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Abstract: Broadly defined as the study of language, linguistics is a diverse field span-
ning many disciplines. Recent studies on the prevalence of Questionable Research
Practices (QRPs) in linguistics (e.g., Isbell et al. 2022) suggest that it suffers from
many of the same issues that triggered the replication crisis in psychology (see, e.g.,
Sonning and Werner 2021). While surveys have indicated that linguists are generally
in favor of Open Science/Open Scholarship (OS), there appears to be a “a misalign-
ment between the attitude to and the adoption of OS practices” (Liu and de Cat
2024, 64). The present study aims to gain insights into this misalignment by explor-
ing linguists’ understanding of what constitutes OS and of the specificities of lin-
guistic research that (can) affect its applicability to (subdisciplines of) linguistics. To
this end, the study draws on the results of an anonymous, small-scale survey and the
qualitative analysis of semi-structured interviews conducted with 26 linguists based
in Northern Europe representing all career stages and a wide range of subdisciplines
within linguistics.

The results reveal diverse understandings of OS among linguists. While some focus on
the accessibility of research (for both academics and the wider public), others prioritize
the sharing of data, materials, and code to promote transparency, reproducibility, and
replicability. The latter group also emphasizes the importance of OS principles and val-
ues such as rigor, fairness, and collaboration. Linguists report learning about OS through
conferences, workshops, library services, and social media but, most importantly, in
personal interactions with other researchers, thus making much of this knowledge net-
work dependent. The interviewees highlight several challenges and considerations that
they believe need to be addressed when applying OS to linguistics. These include eth-
ical and legal issues concerning data sharing, the high inter-person variability inherent
to many linguistic studies, the need for (more) funding for open access monographs,
and the need for training in data management and statistical methods.
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Le Foll “Well, parts of linguistics is open”

1 Introduction

Focusing on the multifaceted discipline of linguistics, this study secks to gain
insights into the apparent disconnect between Open Science/Open Scholarship
(OS) practices and some of the epistemological and methodological traditions of
the humanities (Knéchelmann 2019). While traditionally anchored in humanities
faculties, linguistics—broadly defined here as the scientific study of language—is
a particularly interesting case study in this endeavor as, decades after its alleged
“quantitative turn” in the 1990s and early 2000s (Kortmann 2021; McGillivray and
Jenset 2023), linguistic research continues to range from non-empirical research
and studies based on introspective data to large-scale data-driven studies. This is in
part due to the interdisciplinary nature of many subdisciplines of linguistics, which
have been influenced to a greater or lesser degree by the practices of neighboring
disciplines such as psychology in the case of psycholinguistics and computer science
for computational linguistics. As such, linguistics can be considered to be at the
crossroads between the humanities, the social sciences, and the “hard” biomedical
sciences (Bochynska et al. 2023, 2).

While the Open Science movement has gained significant traction in psychology, it
represents a relatively new development in linguistics (see, e.g., Casillas et al. 2023; Liu
2023; Plonsky 2024b; S6nning and Werner 2021). That said, the momentum for OS
in linguistics has grown discernibly, as evidenced by a surge in publications, the forma-
tion of research networks, and the organization of symposia and conferences dedicated
to OS (Liu 2023; Liu et al. 2023; Liu and de Cat 2024). However, the fact that much of
the infrastructure and discourse surrounding OS originated in experimental psychology
(see, e.g., Gelman 2016; Open Science Collaboration 2015) presents some challenges:
The tools and resources are not always aligned with the priorities and methodologies of
(applied) linguists (Liu 2023, 444).

A significant complicating factor is the diversity of epistemological and method-
ological traditions present in linguistics. For example, researchers employing construc-
tivist or ethnographic approaches may find some OS practices, such as preregistration,
less relevant or even incompatible with their work (Al-Hoorie et al. 2024, 14).
Moreover, some linguists perceive OS to suffer from a “quantitative bias” (Liu and
de Cat 2024, 94), a sentiment that appears to be shared by qualitative researchers in
other disciplines (see, e.g., Prosser et al. 2024 for a recent survey of attitudes towards
OS in qualitative management and organization studies). In fields such as language
testing, privacy or copyright constraints can make data sharing difhicult or unethical
(Isbell and Kim 2023, 13; Chapelle and Ockey 2024), leading some to question the
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universal applicability of OS practices to linguistics. These challenges highlight the need
for ongoing dialogue within the discipline to contextualize OS in ways that respect its
varied paradigms and research practices (Liu 2023, 448).

Different rationales are known to motivate the adoption of OS practices, including
social justice, epistemic responsibility, inclusivity and diversity, and economic and per-
sonal gains. For example, in their article titled “(Why) Are Open Research Practices the
Future for the Study of Language Learning?” Emma Marsden and Kara Morgan-Short
(2023, 348) note that “[t]he respective roles and impacts of these different rationales
themselves merit empirical scrutiny, perhaps through interviews and surveys to improve
understanding of drivers and affective variables that might (better) underpin and shape
the open research movement.”

The present study is an initial attempt at addressing this need. Its aims are two-fold.
It seeks to gain insights first into linguists’ diverse understanding of what constitutes
Open Science/Research/Scholarship (see section 2.1 on terminology) and second into
the specificities of linguistics that (can) affect its applicability to (subdisciplines of)
linguistics. To this end, a survey was sent out to the subscribers of the Reproducibi-
liTea in the HumaniTeas mailing list, most of whom are linguists (see section 3.1),
and semi-structured interviews were conducted with 26 linguists representing a vari-
ety of subdisciplines and career stages (see section 3.2). The present study does not
formulate any hypotheses. Instead, it addresses the following broad sets of research
questions:

RQ1. What do linguists understand and encompass under the terms Open Science,
Open Research, Open Scholarship, and Open Education?

RQ2. To what extent are linguists aware of OS practices? How did they reach this
awareness? Where do linguists obtain knowledge about OS practices?

RQ3. What specificities of their (sub)discipline(s) do linguists feel need to be consid-

ered when applying and promoting OS practices in linguistics?

The terminological question was motivated by the literature (see section 2.1) and the
call for papers for this special issue. The second set of questions was motivated by Scott
Sterling’s (2024, 46) claim that “[i]t would not be much of a stretch to suggest that
open science is being conducted by a small group of educated—and, to some extent,
insulated—academics.” Finally, the third research question aims to bring answers to
recurrent questions about the applicability of (all) OS practices to humanities and social
science research (Ferguson et al. 2023; Kndchelmann 2019). It aims to make a con-
tribution to Meng Liu and Cécile de Cart’s (2024, 90-91) call for “[o]pen discussions
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bringing together [applied linguistics] researchers with diverse epistemological stances”
to “collectively define optimal OS practices across research paradigms.”

