
Open research practices: Value vs 
sustainability (part II)

Emma Marsden & Cylcia Bolibaugh, University of York
Open Scholarship in Applied Linguistics June 2022

c ylcia.bolibaugh@york.ac.uk  | twitter: @CBolibaugh | CC - BY 4.0 | doi 10.5281/zenodo.6625659

 



Zooming in on 
open data

 
                

Why open?

Moving to open research 2.0

Where are we now in Applied 
Linguistics?



Why open?

See Gilbert & Corker (2017). Research Transparency: 5 questions about open science answered.
Corker (2018) osf.io/5ravc/

https://theconversation.com/research-transparency-5-questions-about-open-science-answered-76851


Scientific Norms & Values (Merton, 1942)

Communalism

Scholarship is for everyone

Transparency

Nullius in verba

See Lupia (2012). What’s the value of social science? https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3572600
Corker (2018) osf.io/5ravc/

https://elephantinthelab.org/whats-the-value-of-social-science/


➔ Computational 

reproducibility (verify)

➔ Analytic robustness 

(reconceptualise)

➔ Research synthesis 

(evaluate and build)

Why share data?



Papers with publicly available 

datasets receive a higher number 

of citations than similar studies 

without available data.

➔ Piwowar et al 2007 (> 69%)

➔ Piwowar et al 2013 (>9%)

➔ Colavizza et al 2020 (>25%)

Why share data?

Pierce et al (2019)

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-01715-4


➔ Provide the URL, DOI, or other 

permanent path for accessing 

the data in a public, open 

access repository.

➔ Is there sufficient information 

for an independent researcher 

to reproduce the reported 

results? If no, explain.

Why share data?

The Open Data badge recognizes researchers 
who make their data publicly available, 

providing sufficient description of the data to 
allow researchers to reproduce research 
findings of published research studies.

Badges to Acknowledge Open Practices

https://osf.io/tvyxz/wiki/1.%20View%20the%20Badges/


Open Research 1.0   vs Open Research 2.0
- Largely driven by reproducibility crisis
- Focus on transparency and accessibility of 

individual outputs related to publications
- Development of 1.0 infrastructure 

(internet, repositories, dois)
- Characterised by a “just do it” and “it’s 

good for you” approach

- A move from a focus on verification to a 
more synthetic way of working (reuse, 
reconceptualise, …)

- Tools and support for decentralised, 
networked research (multi-site 
replications, manylabs type approaches)

- Recognition (for individuals) for a wider 
variety of research outputs and 
contributions



Moving to Open 
Research 2.0



Data reuse case 1:
Synthesise
“We examined the replicability of a 
seminal study that showed 
monolingual–bilingual differences in 
infancy (Kovács & Mehler, 2009a) by 
collecting new data from 7-month-olds and 
20-month-olds and reanalyzing three open 
datasets from 7–9 month-olds (D’Souza et 
al., 2020; Kalashikova et al., 2020; 2021).” 
(Dal Ben et al, 2022)

“We found all aspects of the multisite 
registered replication approach to be 
useful although the registration 
component itself appeared to be an 
especially feasible and valuable first step 
toward increasing the robustness and 
generalizability of findings in our field.” 
(M.- S. et al, 2018)



Data reuse case 2:
Reconceptualise

This repo contains the data reported in 
Hartshorne, Tenenbaum, & Pinker. A 
Critical Period for Second Language 
Acquisition: Evidence from 2/3 Million 
English Speakers: https://osf.io/pyb8s/

Codes for: van der Slik, Schepens, 
Bongaerts, & van Hout. Critical Period 
Claim Revisited: Re-analysis of 
Hartshorne, Tenenbaum, and Pinker 
(2018) Suggests Steady Decline and 
Learner-Type Differences. 
https://osf.io/gqm87/

https://osf.io/pyb8s/
https://osf.io/gqm87/


Data reuse case 3:
Build

About MetaLab
Interactive, community-augmented 
meta-analysis tools for cognitive 
development research

The MetaLab database contains 2,497 
effect sizes from 30 meta-analyses 
across two domains of cognitive 
development, based on data from 688 
papers and 45,260 subjects. 

See also: http://wordbank.stanford.edu/blog

https://langcog.github.io/metalab/
http://wordbank.stanford.edu/blog


Where are we now in Applied 
Linguistics?



Two questions
➔ Prevalence of data sharing?

➔ FAIR-ness of data sharing? 

An open question, but …

◆ Roche et al 2015

◆ Mons et al 2017

◆ Towse et al 2021



➔ Disciplinary scope (37 

Journals, AAAL, BAAL)

➔ Datasets:

◆ 74 in press/2022

◆ 44 from 2021

◆ 24 from 2020

◆ 17 from 2019

◆ 16 from 2018

◆ 14 from 2017

➔ Findable: PID (url / DOI)

➔ Accessible: cc-by-sa

Datasets at IRIS: a 
peek under the hood

iris-database.org

BUT WHAT ABOUT Interoperable and Reusable components? (e.g. are the 
datasets complete, interpretable and reusable?)

 

https://www.iris-database.org/


Datasets at IRIS: a 
peek under the hood

MA project 
Spring 
2022



Datasets at IRIS: a 
peek under the hood

➔ 9 datasets (2017 - 2022)

➔ Journals: BLC, CALICO, JML, 

LL, LAB, MLJ, SLR, SSLA

➔ Total scores (summed out of 

8 possible criteria) by 

dataset

◆ 3; n = 4

◆ 4; n = 2

◆ 5; n = 1

◆ 6; n = 1

◆ 8; n = 1

MA project 
Spring 
2022



Moving to Open Research 2.0 (the data edition)

What do we need to move forward? 

➔ Consensus - what constitutes “the data required to reproduce the findings in a 

published report”?

➔ Individuals - recognition at the institutional and award levels (e.g. UKRI “resume 

for researchers”) 

➔ Support (& training) - researchers are not data archivists 

➔ Funding - infrastructure (for OR 1.0 and 2.0!)
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