present the development and initial validation of a scale for 

assessing proneness to doublethink, which they define as the general proneness to tolerate 

inconsistencies within one’s own beliefs or knowledge. Within a registered report, the authors 

find that the new scale on which they report approximates a one-factor structure and among other 



results shows mostly consistent relations with conspiracist mentality, beliefs in conspiracy 

theories, and rational and intuitive thinking styles, across two samples. Similar to Rachev et al. 

(this issue), this study exemplifies how preregistration of model fit evaluation contributes to our 

robust understanding of phenomena and their replicability across samples. In their measure of 

belief in conspiracy theories, the authors included items specific to the Serbian context. They 

found stronger relationships between the concept of doublethink and their measure of belief in 

conspiracy theories specific to the Serbian context than between the concept of doublethink and a 

more general measure of conspiracist thinking. This result points to the relevance of including 

culture-specific items that are tailored towards non-WEIRD samples. 

In the last contribution, Buabang et al. (this issue) validate a scale measuring perceived 

financial wellbeing across samples from six European countries and the US. The authors find 

that the scale, in contrast to their preregistered hypotheses, was not unidimensional but rather 

showed a two-dimensional structure of affective and behavioral financial stress. The authors 

further find that measurement invariance was not given across all countries and that only partial 

invariances could be achieved. Consequently, country comparisons using this measure might be 

undertaken based on models that correct for deviations, but the authors conclude that composite 

scores cannot be used for valid comparisons. This contribution demonstrates how preregistration 

allows reporting results that might appear suboptimal from a measurement perspective (meaning 

both instrument and analytical approach) but have been based on a-priori defined analyses, 

adding to their trustworthiness. Similar to the paper presented by Twomey and Johnson (this 

issue), this study highlights the importance of measurement invariance when conducting research 

across different populations (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) as it allows for comparison across 

populations and greater generalization of the findings. 



What do We Learn from these Contributions? 

In acting as guest editors for this special issue in the European Journal of Psychological 

Assessment, we have learned a great deal about how cross-cultural research projects can 

contribute to our understanding of psychological assessment, and about the role that registered 

reports can play therein. As Rachev et al. (this issue) highlight with regard to the central 

construct in their study, it is sometimes implicitly assumed that psychological processes work 

independently of socio-cultural contexts. This is definitely not the case. Studies examining the 

actual empirical fit of data to such assumptions cannot only provide top-down tests of theories 

questioning generality; they can also provide a basis for the bottom-up-development of theories 

about the generalizability and boundary conditions of reliable and valid psychological 

assessment and the associated phenomena. 

Finally, and perhaps especially noteworthy, most of the studies within this issue have 

been conducted by international teams of researchers from diverse countries. Many of the 

contributing researchers were still in the pre- or post-graduate phases of their studies during the 

active phases of their research. This context makes it even more challenging to engage into the 

long-term commitment that registered reports usually come along with. At the same time, this 

type of international research projects provide an optimal academic playground for establishing 

academic connections in which junior researchers can look beyond the established paradigms of 

their local research groups. Assessment experts at different institutions from different countries 

sometimes follow strongly diverging or even inconsistent approaches. An arguably prime 

example of this in psychological assessment are the diverging views that item response theory 

and Rasch modeling sometimes take on measurement and model fit (e.g., Edelsbrunner & 

Dablander, 2019). Junior academics who are educated at an institution specializing in Rasch 



measurement theory will typically be conveyed views and assumptions that vary substantially 

from those conveyed at institutions with a history of research that is grounded in item response 

theory. This example showcases that, although psychological assessment is partially grounded in 

formal measurement theory, it is also a highly theoretical field in which incongruent perspectives 

can inform one another to contribute to theoretical and methodological progress. By gathering 

and presenting these contributions in this issue, we hope to inspire assessment-researchers to 

consider broadening their research networks, as well as those of their affiliate junior academics, 

beyond their typical borders of state, age, and identity, engaging in activities that promote and 

foster transparency and replicability collaboratively. 
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