2 Open Science in Linguistics: A Brief Literature Review

In the following, I provide a brief overview of previous literature that has attempted
to shed light on OS practices in specific subdisciplines of linguistics, as well as more
broadly across the field. I begin with a brief discussion of the diverse Open Science/
Open Scholarship (OS) terminology used in linguistics.

2.1 Terminology

Some linguists, notably many involved in applied linguistics, prefer the term Open
Research to Open Science, arguing that the latter “poses different challenges and affords
different benefits for different types and approaches to research” (Marsden and Mor-
gan-Short 2023, 374n1). Although their article is titled “Open Science: Considerations
and Issues for TESOL Research,” Al-Hoorie et al. (2024) also criticize the term for
being too narrow. However, rather than Open Research, they suggest Open Scholarship
as a more inclusive term that covers a broader range of practices, including the creation
and use of Open Educational Resources (OERs; see also Liu et al. 2023). This rebrand-
ing has been adopted by some research networks, such as Open Applied Linguistics
(Al-Hoorie et al. 2024, 14). That said, a recent edited volume about open practices in
applied linguistics also features Open Science in its title (Plonsky 2024b).

In sum, while linguists use different terms to refer to various principles and prac-
tices, it would appear that Open Science (with or without capitalization) remains the
most widely used term. It has featured prominently in special issues (e.g., Sonning and
Werner 2021; Kremmel and Isbell 2024) and across a wide variety of subdisciplines
from historical corpus linguistics (Kesidniemi et al. 2018) to phonetics (Garellek et al.
2020) and computational linguistics (Rohatgi et al. 2023). Following Plonsky (2024b),
I am adopting the acronym OS for Open Science/Open Scholarship in an attempt to
be as inclusive as possible.

2.2 Sharing Data, Materials, and Code in Linguistics

In what may be the first substantial discussion of reproducibility in linguistics, Andrea
Berez-Kroeker et al. (2018) emphasized the importance of data management and
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sharing in language documentation and typological research. In this position paper, the
14 co-authors reported on the views of 41 linguists (mostly from North America, but
representing diverse subfields of linguistics) who had convened to address “reproducibil-
ity as it applies to linguistic scientists, especially with regard to facilitating a culture of
proper long-term care and citation of linguistic data sets” (Berez-Kroeker et al. 2018, 2).!
They justify their focus on reproducibility by explaining how “true replicability is not
possible to achieve” “in many fieldwork-based life and social sciences” (Berez-Kroeker
et al. 2018, 5) and claim that reproducibility is thus a more realistic goal. The authors
prioritize the transparency of both methods of data collection and analysis and the
availability of the source data.

Two surveys of linguistic data citations suggest that, in both regards, much remains
to be done in linguistics. Examining 100 descriptive grammars published between 2003
and 2012, Lauren Gawne et al. (2017) concluded that very few authors made their meth-
ods or data sources explicit. Berez-Kroeker et al. (2017) reached a similar conclusion in
their analysis of 270 articles from nine prestigious linguistics journals. More recently,
Agata Bochynska et al. (2023) examined the availability of materials, raw and processed
data, and analysis scripts in two random samples of 250 linguistics journal articles pub-
lished prior to the replication crisis (RC) being widely acknowledged (2008/2009) and
post RC awareness (2018/2019). Figure 1 shows the proportion of articles with shared
materials relative to the number of articles in which each characteristic was applicable
for the two sampled periods. It clearly shows that, across linguistics, sharing data, code,
and research materials remains very much the exception rather than the norm.

Bochynska et al. (2023, 25) acknowledge that practices vary across subdisciplines
and journals, some of which have begun to adopt open data policies. That said, disap-
pointingly low rates of reproducibility have been observed in some journals even post
open data mandates (see, e.g., Laurinavichyute et al. 2022). Preliminary results from an
ongoing survey of sharing practices in corpus linguistics research (Le Foll, forthcoming)
suggests that, at least in some subdisciplines of linguistics, rates of materials, data, and
code sharing have not dramatically increased since Bochynska et al.’s survey.

2.3 Publishing and Communicating Linguistics Research

A recent bibliometric study found that the humanities and social sciences, including lin-
guistics, are dominated by journals operating hybrid models, with only a small percentage

1. Here, and throughout this article, reproducibility refers to the ability to obtain the same results using the original dataset(s)
and method(s). This is in contrast to replication, which involves applying the same method(s) to novel data to answer the
same research question(s) and/or test the same hypotheses (Turing Way Community 2022).
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Assessment of transparency-related research practices in linguistics

Pre-RC (2008/2009) Post-RC (2018/2019)

Primary | 85% (n = 104) 115% 76% (n = 106) | 24% ——
Secondary | 98% (n = 47) | 92% (n = 43)

Primary | 94% (n = 115) | 96% (n = 135) ] P
Secondary | 66% (n = 33) I 34% 57% (n=27) | 43%

Primary | 99% (n = 122) | 96% (n = 135) i
Secondary  96% (n = 48) [ 92% (n = 43) e

Primary [ 100% (n = 128) 99% (n = 139) I
Secondary  100% (n = 50) 96% (n = 45) i

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0%  20% 40% 60%  80%  100%
Proportion in %

Not available | Available

Figure 1. Percentages of the sampled empirical linguistics articles for which materials, raw
data, processed data, and analysis scripts were found to be available, split into arti-
cles published for the pre-replication-crisis (left) and post-replication-crisis (right)
(reproduction of figure 2 from Bochynska et al. 2023, 11, CC BY 4.0).

of articles published as gold (11.8%) or diamond (3.3%) open access (Butler et al. 2022).
In the field of applied linguistics specifically, the rate of open access papers in hybrid
journals was also found to be low (18% according to Alferink 2022, cited in Andringa
etal. 2024, 5). To move towards more equitable and ethical forms of open access publish-
ing, some linguists have been advocating for the establishment of new, non-commercial
diamond open access journals or the “Hipping” of existing journals from a commercial
model to a non-profit one (see, e.g., Andringa et al. 2024; Rooryck 2023).

