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Abstract: This article offers an overview of open science and open-science practices
and their applications to translation and interpreting studies (TIS). Publications on
open science in different disciplines were reviewed in order to define open science,
identify academic publishing practices emerging from the core features of open
science, and discuss the limitations of such practices in the humanities and the social
sciences. The compiled information was then contextualised within TIS academic
publishing practices based on bibliographic and bibliometric data. The results helped
to identify what open-science practices have been adopted in TIS, what problems
emerge from applying some of these practices, and in what ways such practices could
be fostered in our discipline. This article aims to foster a debate on the future of TIS
publishing and the role that open science will play in the discipline in the upcoming
years.
Keywords: Open science; academic publishing; translation and interpreting studies;
bibliometrics.

1. Introduction
Almost thirty years ago, open science and its practices began to unfold in many
disciplines at different paces (Bartling & Friesike, 2014). While the core set of
underlying principles of open science are arguably applicable to all disciplines,
most were geared toward science, technology, engineering, and mathematics,
the so-called STEM disciplines. Hence, open-science practices may have been
adopted to various degrees in different disciplines. In translation and
interpreting studies (TIS), open access seems to be the most visible one.
The aims of this article are: (1) to provide a global overview of open
science and its practices; and (2) to describe open-science practices in TIS. To
do so, the following questions will be answered:
1.
2.
3.
4.

What is open science?
What practices arise from open science? What are their benefits and
drawbacks?
Are open-science practices applicable to TIS? What has been done
until now? What problems are we facing?
How can open-science practices be fostered in TIS?

Questions 1 and 2 entailed a literature review of publications dealing with
the development of open science and its application to academic publishing
practices. For questions 3 and 4, the information compiled on open science was
supplemented with bibliographic and bibliometric data on TIS publishing
practices, mainly retrieved from the Bibliography of Interpreting and
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Translation (BITRA; Franco Aixelá, 2001–2021) and Translation Studies
Journals (RETI; Biblioteca d’Humanitats-Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona,
2013–2021).
2. Defining open science
Open science is not a novel concept. One of the earliest and most famous
examples of open-science practices was the Human Genome Project, launched
in the 1990s (Collins, Michael & Patrinos, 2003). Sharing data on the human
genome with the scientific community meant that the genome could be decoded
in much less time than it would otherwise have taken if research had been
compartmentalized and unconnected among competing research teams. The
most remarkable fact by far is that data sharing occurred before the World Wide
Web as we know it today. Indeed, one of the keys to open science is the impact
of the internet and new information and communication technologies on the
dissemination and sharing of scientific knowledge (Burgelman et al., 2019).
The dissemination of much of scientific information has shifted from print
to online venues, especially, in the last decade. This change in dissemination
practices has opened up new ways of sharing scientific knowledge (like online
blogs), modified scholarly publishing practices—e.g., uploading pre- and postprints to public repositories, not capping the number of articles per journal issue
for electronic-only journals, greater flexibility with word and page counts, the
inclusion of supplementary materials—and provided scholars with new ways to
communicate and discuss scientific advances, such as scientific social networks
and crowdsourced reviewing.
Information and communication technologies have also expanded the
boundaries of science by allowing scholars to perform large-scale distributed
computing of scientific data. We find this in projects such as SETI@home
(Korpela et al., 2001) and the IBM World Community Grid (IBM, 2004), which
use grid computing to attempt to identify radio signals from extra-terrestrial
intelligence in the first case and to analyse big data from natural and health
science projects in the second. The ability to distribute data and incorporate new
analytical techniques at a larger scale illustrates how technologies enable
science to evolve in order to incorporate new research practices, and, as argued
here, to revisit how findings are reported and shared.
There are plenty of definitions of open science and most of them share a
core set of underlying principles: transparency, universal accessibility,
communality, reusability of data, and scepticism (Pontika et al., 2015). Before
providing a working definition of open science, let us examine these principles.
Transparency. Open science aims at making accessible not only scientific
results (such as scholarly publications) but also the whole process
followed so that peer scholars and society are able to assess the
quality, validity, and reliability of scientific procedures (see Elliott &
Resnik, 2019 for a discussion on transparency in science).
Universal accessibility. Open science aims at making scientific knowledge
accessible not only to other scholars but to society (see Fecher &
Friesike, 2014 for a discussion on the implications of universal
accessibility for scientific communication).
Communality. Scientific results do not belong to single researchers or
organisations, but to the whole scientific community and to society
writ large. Thus, data and the thorough description of the methods
used to collect them should be made publicly available (see Bowman
& Keene, 2018).
Reusability. Data, methods and tools can be reused by other scholars with
many purposes. While some may use open data to reanalyse and check
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previously reported analyses, others may employ them to refine and
expand already existing knowledge by means of meta-analyses or by
combining different sets of comparable data, or to generate new
hypotheses for future research (see Phillips & Knoppers, 2019 for a
discussion on legal issues on data sharing and reusability).
Scepticism. Ensuring the quality of research with detached and logical
criteria is rendered easier with open-science practices. Accessible
datasets and data analysis procedures are necessary to optimise
scientific assessment: a result is not true simply because the authors
state that it is so in their report, but rather because any other scholar
can independently verify it. As expressed by Bowman & Keene
(2018, p. 364), this is a shift from “trust me, I am a scientist” to “here,
let me show you”.
The working definition of open science in this article is based on the
principles above and combines Pontika et al. (2015, p. 1) with that of the
National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (NAS 2018, p. 1):
Open science is a set of scholarly practices aiming to make scientific knowledge
and the means to achieve it universally accessible. To do so, it fosters scientific
transparency and reusability of data by taking advantage of the potential of
information and communication technologies.

One may wonder whether the concept of open science was tailored for
STEM disciplines and that, once again, the humanities and the social sciences
had been overlooked. This seems to be partly so. Open science was born in
STEM disciplines and the shaping of the concept directly derived from the
specific scholarly publishing practices of these disciplines (Sidler, 2014).
However, several open-science practices are also applicable to a greater or
lesser extent in TIS.
2.1 Open-science practices
2.1.1 Open access
One of the most widely adopted understandings of open access (OA) is based
on the Budapest Open Access Initiative Declaration (BOAI, 2002). Here, OA
is conceived as the free and universal access to peer-reviewed literature. The
traditional focus of OA has been on journal articles, as this was the conventional
publication format in STEM disciplines. More recently, many scholars have
started discussing the role e-books will play in the development of OA in the
case of the humanities and the social sciences (Sitek & Bertelmann, 2014),
where scholarly book publishing is more frequent, given that publishing ebooks reduces costs and circulation is larger than in the case of hard copies.
With the advent of the internet, we see OA emerge as new digital
opportunities are applied to the problems of the legacy hardcopy publishing
system of the time. Some authors argue that scientific journals, which appeared
in the 17th century, and scholarly publishing practices have remained almost
unaltered until the internet era (see for instance Nosek & Bar-Anan, 2012). A
closer examination of the history of scientific journals suggests otherwise. We
need to distinguish between learned journals, i.e., journals edited by learned
societies, and commercial journals (Fyfe, 2016). Already in the 18th century,
most scientific journals were commercial, but their lifespan was rather short
and, in any case, shorter than that of learned journals (Fyfe, 2016). What these
two types of journals shared was their lack of profitability, at least until the 20th
century (see Fyfe, 2015 for a study of Philosophical Transactions as a case in
point). The causes, however, had different origins. According to Fyfe (2016),
learned journals were generally conceived to be not-for-profit, as they were
distributed mainly for free to the fellows of a society or were given as a gift to
other societies. These journals did not have a fixed number of pages, which
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made the price of each issue vary. As the reputation of learned journals
increased, so too did the page count per issue and, consequently, their cost.
Learned journals became more specialised over time, thereby decreasing or
narrowing their potential readership. In origin, commercial journals targeted a
different audience, as they were not venues where the newest research was
presented. In some cases, these were journals for laypeople (Bowler, 2009) and,
in others, they offered a type of content based on reviews, pieces of news, and
letters that might be of interest for scholars but were difficult to access due to
limited circulation of learned journals. Commercial journals were not the main
way to be informed about the latest advances in a discipline for scholars, and
the general interest for science by laypeople did not increase until the 19th and
20th century (Bowler, 2009). Commercial and learned journals were not
profitable (or at least sustainable) until the 20th century, when the difference
between the two types became blurred as a new journal type appeared (journals
endorsed by learned societies and published by commercial publishers) and a
progressive standardisation of format and style occurred (Atkinson, 1998).
The origin of peer review is to be found in journals published by learned
societies in the 18th and 19th centuries, in which a committee took collective
decisions on the merits for publication of submitted papers (Fyfe, 2016). In
some cases, these papers had to meet other requirements, such as having been
presented at a meeting of the society to which the paper had been submitted for
publication (Zuckerman & Merton, 1971). Over time, learned societies
developed mechanisms to control the quality of their respective journals, such
as referee reports (Despeaux, 2011) or the standardisation of specific text genres
(as in the journal article; see Bazerman, 1988, pp. 80–127). Fyfe (2016)
estimates that the generalised use of systems such as peer review by commercial
journals is roughly dated to the years after the Second World War, and stresses
that it is not until the 20th century that the characteristics we observe in
scientific journals today, i.e., “originality of research, self-authorship,
refereeing procedures and standardized rhetoric and structure” (2016, p. 387)
become apparent.
In the 20th century, print-based dissemination of scientific knowledge was
heavily influenced by the number of pages made available for a specific journal
issue (Nosek & Bar-Anan, 2012). Such a limitation of space had direct
consequences that affected how and which articles were selected for
publication. Hence, articles tend to present similar characteristics – in particular,
statistical significance and novelty. Null results and replications are seldom
published (i.e., the file-drawer problem; Nosek, Spies & Motyl, 2012).
Copyright ownership of scientific articles is transferred to publishers for free,
in exchange for a set of services such as typesetting, printing and distribution
(Nosek & Bar-Anan, 2012). As Nosek and Bar-Anan put it, research has been
generally produced by means of public funding and ended up in a non-public
domain.
The benefits of OA are well-known and scientific communities generally
hold positive views on it (Ross-Hellauer, Deppe & Schmidt, 2017). It is also a
widely adopted practice, not least because an increasing number of public
funding institutions require that results from funded projects be published in
OA (Pontika et al., 2015).
Two main types of OA routes (i.e., ways of making a research output
publicly accessible) co-exist today: green and gold OA (Harnad et al., 2004).
Green OA refers to self-archiving a pre-print or a post-print version of a
publication in an OA repository.1 Gold OA refers to publishing research outputs
1