Another form of open access publication consists in publishing pre- and postprints
of research outputs (also known as green open access). However, in most non-compu-
tational subdisciplines, the linguistics community appears to engage very little with
preprints. A recent, large-scale study comparing peer-reviewed outputs with preprint
availability across all disciplines concluded that, in 2023, just 1.5% of peer-reviewed
publications in the field of “language, communication and culture” had been pre-
printed (Rzayeva et al. 2025, 19). To raise awareness and encourage linguists to post
their Author Accepted Manuscripts (AAM), a group of applied linguists launched the
Postprint Pledge initiative (Al-Hoorie and Hiver 2023). As of October 2025, 132
researchers had signed the pledge.

Several recent initiatives seek to widen the accessibility of applied linguistics research
outputs to beyond academia. These include OASIS (Alferink and Marsden 2023),
TESOLgraphics (Sato etal. 2024), the TBLT Language Learning Task Bank (Gurzynski-
Weiss et al. 2024), and a host of popular linguistics podcasts (see, e.g., Gawne 2024).
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2.4 Surveys of Linguists’ Attitudes Towards OS

[ am aware of three surveys that have attempted to capture (applied) linguists’ attitudes
towards OS. An unpublished survey showed that, out of 326 survey respondents (59%
of which were from the United States and United Kingdom), 90% claimed that openly
available research materials and data were “very beneficial” (see Marsden 2019). In
another survey, 354 researchers involved in second language (L2) research (from 45
different countries) described their replication practices and attitudes towards replica-
tion (McManus 2022). Just over half of the respondents reported having attempted to
replicate an empirical study in the past; 65% of those who had not done so claimed that
they wished to in the future. The results suggest that L2 researchers generally have pos-
itive attitudes towards replication, especially regarding its relevance and value (McMa-
nus 2022).

The third and to date most recent survey was conducted in early 2021 and attracted
responses from 157 applied linguists across different career stages (Liu and de Cat
2024). It concluded that most respondents had positive attitudes towards reproduc-
ibility, with PhD students being the most positive. However, a significant portion of
participants reported neutral or mixed attitudes towards data sharing. Despite this, all
groups reported a high level of willingness to adopt more open practices, such as sharing
data and code. PhD students also reported the highest self-efficacy in open practices.
Notably, there was a significant gap between PhD students and more senior researchers
in terms of code sharing, with the latter having extremely low rates of “(almost) always
sharing R code” (Liu and de Cat 2024, 76-77). Less than half of the participants had an
Open Science Framework (OSF) account, and a significant proportion of researchers in
all groups were unaware of what OSF was, which the authors cautiously interpreted as
a lack of awareness of existing OS infrastructures.

In all three surveys, self-selection bias is likely to have impacted the results. Liu and
de Cat (2024, 64) explicitly acknowledge this: “We do not claim that the sample is
representative of the AL [applied linguistics] community as a whole. Rather, our sample
could be more appropriately characterised as composed of those who were sufficiently
interested in OS at the time of the survey (e.g., with a certain level of prior knowledge
and interest in OS) to take the time to respond.”

In particular, it is worth noting that, in this most recent large-scale survey, none of
the surveyed linguists reported using exclusively qualitative data and only a handful
reported using qualitative data at all (Liu and de Cat 2024, 68). Thus, the views and
perspectives of linguists working primarily with qualitative methods have not yet been
adequately examined, even though insights from other disciplines suggest that they
are likely to differ from those of researchers mostly invested in quantitative approaches
(Gowie et al. 2024; Pownall 2025; Prosser et al. 2024; Salet et al. 2025).
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Crucially, these surveys should be interpreted in light of (applied) linguists’ admit-
ted involvement in research fraud and Questionable Research Practices (QRPs). In a
large-scale survey with 351 respondents (Isbell et al. 2022; Plonsky et al. 2024), 17% of
applied linguists working with quantitative methods admitted to one or more forms of
fraud and 94% to one or more QRP (see also Farangi and Nejadghanbar 2024 on the
prevalence and perceived severity of QRPs among Iranian applied linguists and Lars-
son et al. 2023 among US and Swedish humanities researchers). Taken together, these
findings point to a potential “misalignment between the attitude to and the adoption of
OS practices” (Liu and de Cat 2024, 64). This potential misalignment warrants further
examination and motivated the present study.

3 Methods and Data

The present study draws on two sources of data. The first was collected via an online sur-
vey circulated among recipients of the newsletter of ReproducibiliTea in the Humani-
Teas, an OS initiative that I co-organize with two other linguists at the University of
Cologne, Germany. The second is the outcome of content-based qualitative analyses of
semi-structured interviews that I conducted with 26 linguists between February and

April 2025.

3.1 Survey Data

ReproducibiliTea is a global grassroots journal club initiative that provides forums “to
discuss diverse issues, papers and ideas about improving science, reproducibility and
the Open Science movement” (ReproducibiliTea, n.d.; cf. FitzGibbon et al. 2020).
ReproducibiliTea in the HumaniTeas was launched in December 2023 as a dedicated
forum to discuss these issues in the context of humanities and social science research
specifically. We meet six to seven times per semester, both on-site at the University of
Cologne and online via Zoom. Invited guest speakers lead discussions on topics as
varied as reproducible workflows, FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, and Reus-
able) data sharing, and research ethics and integrity. In addition, we organize workshops
on tools such as Git, Quarto, and Docker. Most attendees are early career researchers
(ECRs) from linguistics and neighboring disciplines. Participation is roughly equally
split between on-site and online.

The survey was conducted online using LimeSurvey in February 2025. It was cir-
culated via the ReproducibiliTea in the HumaniTeas mailing list, which, at the time,
had around 120 subscribers. With just 38 participants (not all of whom completed all
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questions), the response rate was relatively low. Just over half of respondents (55%)
reported a current or previous affiliation with the University of Cologne. The remaining
respondents were all affiliated with European institutions except one who was affiliated
with a non-European institution and five who did not report an affiliation.

The online survey consisted of 18 questions (see Le Foll 2025b). The relevant ques-
tions for the present study concern respondents’ reported awareness of and involvement
with different OS practices (Q07), where they learned about OS outside of Reproduc-
ibiliTea sessions (QO08), and what they felt could be done in their (sub)discipline to
increase the uptake of OS practices (Q09).

About a third of respondents were students (at undergraduate to graduate to post-
doctoral levels). Five lecturers and three professors also completed the survey. The largest
group of respondents were postdoctoral researchers (7 = 10), who are typically also the
most active participants at our meetings. Most respondents (70%) chose “linguistics” as
their main field of research/studies and an additional 16% identified with neighboring
disciplines such as “Romance languages,” “literature,” and “digital humanities.” A wide
range of subdisciplines was reported (see Le Foll 2025a).