Online social networks for scientists such as Academia.edu or ResearchGate cannot be
considered open-access repositories. To qualify as open access, repositories need to (a) support
document export or harvesting; (2) ensure long-term preservation of documents; (c) have nonprofit business models; and (d) check that open-access policies are fulfilled when uploading
documents (further discussion in Fortney & Gonder, 2015).
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in venues (mainly journals) that are freely and openly accessible directly from
the publisher’s website.
Journals can also be classified based on their funding model (Fuchs &
Sandoval, 2013). This classification will be used when discussing TIS journals
in section 3:
• Toll-access or subscription-based journals. Authors are not required
to pay article processing charges (APCs), but individuals or
institutions need to pay a subscription fee to access the published
articles.
• Hybrid journals. This model is mostly present in toll-access journals
in which authors pay APCs to make their text publicly accessible.
Authors not willing to pay APCs can still publish, but their articles
will only be accessible for subscribed individuals or institutions.
• Gold open-access journals. In STEM disciplines, these journals are
generally funded by the APCs that authors must pay to make these
journals economically sustainable, and all articles are publicly
accessible.
• Diamond open-access journals. In the humanities and the social
sciences, gold OA does not appropriately reflect the funding model of
most existing OA journals. Fuchs & Sandoval (2013) use diamond
OA to describe journals where authors are not required to pay APCs
and neither are institutions or individuals required to pay or subscribe
to read articles.
APCs have been in use since 2002 (Appel, Albagli & MacIel, 2018) and
were widely adopted by publishers in several disciplines. Morrison (2018)
observed that, in 2017, in the Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ),
roughly one quarter (27%—3,795) of the journals charged APCs, while 53%
did not charge any publication fee. The remaining 20% were inactive, did not
provide this information, or were not OA. The mean APC was $974 (median =
750; mode = 1,780; standard deviation = 832). Of the journals requiring APCs,
58% charged between 0 and 1,000 USD, and 31% charged 1,000–2,000 USD.
For research projects or scholars without funding grants or support, such costs
could be problematic if not prohibitive. The application (or imposition) of APCs
may be an economic barrier to scientific knowledge dissemination for many
scholars (Eve, 2015). This situation is of particular concern in the humanities,
where both research and publishing practices differ greatly from those in STEM
disciplines – which, being more frequently funded than the humanities, are
better suited for APC journal models (Eve, 2015). For perspective, the APCs
applied by a gold OA journal may represent more than a monthly salary of a
scholar working in a low-income country as classified by the World Bank
(Matheka et al., 2014). Yet just a few years ago only half of publishers applying
APCs waived them for authors in low- and middle-income countries (Burchardt,
2014); subsequently Morrison (2018) reports that many publishers were now
applying a country-income waiver. Nonetheless, in a survey on attitudes toward
open access in low- and middle-income countries with 507 respondents, Nobes
and Harris (2019) found that 71% of their informants had paid APCs to publish
open access in the three years before the survey was conducted. In all, 60%
footed the costs themselves, 26% received funding to cover them, and only 14%
received a waiver from the publisher.2
The hybrid-journal model is also problematic with regard to APCs.
Authors cover the costs of the APCs (usually paid thanks to research funding)
to make their article OA in a hybrid journal. At the same time, hybrid journals
2

Readers are encouraged to examine figure 1 in Pan et al. (2012). It shows a citation map of the
world where the area of each country has been scaled according to the number of citations
received (extracted from ISI Web of Science for all disciplines). Low- and middle- income
countries almost disappear.
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maintain their subscription models for libraries and institutions, which are not
allowed to subscribe to specific articles only (i.e., those not in OA), but must
instead pay a full-access subscription fee, usually per volume or per issue (Sitek
& Bertelmann, 2014). As a result, some institutions pay twice for free access to
the same article: firstly, by funding the authors’ APCs and, secondly, through
subscriptions. In response, in 2018 cOALition S, a group of research funding
organisations with the support of the European Commission and the European
Research Council, launched Plan S, an initiative that aims at implementing all
necessary measures so that (cOALition S 2018, para. 1):
with effect from 2021, all scholarly publications on the results from research
funded by public or private grants provided by national, regional and international
research councils and funding bodies, must be published in Open Access Journals,
on Open Access Platforms, or made immediately available through Open Access
Repositories without embargo.