3.2 Interview Data

A call to participate in the interview project was sent via the mailing list of Reproduc-
ibiliTea in the HumaniTeas on February 24, 2025. However, only four individuals
volunteered as a result of this call. I subsequently sent personalized emails to a further
27 linguists of different career statuses and from a broad range of subdisciplines (six of
which were also subscribers of the mailing list at the time of writing) with the aim of
interviewing some 20 linguists. The positive response rate to these personalized emails
was higher than expected and led to the recruitment of 22 additional interviewees.

I drafted interview questions (see Le Foll 2025b) to obtain more in-depth answers
to the three research questions. However, the interviews were only semi-structured; the
exact wording, order, and number of questions varied depending on the interviewees’
responses. I conducted all 26 interviews online over Zoom from February to April 2025.
The interviewees consented to the interviews being recorded and to anonymized tran-
scriptions being published on an open repository. Most interviews lasted around half an
hour (range: 13—52 min.). All were conducted in English except one (A01 in German).

The interviews were first transcribed with the help of a locally run instance of Whis-
per (Radford etal. 2022) and subsequently checked, corrected, and anonymized. To pro-
tect the identity of the interviewees, mentions of all concrete projects were anonymized

as PROJECT. Other aspects that were anonymized include mentions of specific insti-
tutions (INSTITUTION), cities (CITY), countries/regions/languages (COUNTRY),
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Table 1. Academic status of the 26 interviewees

Position

N

Postdoc

Associate professor
Doctoral researcher

Full professor

Lecturer

MA student

PhD no longer in academia
BA student

Librarian

— =N NN N W N N

and colleagues and supervisors (PERSON). I interviewed 15 linguists who identify as
female and 11 as male. To protect the identity of the interviewees, I use the singular zhey
to refer to all interviewees. Table 1 shows the distribution of the interviewees’ roles in
academia at the time of the interviews.

The two interviewees who are no longer in academia had very recently completed
a PhD in linguistics and had decided to pursue a job outside of academia. Most inter-
viewees are affiliated with a German institution or were up until they left academia
(n = 21); two with a British university; and one each based in Belgium, Norway, and
Sweden. Of the interviewees with a German afhliation, eight are affiliated with the
University of Cologne. Nine other German institutions are represented. Three of the
interviewees are currently affiliated with European institutions but come from or have
spent many years teaching in countries of the so-called Global South. These experiences
have shaped their relationship with OS, and this is reflected in the interviews.

As I expected some disciplinary differences, my first question asked the interviewees
to situate themselves and their research within linguistics. Almost all mentioned several
subdisciplines. In the transcripts, highly specialized subdisciplines and unusual combi-
nations of subdisciplines that could potentially lead to the identification of the inter-
viewees have been anonymized. Across all 26 interviews, the following subdisciplines
were mentioned more than once: corpus linguistics (11), phonetics (7), applied linguis-
tics (5), sociolinguistics (5), discourse analysis (4), language teaching (4), phonology
(4), second language acquisition (4), language learning (3), psycholinguistics (3), theo-
retical linguistics (3), English linguistics (2), World Englishes (2), cognitive linguistics
(2), computational linguistics (2), language documentation (2), pragmatics (2), teacher
training (2), typology (2), and variational linguistics (2) (for full list, see Le Foll 2025a).

I acknowledge that the recruitment methods employed in this study inevitably come
with some self-selection and researcher biases. That said, personally inviting individual
linguists allowed me to reach out to interviewees of different career statuses (in particu-
lar, students) and to encourage linguists who felt that they did not know enough about
OS to participate. Hearing the voices of those who do not (yet) personally associate
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with the OS “movement” was important for this project. These individuals are unlikely
to respond to an open call that mentions OS in the title. I also targeted a wide range
of subdisciplines of linguistics. However, that the most frequently mentioned subdis-
cipline is corpus linguistics may be due to a disciplinary bias in my personal networks.

3.3 Analysis Methods

The survey responses were downloaded as a CSV file (see Le Foll 2025b), and descrip-
tive statistics and data visualization were computed in R. To analyze the interview tran-
scripts, a qualitative content analysis (QCA) approach was adopted. One of the strengths
of QCA is the possibility to integrate prior knowledge into the analysis process (Kuck-
artz and Ridiker 2023, 31): The interview guide generated a set of a priori categories,
which were refined and expanded through inductive category development based on
the interview transcripts. This iterative process was conducted using OpenQDA (Belli
etal. 2025). It involved multiple coding cycles during which the categories were refined.

The coding process aimed to structure, systematize, and interpret the data, rather
than quantify it. Many passages were assigned to multiple categories. The final taxon-
omy of codes comprises 39 categories, of which nine correspond to the leading ques-
tions of the interview structure (see Le Foll 2025a), and 10 to OS practices (of which
the most frequently mentioned were—in descending order of frequency—open data,
open access, open code/methods, open education, and preregistration). The remaining
codes are the result of more interpretative analyses; they concern both motivations to
do OS and reasons not to get involved or resist OS, as well as challenges and concrete
suggestions to improve the status quo.

The process of category development and coding was informed by my personal
understanding of the topic, itself based on my experiences as an ECR linguist, lin-
guistics lecturer, and OS advocate based in Germany. The aggregated metadata for all
interviewees, anonymized, and a CSV file with all the coded passages and their corre-
sponding categories are available on Zenodo (see Le Foll 2025a). While acknowledging
that my qualitative analyses are not reproducible, it is hoped that this transparency will
allow others to engage with the data from their own perspective(s).

4 Results and Discussion
The data collected as part of this study are extremely rich. In the following, however,
I focus on the aspects relevant to the research questions formulated in the introduction.

Wherever possible, I draw on both the survey and interview data.
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4.1 On Terminology

One of the questions that I asked the interviewees concerned the use of the term Open
Science for linguistics. I explained that the term Open Research was preferred by some
linguists, whereas others preferred Open Scholarship, interpreted by some as being more
inclusive and encompassing Open Education too (see section 2.1 and Le Foll 2025a).
All interviewees reported not having given the terminology much thought, if any, prior
to the interview. On reflection, however, the vast majority felt that Open Science was
entirely suitable for linguistics—although some recognized the potential divide between
what is and s not considered a science:

So it doesn’t surprise me that that linguistics is not considered science for some people.
That’s something I hear a lot or have heard a lot. But I think it’s not wrong to add lin-

guistics or language research or language science into the field of science.

(A07)

Several native speakers of languages other than English mentioned that the distinction
between the humanities and the sciences did not come naturally to them because, in
their first language, both the terms for linguistics and humanities include the word
science (e.g., in German, Geisteswissenschaften and Sprachwissenschaft include the word
Wissenschaft). Thus, it appears that the terminological preoccupation summarized in
section 2.1 may be largely an Anglo-Saxon one. In fact, some interviewees were some-
what offended at the thought of linguistics not being considered a science:

ihr [Linguistik] den Titel Science abzusprechen, finde ich ziemlich irrsinnig. Und nicht
besonders fair [to deny it [linguistics] the title of science, I find quite absurd. And not
particularly fair].

(AO1)

While the majority did consider linguistics a humanity and anchored their own research
in the humanities, others reported that linguistics, if anything, is more of a social sci-
ence to them. Moreover, several linguists made clear that they did not consider such
distinctions to be very meaningful:

I think linguistics is kind of unique, especially for somebody doing phonetics and pho-
nology, because we really kind of have like one leg in the more scientific type of world
and another one in the more humanities-like type of world. So I feel okay with either
[Open Science and Open Research] personally.

(A12)
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To be honest, I haven’t given it much thought. I mean, for me, if we do want to use this
distinction between humanities, the hard or natural sciences and perhaps social sci-
ences. | mean, I do see linguistics kind of as language science. So I think it’s a suitable
term. I personally haven’t come across open scholarship or open research. But I guess

that sounds pretty interchangeable to me.

(A09)

Many considered Open Research and Open Science to be “synonyms” (A06), although
they themselves used Open Science. Some interviewees justified this choice by saying
that Open Science is simply more common, and one interviewee also mentioned that
Open Science teatures in the name of the Open Science Foundation (OSF), a platform
that was mentioned by many of the linguists who engage in OS practices. Although the
term Open Research was largely acknowledged as suitable for linguistics, Open Scholar-
ship was met with much more skepticism. Very few had come across the term before,
but many of the interviewees spontaneously associated it with more narrow definitions
than Open Science that focus on the researchers rather than the research:

Open scholarship sounds a bit too individualistic.
(A02)

[Open Scholarship] also entails maybe that you just really put yourself out there so that
you do have something like a very detailed personal website.

(A04)

So scholarship for me is always something financial. So where you get something. So
I'd be misled probably a little bit by this term.
(A25)

Others felt that the term was old-fashioned:

But for me, if I read open scholarship, it sounds even more, honestly, it sounds like a
humanities thing [. . .] because being a scholar sounds a little bit antiquated. [. . .] To
me, “I'm a scholar” that sounds like I would sit in libraries a lot and read and think
really hard about the stuff that I do.

(A19)

Only few linguists were convinced by the idea of using Open Scholarship as an umbrella
term that would include Open Education. The latter was also understood differently.
Somewhat surprisingly, Open Education was occasionally exclusively associated with
the ability to access educational materials in pre-tertiary education. However, some
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interviewees primarily associated Open Education with research dissemination and
transfer:

So I feel like open research, open science is more to do with research practice while open
education also has to do with the teaching that we do informed by our own research prac-
tice. Although then the teaching that we do, is could be considered part of the dissemina-
tion activity. That is the endpoint of research in any case. So they’re very closely related.

(A13)

One linguist also associated the term Open Scholarship with social justice and activism
in a way that attempts to address global inequalities (A03).

4.2 On Linguists’ Understanding of Open Science

Although the interviews revealed a broad consensus for the applicability of the term
Open Science to linguistics, the interviewed linguists differed much more in what they
understood as OS. During the analysis of their associations, two groups emerged: One
set of linguists (primarily or exclusively) associates OS with the accessibility of research
outputs, whereas the other focuses on sharing data, materials, and code for transparency,
reproducibility, and/or replicability. To many in the first group, accessibility is associated
not only with open access publication but also with science communication and transfer.

I would say the accessibility of results and, well, science to the general public. So to
everyone who might think that this might be of use to their work, profession, or maybe

also just out of interest.

(A14)

The second group of linguists associated OS not only with specific practices such as
sharing (raw) data, analysis code, research materials, and preregistration but also fre-
quently with principles and values such as transparency, sharing, rigor, collaboration,
honesty, fairness, and democracy. In answer to my question about what they associated
with OS, their responses included:

So open science kind of makes me think of collaborative research within a commu-
nity of practice. So being able to collaborate with other colleagues who are willing to
share what they’re doing and the tools that they are using or the data sets that they are
using. So that basically within this community of practice, well, knowledge can be

built in a sort of a collaborative way, building on what has been done previously. And so
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learning from previous, perhaps mistakes or difficulties and kind of helping each other

to improve practice and in the end, knowledge.

(A13; emphases added)

[Open Science] is also the idea that science should be mansparent and aim at being
reproducible to as large an extent as possible. I mean, you can’t, nobody will be able to
interview me in 100 years’ time, but they could do an interview with similar people.
And it’s also a democratic question, question of democracy, not only to pay back for the
ones of us who work at tax-funded universities, but also to help anyone in the world to
be able to take, well, read and analyze the data we produced. Sharing our tax-funded

employments or similar.

(A02; emphases added)

While most interviewees whose associations belonged to the first group tended to
be less involved in OS practices, this is by no means a perfect correlation. Some
interviewees were aware of sharing practices and of some of the principles of OS
without practicing them themselves (yet). There were also no obvious disciplinary
associations, apart from the fact that preregistration was almost exclusively men-
tioned by researchers in psycholinguistics, neurolinguistics, and phonetics (A06,
A09, Al1, A17).

It goes without saying that the interviewees' personal associations with OS are shaped
by the OS practices that they are (1) aware of and (2) involved in. The data concerning
these two aspects are analyzed in the following section.

4.3 On Linguists’ Awareness and Experience of OS Practices

Both the 38 survey respondents and the 26 interviewed linguists reported very different
degrees of knowledge and experience of OS practices. Most of the attendees of Repro-
ducibiliTea in the HumaniTeas had at least heard of practices such as preregistration,
sharing and reusing FAIR data, and creating and reusing OERs—even if, for most prac-
tices, only a minority had actively engaged in these practices at the time of the survey
(see fig. 2).

The results presented in figure 2 are in line with the target audience of Reproduc-
ibiliTea in the HumaniTeas, which aims to bring together humanities students and
researchers with an interest in OS, often seeking to learn more about how to implement
these principles in their own research. It is also likely that some of the respondents,
especially undergraduate and graduate students, first heard of these practices at one of
the meetings.
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How aware are you of...?
I've never heard of this. - I'm aware of this but have not (yet) done it myself. . I'm aware of this and have already done it.