To that end, funders adhering to Plan S will stop financial support for
"hybrid" publication fees in subscription venues and will only fund publishing
in (gold or diamond) OA venues. Plan S, however, might have an unintended
negative effect. Given the struggles of diamond journals to remain financially
sustainable (Bosman et al., 2021), and since most of their contributing authors
are based in middle- and high- income countries where funding of APCs is
(more) likely, some may be tempted to transition to a gold OA model3. This
‘title flight’ would reduce the list of journals to which authors from lower- and
middle-income countries may be able to submit their papers.4
2.1.2 Open data
Open data aims at making the data employed for a study publicly available.
Data is here understood not only as raw data, but also as the code generated to
analyse the data. Generally, open data is associated with publication in venues
that allow the addition of supplementary materials; otherwise, it is uploaded to
public repositories and a link is offered in the publication (Kidwell et al., 2016).
Data sharing allows researchers to reuse data from other scholars, mainly
for two purposes (West, 2016): checking for and correcting errors, and
performing additional analyses. Open data aims at fostering replication, a step
of the scientific method that has been a matter of concern in recent years because
of the low number of replications performed and the low replicability of science,
especially in social sciences (Baker & Penny, 2016). The applicability of this
open-science practice in the humanities is generally low, since empirical data it
is not as prevalent as in the social sciences and STEM disciplines.
Open data poses many challenges, but two stand out from the rest. The first
is researcher-specific challenges. Making data public is a way of exposing
oneself to possible criticism (but also to possible praise). Such criticism may
arise when other researchers fail to verify published results and the researchers’
credibility is questioned. This leads to a paradox raised by Ioannidis (2016):
those who adhere to best scientific practices and wish to be transparent are the
ones who are most exposed to criticism and scrutiny from other researchers,
while the ones who choose not to release their data are left in a limbo where
their results and claims cannot be verified by others.

3

Hybrid journals might also find this option economically interesting given that all authors would
pay APCs. cOALition S (2021) is drafting “transformative agreements” to convert hybrid and
subscription-based journals to “transformative journals”, i.e., gold open-access journals.
4
According to the 2020 edition of the World Bank classification of countries by income, 22 (88%)
of the headquarters out of the 24 organisations adopting Plan S in 2020 are located in high-income
countries, 2 (8%) in upper middle-income countries, and 1 (4%) in lower middle-income
countries. This does not mean, of course, that scholars from countries other than those where
some of these organisations are located are not eligible to apply for research funding.
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The second challenge is institutional-specific challenges, mainly related to
legal and ethical constraints. Data that is gathered from at-risk populations or
could lead to identifying informants is extremely sensitive and, in many cases,
cannot be made available without compromising the participants’ anonymity.
Privacy laws and regulations tend to limit the use of personal data to the original
purpose, i.e., the one for which the individual’s informed consent was given. As
a consequence, future and unforeseen uses of data are generally ruled out. Thus,
researchers need to find a (not so easy) balance between making accessible as
much data as possible and taking due care of the participants’ privacy rights (cf.
Phillips & Knoppers, 2019 for a discussion on the balance between data sharing
and legal constraints in the European Union).
2.1.3 Open methods and tools
Open methods and tools are generally described as the bridge between preprocessed data and the resulting research output (Kraker et al., 2011). ‘Open
tools’ means making all tools in a study accessible, both to gather and to analyse
data. ‘Open methods’ refers to a detailed description of the methodological
process followed in a study. These complete and detailed descriptions are
seldom found in scientific venues, especially in those limited by page or word
counts (Pontika et al., 2015).
Open methods and tools are closely related to pre-registration, a public
date/time-stamped declaration of the research goals, hypotheses, design,
sampling procedure and data analysis plans lodged prior to conducting the
study. The benefits of pre-registration are many (Nosek et al., 2018): it allows
distinguishing between exploratory (hypothesis-generating research) and
confirmatory research (hypothesis-testing research). It also increases
transparency, since scholars reviewing publications derived from a preregistered study can identify deviations from the pre-registered plans and the
motivation for such changes, and it serves as guidance for other researchers who
can look for methodological descriptions of procedures they can apply in their
research.
However, pre-registration has not been applied evenly across disciplines.
In some disciplines in some countries – e.g. government-funded clinical
research in the United States – it is a legally established requirement (Miguel et
al., 2014). In health-related disciplines, pre-registrations may even be a requisite
to submit manuscripts to journals (such as Comprehensive Results in Social
Psychology or The Journal of Politics, which both only accept articles reporting
on pre-registered research). Funding sources, such as the Pre-registered
Research Grants of the European Association of Social Psychology, may also
require pre-registration. While in some disciplines and countries preregistration is not only desired but required, in others only a few examples of
pre-registered studies may be found (Nosek et al., 2018). Again, this is the case
in the humanities and in some social-science disciplines. Pre-registration has
been criticised because it may prevent spontaneous scientific discoveries typical
of exploratory research (Leavitt, 2013). However, pre-registration does not
reject exploratory research per se, but allows the clear identification and
disclosure of hypothesis-testing and hypothesis-generating research.
2.1.4 Open peer-review
Open peer-review has attracted much attention in the open-science movement.
The need to introduce more transparent peer-review practices springs from: (1)
publication and social biases affecting traditional, double-blind peer-review,
such as gender, language, nationality, and institutional affiliation to name but a
few (see Ross-Hellauer, Deppe & Schmidt, 2017); (2) the limitations of doubleblind peer-review, such as the limited rate of errors that reviewers can detect in
a manuscript (Bakker & Wicherts, 2011); lack of transparency that may foster
unethical peer-review practices, such as acting in one’s own interest by hiding
Translation & Interpreting Vol. 13 No. 2 (2021)
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conflicts of interest; stealing ideas; intentionally blocking or delaying
publication of competitors’ ideas, and favouring friends and targeting enemies
(Smith, 2006); and (3) the scarce incentives to act as a reviewer and produce a
good review both in terms of academic rewards – peer-review is anonymous, so
researchers cannot be credited for their reviews (Ware, 2008) – and economic
rewards: although peer-review is practically unpaid,5 in 2008 Research
Information Network estimated that the value of volunteer peer-review was
more than 3 billion USD globally (RIN, 2008).6 Fortunately, a great number of
reviewers keep providing high-quality reviews despite this lack of
compensation and recognition. Thanks to them we are standing on firmer
ground.
Open peer-review has been understood in many ways. Ross-Hellauer
(2017) analysed 122 definitions and identified seven traits that could be
combined to yield 22 type classifications of OA peer review. In an attempt to
reach a comprehensive definition, the author proposed the following (RossHellauer 2017, p. 604):
Open peer review is an umbrella term for a number of overlapping ways that peer
review models can be adapted in line with the aims of Open Science, including
making reviewer and author identities open, publishing review reports and
enabling greater participation in the peer review process.

The 22 combinations were based on the following seven traits (RossHellauer 2017, p. 604):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Open identities. Both the authors and the reviewers know each other’s
identity.
Open reports. The review reports are published jointly with the
reviewed article.
Open participation. The scientific community is able to contribute to
the review process at a pre- or post-peer-review stage.
Open interaction. Authors are able to engage in a discussion with
reviewers. Reviewers are also allowed to interact between them and
discuss the manuscript.
Pre-review manuscripts. Manuscripts are made available (e.g., in OA
repositories) before any peer-review procedure takes place.
Open final-version commenting. The scientific community and the
authors are able to comment on the final version of a publication.
Open platforms (decoupled review). The review is not carried out by
the venue of publication but by a different organisation that focuses
on facilitating review processes, such as RUBRIQ and Peerage of
Science.

In Ross-Hellauer’s (2017) review of 122 definitions, open identities and open
reports were both included in 116 (95.1%) definitions. Combining these two
traits with open participation covered 121 definitions (99.2%). Hence, these are
the core traits of open peer-review: open identities, open reports, and open
participation. Let us discuss them in greater detail.
Blind peer-review has proven to be sensitive to bias, as presented above.
In small (sub-) disciplines, reviewers are often able to guess who the authors
are based on the topic of their publication or the methodology (Godlee, Gale &
Martyn, 1998). Godlee, Gale & Martyn (1998) note that neither open nor
5

This may vary by discipline. In TIS, reviews of book proposals and full-length manuscripts are
frequently remunerated.
6
A recently launched web service, Publons, aims at providing academic credit to reviewers.
While it is still a free service, it is owned by a for-profit company and it is not aligned with the
principles of open science.
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blinded identities increased the quality of the reviews. So, what benefits then do
open identities offer? According to Ross-Hellauer (2017), these are
accountability, credit for reviewers and fairness. Open identities can provide a
way to identify biases and to prevent reviewers from employing unethical
practices, such as undisclosed conflicts of interest.7
Open reports boost the benefits of open identities (van Rooyen, Delamothe
& Evans, 2010) even if in some cases the reports may be published without the
reviewers’ names. They may also be an interesting resource for (younger)
researchers, who can use good-quality open reviews (despite the difficulty of
determining what a good-quality review is) as models for their own reports. In
this regard, it should be mentioned that there is also scant literature on the
benefits of training in peer review8 both in general and within TIS (see for
instance Gambier et al., 2019, for a discussion on the competences that should
be addressed in doctoral training in our discipline). The existing literature,
besides being scarce, has provided contradictory results on such benefits. To
illustrate this, Freda et al. (2009) observed a positive effect of reviewer training
in nursing research, while Houry et al. (2012) did not observe a change in the
quality of reviews of new reviewers who had participated in a mentoring
programme in the field of medical research.
In open participation or crowd-sourced peer-review, editors invite
members of the scientific community who might be interested in a specific topic
to act as reviewers by providing full reports or short comments. Open
participation aims at improving the reliability of peer-review by increasing the
number of reviewers. This procedure faces some challenges. The first one is
technical: many publishing platforms do not allow open participation, so
publishers would need to bear the costs of implementing it. The second
challenge is finding the right scholars to participate in a crowd-sourced peerreview. Monitoring scholars offering negative, inaccurate and provocative
comments (i.e., “trolls”; Nosek & Bar-Anan, 2012) may become difficult and
time-consuming.
A third challenge is the acceptance of open peer-review by the scientific
community. The implementation rate of open peer-review varies widely from
one discipline to the other. In the humanities, the numbers for journals
implementing some type of open peer-review are uncertain while the practice
is reported to be rather infrequent in social sciences (Wolfram et al., 2020).
Open peer-review practices may deter authors and reviewers from publishing in
and reviewing for venues that use them: scholars feel that reviewers should be
allowed to decide whether or not their identities are open (Ross-Hellauer, Deppe
& Schmidt, 2017). Hence, applying open peer-review calls for a change in
scholars’ attitudes. In fact, most of the journals in the humanities and the social
sciences that implemented open reports or open identities did it on an optional
basis for their authors and reviewers (71.4% and 60% respectively; Wolfram et
al., 2020). Ross-Hellauer and Görögh (2019) offer some guidelines to editors
willing to implement open peer-review practices. Such guidelines may help to
progressively modify both authors’ and reviewers’ attitudes toward this openscience practice.
2.1.5 Open research evaluation
Applying open practices to science has a direct impact on research and on
researcher evaluation. Open science entails expanding research outputs to data,
methods, tools, pre-registrations, review reports, and the like. Evaluation
metrics need to be adapted to the resulting practices in academic publishing.
Metrics primarily (or exclusively) based on journal publications are less
relevant in this new context, and so are journal-level metrics – such as the
7