Publishing pre/post prints

Submitting a pre-registration
Publishing FAIR data

Re-using FAIR data

Publishing code

Re-using open code

Sharing research materials

Re-using open research materials
Replicating studies

Creating Open Educational Resources

Re-using Open Educational Resources

09 25%

50%
Percentage of responses

\,
&
B

100%

Figure 2. Respondents’ awareness of OS practices (V= 38)

Similarly, the linguists interviewed as part of this study demonstrated varying degrees
of personal involvement in OS. One interviewee (A14) described themself solely as a
“consumer” of OS because they had not yet published anything open access but had
benefited from open access publications and science communication resources. At the
other end of the spectrum, A12 enthusiastically described sharing research data, code,
and materials openly, stressing that “as far as I can have any control over something, I'll
share everything” (A12). Others reported partial involvement:

I have taken part in research projects that kind of embraced open science principles,
more or less, because I think it’s not a yes or no thing. It's more of a continuum.

(A13)

Some felt that they could do more and reported an intention to implement more aspects
of OS in their upcoming projects. For example, A09 said that they practiced OS “a little
bit,” adding that they probably hadnt “been at the forefront like other people have.”
Among the interviewed linguists, the most practiced aspects of OS were publishing
journal articles in open access and sharing data and analysis code. Many were familiar
with general repositories such as the OSF; far fewer mentioned linguistics-specific repos-
itories such as TROLLing? (two mentions) or IRIS? (one mention). Interestingly, some
considered that sharing research materials, data, and/or code for peer review (without
publishing them afterward) or exclusively with colleagues to—at least partially—be a

2. https://dataverse.no/dataverse/trolling.
3. https://iris-database.org/.

204



Journal of Electronic Publishing 29.1

contribution to OS, thus suggesting a continuous rather than binary understanding of
degrees of openness. Very few interviewees mentioned reusing open data, conducting
secondary studies, or meta-analyses. Many were not aware of the terms preprints and
postprints. When I explained them, most said that they had made use of postprints via
commercial platforms such as ResearchGate and Academia.edu, but those who were
not familiar with the term had not published any themselves. Finally, very few inter-
viewed linguists outside of phonetics and psycho-/neurolinguistics were familiar with
the concepts of preregistrations and registered reports.

4.4 On Linguists’ Sources of OS Knowledge

One of the questions of the online survey was: “Apart from attending ReproducibiliTea
in the HumaniTeas, how have you learned about Open Science practices?” Twenty-five
participants responded to this question, most with multiple mentions that included
reading about the topic; attending conferences, workshops, university seminars, and
lectures; taking advantage of library services; speaking to colleagues; and social media.

Social media was typically mentioned as a source of OS knowledge without further
specification, though sometimes explicitly in the plural form—that is, “social media
platforms” (A09). Two interviewees specifically mentioned Twitter, even though it had
already been rebranded as X by the time the interviews were conducted; one notably
used the past tense to indicate that they no longer consider the platform as valuable
as they used to (A09). One interviewee also referred to ResearchGate and Academia.
edu as “academic social media platforms” (A16), and another reported learning about
aspects of linguistics and OS “that are not necessarily part of the program and things
that I could not afford at the time” on YouTube, eventually leading them to produce
their own YouTube videos on using open source software for linguistics research (A20).

Of the 26 interviewed linguists, two mentioned that they were (strongly) encour-
aged to preregister their studies and make their data and code publicly available by their
supervisors:

So in the beginning, it was because my supervisor and the postdoc working at the
project at that time encouraged me to do this because I thought, okay, it’s like just the
usual practice that you do.

(A06)

I was a bit reluctant in the beginning. I was like, oh my God, I cannot make my
data openly available. Everyone will see what's wrong with it or something. But yeah,

I didn’t, I mean, [my supervisor] convinced me with the advantages. So I think it’s
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good to make research reproducible. And yeah, so basically he was the main person

who encouraged me.

(A17)

However, many of the other ECRs involved in OS explicitly reported not having any
such encouragement or support:

It was, it’s fully my own motivation there I mean and it’s not because my supervisors
did not want it or, or but they, they were not aware of that.

(A23)

Several mentioned online resources such as webinars, video recordings, open hand-
books, and social media as sources of knowledge and inspiration. This process of
self-motivated learning-by-doing was summarized by A24 as learning “[f]rom doing
and failing, I guess. And trying again.” In addition, many interviewees reported learn-
ing directly from “specific persons who are very passionate about the topic” (A18).
Several mentioned one role model colleague, who often worked at their current or
previous institution as their primary source of inspiration (mentions of specific people
have been anonymized in the transcripts, but see Le Foll 2025a for a full list). All in all,
this implies that much of linguists’ awareness and knowledge of OS depends on their

personal networks, as highlighted by A19:

I talked to people. So here’s the network aspect again. I looked at how other people did
it. I saw other papers where they said, ah, data and code are available on OSE Or this
is available on my GitHub. And I thought, well, okay, this is obviously how you do it.
So I checked it out. I talked to them. And then I tried it myself.

(A19)

In the interviews, some of the participants recalled—in the words of one interviewee—
“revelations” (A23) that triggered their interest/involvement in OS. One such revela-
tion concerned a sense of unfairness with regard to the for-profit academic publishing
industry: These interviewees became OS practitioners as a result of struggling with
paywalls when studying or researching/teaching in the Global South. For A20, access to
learning materials in their native country was also an issue. They recalled how learning
about corpus linguistics via a MOOC and YouTube videos inspired them:

So I thought, hey, the same way he [a linguist who posted recordings of their lectures
on YouTube] helped me out when I couldnt have access to other things, I could help
other people.

(A20)
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Another interviewee (from the Global North) also came to OS from Open Education:

So I published OERs. And then when I published my first papers, I thought, well,
now you do all this open education stuff and are very transparent about your teaching.
Why aren’t you doing it in your research as well? Sounds kind of inconsequential. So
[ started doing it. And I was informed a lot about CC licenses in the OER context.
Anyway, that was basically where I started out with my research materials. And then
[ started publishing my code and data where possible. And yeah, documentation for
the annotation. And then it kind of grew from there.

(A19)

Finally, two interviewees—from two different generations, an undergraduate student
and a professor—explained how their interest in OS came from a long-standing interest
in open source software. As one noted:

I just kind of heard the idea [of Open Science] and I thought it was very adjacent
to, very similar to the philosophy of free software and open-source software. And so
I found it quite appealing in that regard.