COPE’s (2013) Ethical guidelines for peer reviewers classifies conflicts of interest into
personal, financial, intellectual, professional, political, and religious.
8
See Khoo (2018) for a review of existing reviewer training programmes.
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journal impact factor (JIF) – which has reigned over other metrics levels, such
as document- or author-level metrics (Thomas & Murphy, 2018). The San
Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA 2012) is an example
of the new directions that research evaluation practices should take in open
science.
Journal-level metrics have been based on the numbers of article citations
in a specific journal at a specific period. This is the case of the journal impact
factor (Clarivate Web of Science) and CiteScore (Scopus). The journal impact
factor has been widely criticised (DORA, 2012), as (a) it has been used to
compare the scientific production of individual researchers and institutions—
instead of employing document- and author-level metrics to this end—; (b) it is
easily manipulated by editorial policy; and (c) the data used to calculate it are
not transparent nor publicly accessible (see Larivière & Sugimoto, 2019 for a
discussion on these and other limitations of the journal impact factor). In
addition to a comprehensive list of recommendations for various agents
involved in the scientific community, DORA provides a general
recommendation: stop using the journal impact factor and other journal-level
metrics to measure the quality of individual articles and the scientific production
of scholars, let alone to reach decisions in hiring, promotion, and funding.
Shifting away from journal-level metrics calls for developing other metrics
that facilitate a transparent evaluation, in line with the publishing practices
introduced with open science. Document-level metrics – specifically, altmetrics
– could fill this gap. Altmetrics is a set of metrics aiming to assess a text’s social
impact based on the social web (Funamori, 2017). They reflect the amount of
attention a research output has attracted (mentions in mass-media news and in
tweets, pageviews, downloads, etc.), how information is disseminated – social
sharing, news coverage, etc – and the influence and impact of a research output,
such as references to the output in public policies, mentions by experts and
practitioners, etc. (Altmetric, n.d.).
Altmetrics have potential but are relatively recent, and much bibliometric
research is still necessary. Applying altmetrics for research evaluation faces
many challenges and criticisms (Tahamtan & Bornmann, 2020). Firstly, a
growing number of investigations correlate altmetrics with traditional impact
measures, such as citations (see Costas, Zahedi & Wouters, 2015), but many
scholars and institutions feel that it is still not clear whether altmetrics really
measure impact or attention (Gruber, 2014). Second, the use and acceptance of
social media (the main platform for altmetrics) varies widely due to factors such
as age, academic rank and status, gender, discipline, country, and language (see
Sugimoto et al., 2017 for a comprehensive review of these factors). These
factors reduce (or boost) altmetric indicators. Third, altmetric aggregators, i.e.,
platforms that compile metrics based on social media interactions and events,
do not compile the same indicators. Hence, the quality of altmetric data is not
always ideal and stable. In addition, aggregators mainly collect data on
documents with a DOI, which limits the type of documents that are tracked
(mainly journal articles; see Gorraiz et al., 2016). Moreover, in comparison to
the STEM disciplines, the use of DOIs is less frequent in social sciences and the
humanities, and consequently altmetrics do not perform as well in social impact
measurement as they do in STEM disciplines (Yang et al., 2021). A fourth
challenge with altmetrics is standardisation since they are field-independent
metrics. For instance, the number of scholars working in TIS is lower to that of
scholars working in medicine, so the possible interactions in the social web are
fewer in TIS. Furthermore, altmetrics, like any scientific quality metrics, can be
misused, for example by extreme self-promotion.
To date (April 2021; DORA, 2021c), more than 19,000 individuals and
organisations in 145 countries have signed the DORA declaration. Now, signing
the declaration and implementing it are different actions. Very few universities
and institutions thus far have adopted the recommendations established in the
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declaration, and most of them are found in the European Union (DORA, 2021a).
However, many learned societies and research institutions have drafted position
papers and guidelines of good practices (DORA, 2021b). Two of the most wellknown documents derived from DORA are the “Leiden Manifesto for research
metrics” (Hicks et al., 2015) and “The Hong Kong Principles for assessing
researchers” (Moher et al., 2020) but their implementation is, again, limited.9
The future of these initiatives is uncertain, but it is possible that, if the pressure
to modify the current research evaluation system increases, the mismatch
between the number of signatories to declarations such as DORA and the
number of institutions implementing the recommendations described therein
may decrease.
3. Applying open-science practices to translation and interpreting studies
This section focuses on how cross-disciplinary open-science practices have
been applied to TIS, while contextualising them in the publishing practices of
the discipline.
3.1 Open access
OA research outputs have steadily increased since OA was introduced in TIS.
At least 46.6% of all TIS research outputs published from 2011 to 2015 were
OA (Franco Aixelá, Olalla-Soler & Rovira-Esteva, 2021). Adopting OA
publishing practices is format-dependent: whereas almost 46% of the journal
articles published from 1961 to 2015 in TIS are OA, only 3.9% of books are. In
fact, to our knowledge only a single full OA book series exists: “Translation
and Multilingual Natural Language Processing”, edited by Czulo, HansenSchirra, Rapp, and Bisiada.10 Not surprisingly, the fraction of book chapters
published in open access is also correspondingly small (12.6%). In the case of
PhD theses, in recent years public institutions have been allowing free access,
and almost 80% of the PhD theses published from 2011 to 2015 are now
available in OA. Hence, here the spotlight is on journals and their articles, where
variation is higher.
The boost of OA publishing in TIS is largely due to new OA journals and
to the transformation of many toll-access journals to OA publishing models. In
2020, TIS features a wide spectrum of journal types: toll-access, hybrid, gold
OA and diamond journals. Table 1 displays the specifics of open publishing in
TIS. Based on BITRA's cut-off point, journals labelled core are those with at
least 50% of the articles devoted to a TIS-related topic. Peripheral journals state
that they welcome articles on translation or interpreting but do not reach the
50% threshold of articles related to TIS. The list of journals was retrieved from
RETI.11