(A22)

4.5 On the Specificities of Open Linguistics

When asked, “What are the specificities of linguistics that ought to be taken into con-
sideration when trying to apply and promote Open Science in linguistics?” interview-
ees initial response was often one of bemusement. Many did not feel capable of giving a
meaningful response until I added that they could focus on their own subdiscipline(s).
One linguist explained the dilemma as follows:

I’m not sure if you can even put it like that, open science practices in linguistics,
because linguistics deals with so many different things and types of data and is
adjacent to so many other disciplines. So when I do psycholinguistics, I have to
adhere to the psychology traditions. When I do sociolinguistics maybe 'm more to
the sociology traditions, when I do historical linguistics and more like and so on,
right, and the data is very varied. And so going through a whole open science cycle
in linguistics, I don’t think is a thing, maybe. Maybe it’s subdiscipline specific.
(A19)

Some interviewees felt that while some aspects of OS are generally applicable to all
linguistics subdisciplines (e.g., preprints), others are not (e.g., sharing data and code).
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Here, the aforementioned tensions between quantitative and qualitative researchers’
stances on OS surfaced. These are discussed in the following section.

4.5.1 Open Methods

Related to differences across subdisciplines, a common theme that emerged from the
QCA was interviewees tendency to distinguish between the applicability of OS to
quantitative versus qualitative or non-empirical research paradigms:

I think the quantitative people are probably a lot more open to open science practices
than qualitative people.

(A04)

This finding is in line with Liu and de Cat’s (2024, 94) observation that some linguists
perceive OS to suffer from a “quantitative bias.” Indeed, across disciplines, the OS
movement has been criticized as promoting “a view that valuable knowledge is derived
only from empirical, observable evidence” and therefore “incompatible standards” for
much qualitative research (Pownall 2025, 556).

Among the interviewees, only one reported working exclusively with qualitative
methods. Even though they were not (yet) involved in many of the aforementioned OS
practices, they were very enthusiastic about them. Interestingly, they commented on
aspects of transparency that the others did not mention such as researcher positionality:

So there is this transparency link that is, to my knowledge, or maybe my modest
knowledge, is absolutely not to be found most of the times [in OS discussions], it
sounds like data are falling from the sky, right? But nothing is neutral. I mean, we have
this obsession with objectivity in working with data, but I do believe that we should
be more honest with ourselves and clearly say that somehow the way we collect data,
especially the way we select them, inevitably is based on decisions and intuitions that
we have as researchers in a certain position and having only some material available
rather than other material available. (A25)

Also addressing the need to expand the maxim for transparency to beyond “just” shar-
ing data and analysis code, one corpus linguist called for greater transparency at the
data pre-processing stage, citing tokenization as an example:

We do tend to share also scripts and codes. But what I'm thinking of is linguistic tools
and software that sometimes is available through either an online platform or a desktop
application, which doesn’t allow you to actually understand what happens behind the
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scenes because there’s no clear explanation of what happens, what processing the data
goes through, and the actual code that is used by the software is not shared. So, that is

something that perhaps might also be included more in discussions about open science.

(A13)

These excerpts exemplify the fact that open methods is understood differently across
different research paradigms within linguistics. Finally, two interviewees—both very
involved in OS—commented on a specificity of linguistics that is more closely associ-
ated with linguistics as a social science than a humanity: the high inter-person variabil-
ity that we can expect across different language users. This led A12 to cite Jack Grieve’s
(2021) article on replication failure in linguistics and state that “when it comes to the
replication crisis and what we need to expect, I think linguistics is slightly unique.” In
a similar vein, one interviewee expressed some doubts as to how meaningful it is to
preregister the hypotheses of linguistics studies:

because maybe language is so open and creative and you can't really always know what
to expect. Or also the participants differ so much. So you have to take, maybe you don’t
know what you actually have to take into account. So this was, yeah, again, thinking of
preregistration. Maybe to, I don’t know, maybe you have to be a little bit more open to
the data than in other fields. I don’t know, because there’s so much variability.

(A11)

4.5.2  Open Data

Regarding sharing data, two recurring subdiscipline-specific themes were identified in
the interviews: data privacy and copyright. There appears to be a need for further train-
ing and greater guidance on these issues as both were also mentioned when partici-
pants of ReproducibiliTea in the HumaniTeas were asked what they would like to learn
(more) about in future sessions. In the interviews, the first aspect was typically men-
tioned by linguists doing experiments or fieldwork with human participants, especially
those working with vulnerable populations such as (migrant) children:

Bei Kindern sind wir nochmal extra sicher. Da konnten wir zum Beispiel, anders als
man das vielleicht in anderer Forschung macht, auf keinen Fall Videos veroffentli-
chen. Und selbst bei Transkripten, wenn man die veréffentlichen wollte, deswegen
findet man im Grunde auch nichts im Netz. Es ist so wahnsinnig schwierig. Man muss
diese Daten komplett bereinigen, weil die Kinder sehr viel von sich preisgeben. Man
miisste ganze Teile rausschneiden, um sie tiberhaupt in einer 6ffentlich zuginglichen

Datenbank zu verwenden. [. . .] Das ist zum Teil hochgradig personlich und eventuell
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riickverfolgbar, auch wenn ich sie anonymisiere. Und deswegen ist fiir mich dann Dat-
enschutz die absolute Maxime weit tiber Open Science, in was auch immer fiir einer
Form. [With children, we are extra safe. For example, unlike in other research, we can-
not publish videos under any circumstances. And even with transcripts, if you wanted
to publish them, that’s basically why you can’t find anything online. It’s so incredibly
difficult. You have to completely clean up this data because the children reveal a lot
about themselves. You'd have to cut out whole sections in order to even make them
available in a publicly accessible database. [. . .] Some of it is highly personal and pos-
sibly traceable, even if I anonymize it. And that’s why, for me, data protection is the
absolute maxim far above open science, whatever form it takes.]

(AO1)

By contrast, copyright issues were mostly mentioned by linguists working with corpus
data:

This is maybe another issue that I had when I started thinking about this whole open
access, about this whole open research or open science idea which I really like, but one
thing that kind of troubles me a little bit is the question of you know copyright and
all sorts of legal questions that I find incredibly difhicult to answer or to find answers
to particularly [. . .] with the whole corpus issue. So I'm really not sure whether I'm

allowed or entitled to actually share this [corpus] with, with the wider public.
(A25)

The legal repercussions of publishing certain types of data were a concern to many
interviewees. Some mentioned these concerns as a justification for not being (very)
involved in OS practices, whereas those already invested in OS tended to mention them
as a reason to initiate (systemic) change:

We have a big problem here and I think we didnt fight this legally so far. Or well
enough. [. . .] Everybody is very afraid and rightfully so. And when they go to their
legal advisors in the university, you know, they prefer to err on the side of caution. So
no, no, no, don’t do that. We have to contest that eventually.

(A12)

Finally, a third, subdiscipline-specific factor concerning open data emerged: the rel-
ative effort required to compile a dataset. One interviewee, an experimental linguist
who reported systematically sharing their data on open repositories, reflected on the
concerns of their typology colleagues who invest a lot of time, effort, and money to
painstakingly collect data over weeks or months:
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But I feel like with like fieldwork, for example, [. . .] you really, really do a lot of, you
put a lot of effort into like collecting the data, then transcribing the data, then translat-
ing the data that you might not want others to also just use it, you know, so that you
feel like this is mine. And I want to take everything, like I want to, really work with the
data and get everything out of it and then, if I, if 'm done with it, then other people
can have it. Maybe this is like the kind of thinking that’s there because like, with me,
like with reaction time data, I mean, yeah, it is a pain to collect data to find the stu-
dents, but in the end, I mean, it’s like a 20-minute experiment. So if other people can
like benefit from these data, sure go ahead, use it, use it as a reference, whatever but it’s
not that, I mean, I did put effort into this but I guess it’s nothing compared to a field
work effort.

(A0G6)

4.5.3 Academic Cultures

Some interviewees focused on subdiscipline specificities related to the cultures of
research dissemination and science communication—primarily differentiating between
theoretical and applied linguistics:

I think for certain areas of linguistics, it’s very important that they kind of become more
open to the public, especially when it comes to language education. So I think many
language teachers will be interested in reading publications about language teaching,
for example. And I think that should be taken into consideration so that educators

have the option to read books, works for free.

(A14)

Three further factors related to the varied academic cultures of linguistics were identi-
fied as areas requiring consideration when applying OS to linguistics. The first concerns
the publication culture of subdisciplines closely associated with the humanities, where
monographs and edited volumes remain an important means of disseminating research.
Several interviewees reported that, although they would like to publish these in open
access, this is difficult due to extremely high article processing charges (APCs) for gold
open-access monographs and funding being mostly reserved for journal articles (only
one interviewee mentioned the diamond open-access book publisher Language Science
Press). Second, some interviewees cited the lack of incentives for (large and/or interdis-
ciplinary) collaborations in linguistics as a factor potentially contributing to the (s)low
uptake of OS practices in some subdisciplines. Third, many mentioned a lack of (ade-
quate) training in research data management (RDM), statistics, and/or OS practices in
linguistics as compared to psychology or STEM study programs.
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5 Concluding Thoughts

Both the small-scale survey of ReproducibiliTea in the HumaniTeas attendees and the
26 semi-structured interviews contributed answers to the three sets of research ques-
tions formulated at the beginning of this article.

It transpired that the answers to RQ1 (concerning linguists’ understanding of OS)
and RQ2 (concerning their awareness of OS practices) are partially correlated. In
addition to the disparities anticipated on account of disciplinary and/or methodolog-
ical differences, the analysis demonstrated that the varying degrees of awareness of OS
among linguists also account for a substantial proportion of the differences in their
conceptualizations of OS. Thus, a minority of linguists continue to equate OS largely
with open access publishing. However, some of these individuals are keen to expand
this narrow definition to encompass the accessibility of 2// research outputs, including
those intended for non-academic stakeholders. Those with greater awareness of OS
practices are more likely to relate OS to the sharing of data, materials, and code, in
order to promote transparency, reproducibility, and replicability in linguistics. This
group also frequently associates OS with principles and values such as collaboration,
democracy, fairness, honesty, and rigor. In answer to the second part of RQ2, personal
contacts, often within their immediate team, research group, or institute, appear to be
the most important source of information about OS for linguists. Additionally, some
linguists reported gaining OS knowledge at conferences, courses and workshops, and/
or via their university library services. Several linguists highlighted the importance of
role models who inspired them to become (more) involved in OS practices. Social
media was also mentioned as a source of OS knowledge and inspiration.

Turning to RQ3, the interviewees outlined several challenges and considerations
that they believe need to be addressed when applying OS to linguistics. For some, secur-
ing funding for open access publishing—particularly for monographs—was a major
concern. Others were primarily concerned with the ethical and legal ramifications of
sharing their data. Two interviewees expressed some doubts about the applicability of
preregistration to linguistics due to high inter-person variability. Another perceived
challenge was the lack of training in research data management and statistical methods
in many linguistics programs.

The study’s findings are necessarily constrained by the small sample of respondents
who, at the time of data collection, were all based in Northern Europe. In addition to
the limitations of the recruitment procedures mentioned above, I also acknowledge
the potential impact of social desirability bias. One interviewee made this explicit
by mentioning that they had read Le Foll (2024) prior to the interview to “be more
prepared” (A25). While this interview was not excluded from the analysis, it was inter-
preted with this in mind. Although using personal networks to recruit interviewees
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enabled me to reach out to linguists who would not usually respond to an open call
to participate in an interview about a topic with which they have little to no expe-
rience, all of the respondents showed a genuine interest in the topic. Hence, I agree
with A24 who, when asked about what could be done to increase the uptake of OS
practices in linguistics, retorted that I “should be interviewing some sceptics.” There
undoubtedly remains much to be done to understand the dynamics of the awareness,
acceptance, and uptake of OS in an interdisciplinary field as varied as linguistics. In
a follow-up study, I will be analyzing linguists’ perceived barriers and challenges to
applying OS in linguistics and examining their suggestions for increasing the uptake
of OS in linguistics.

In sum, while significant progress has been made in raising awareness and estab-
lishing platforms for OS in at least some subdisciplines of linguistics, the challenges
of implementation, epistemological diversity, and broad-based participation remain.
Much of the progress appears to be localized, and many of these concerns are subdisci-
pline specific, as explained by one OS enthusiast:

Well, parts of linguistics is open. Certain journals, certain publishers, and certain peo-
ple and groups advocate open science in linguistics, but I would say that still a large

part of linguistics is not fully open as I understand it.

(A16)

Ultimately, the findings of this study underscore the need for continued efforts to pro-
mote the awareness, understanding, and the necessary knowledge and skills for the
adoption of OS practices in linguistics, while also acknowledging the complexities
and challenges that arise from the field’s diverse subdisciplines and epistemological
traditions.
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