9

See Gadd (2020) for a critique of Elsevier’s endorsement of the Leiden Manifesto over DORA
and the implications of such preference.
10
Book series not published in open access by default have not been included here.
11
As discussed in Franco Aixelá, Olalla-Soler & Rovira-Esteva, (2021), the coverage of BITRA
and RETI is not optimal concerning TIS publications from non-Western countries. Nevertheless,
these two databases are the most appropriate ones for the present study. Scopus only indexes
articles from 111 (51.4%) of the 216 journals extracted from RETI and from 41 (36.9%) of the
111 TIS core journals that are systematically covered in BITRA. In the case of Web of Science,
articles are indexed from 55 (25.5%) of the 216 journals indexed in RETI and from 13 (11.7%)
of the 111 TIS core journals covered in BITRA.
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Table 1. A panoramic view of TIS peer-reviewed journals (June 2020)
core (n = 111)
n
%

Type

Toll access
Hybrid
Gold
Diamond

peripheral (n = 105)
n
%

total (n = 216)
n
%

9

8.1

9

8.6

18

8.3

22

19.8

48

45.7

70

32.4

2

1.8

5

4.8

7

3.2

78

70.3

43

41.0

121

56.0

Full self-archiving

Self-archiving policy

Toll access
Hybrid
Gold
Diamond

0

0

0

0

0

0

21

95.5

36

75

57

81.4

2

100

5

100

7

100

75

96.2

43

100

118

97.5

Delayed self-archiving
Toll access

1

11.1

2

22.2

3

16.7

Hybrid

1

4.5

12

25

13

18.6

Gold

-

-

-

-

-

-

Diamond

-

-

-

-

-

-

Copyright
Toll access

Licensing

Hybrid
Gold
Diamond

100

8

88.9

17

94.4

22

100

48

100

70

100

0

0

2

40

2

28.6

14

17.9

6

14

20

16.5

Creative Commons
Toll access

0

0

0

0

0

0.0

Hybrid

0

0

0

0

0

0.0

Gold

2

100

3

60

5

71.4

42

53.8

29

67.4

71

58.7

Diamond
Toll access
APCs

9

Hybrid

-

-

-

-

-

-

22

100

48

100

70

100.0

Gold

2

100

5

100

7

100.0

Diamond

-

-

-

-

-

-

In Journal Citation Reports
Toll access

0

0

0

0

0

0

11

50

37

77.1

48

68.6

Gold

0

0

0

0,0

0

0,0

Diamond

2

2.6

5

11.6

7

5.8

Indexing

Hybrid

In Scopus
Toll access
Hybrid
Gold
Diamond

1

11.1

4

44.4

5

27.8

18

81.8

47

97.9

65

92.9

0

0,0

1

20

1

14.3

22

28.2

18

41.9

40

33.1

_______________________________________________________________

Translation & Interpreting Vol. 13 No. 2 (2021)

12

Note: data on active journals (i.e., with at least one issue published since 2018),
retrieved from RETI, BITRA, Scopus, Journal Citation Reports and SHERPA/RoMEO.
Journal Citation Reports and Scopus data belong to the journal impact factor and
CiteScore 2019 indexes. Full data in Appendix.

The economic model of hybrid journals (20% of all core journals and
45.3% of the peripheral ones) is still mainly based on subscriptions. If Plan S is
widely adopted in the upcoming years, the share of OA articles published by
hybrid journals will probably decrease. This would oblige such titles to consider
their future economic sustainability, and conceivably induce them to shift to a
gold OA model (i.e., full OA journals asking authors to pay APCs) or return to
a toll-access one.12
While all hybrid journals allow for self-archiving (green OA) with or
without embargo, almost no toll-access journal informs whether it accepts selfarchiving. However, the overall percentage of TIS journal articles that could be
made public through a gold or a green route is extremely large: at the time of
writing these options are possible in 90% of the core journals and 93.4% of the
peripheral ones, with the overall figure (core + peripheral journals) being
91.7%.
Let us now consider APCs (Table 2). A comparison of the results in Table
2 to those for the whole pool of OA journals indexed in the Directory of Open
Access Journals in 2017 (Morrison, 2018) shows that the mean APC for core +
peripheral TIS gold OA journals (m = $274) is much lower than the one
computed by Morrison (m = $974; Mdn = $750). However, the mean APC in
core + peripheral TIS journals (m = $2,253) is twice that of DOAJ-indexed
journals (m = $974). Given that all TIS core hybrid journals are published by
for-profit publishers, this substantial difference raises a thorny question: What
constitutes an ethically appropriate profit margin for these publishing
companies, given that their OA articles bring them dual revenues – individually
through the respective APCs, and collectively via institutional subscriptions?
Table 2. APCs in TIS academic journals (in USD; June 2020)
Core journals
(n = 111)
Mean
Median
SD
Max.
Min.
Interquartile range
Peripheral journals
(n = 105)
Mean
Median
SD
Max.
Min.
Interquartile range
Total
(n = 216)
Mean
Median
SD
Max.
Min.
Interquartile range

12

Global
(n = 24)

Toll
access
(n = 0)

2,062
1,905
832
3,000
110
1,090
Global
(n = 53)
2,484
2,980
901
4,000
157
754
Global
(n = 77)
2,253
2,700
896
4,000
110
1,090

Hybrid
(n = 22)

-

Toll
access
(n = 0)
-

TA
(n = 0)

-

2,235
1,905
617
3,000
1,008
1,090

Gold
(n = 2)

Diamond
(n = 0)

155
155
64
200
110
90

Hybrid
(n = 48)

Gold
(n = 5)

2,709
2,995
588
4,000
1,300
759
Hybrid
(n = 70)
2,560
2,801
633
4,000
1,008
1,090

322
200
188
550
175
302
Gold
(n = 7)
274
200
176
550
110
345

-

Diamond
(n = 0)

-

Diamond
(n = 0)

-

See Russell (2019) for a discussion of the issues that might lead to such scenario.
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Note: data retrieved from publishers’ websites. APCs were current at the time of
writing. Figures converted to USD to facilitate comparison with Morrison's (2018)
results. No information on waiver or discount policies was compiled. Full data in
Appendix.

Several scholars have acknowledged a tendency to view TIS from two coexisting perspectives. Moser-Mercer (1994) distinguishes between the “natural
science paradigm” and the “liberal arts paradigm” within interpreting studies.
Gile (2013) differentiates “canonical scientific culture” from “human science
culture” in TIS. Latterly the sciences-humanities differentiation has been
heavily criticised for being a conceptual artefact that was shaped by “British
empiricism” (Wierzbicka, 2011, p. 31; see Bouterse & Karstens, 2015 for a
history of the opposition between humanities and sciences). Nevertheless,
whilst the methods and approaches of the sciences and the humanities are
becoming increasingly intertwined, TIS research could be perceived from a
more humanistic-oriented or a more social science-oriented perspective.
Overall, as shown in Lara (2015), authors tend to cover the costs of APCs.
This has negative consequences for authors conducting humanistic-oriented
research projects (Tenopir et al., 2017), which are associated with lower funding
(Eve, 2015). Estimating the proportion of TIS humanistic-oriented research that
is funded and that of TIS social science-oriented research is complex due to the
diversity of existing funding sources and the poor coverage of such information
in both general and TIS-specific bibliographic databases. However, if such a
general trend is also true for TIS, then underfunded (or simply unfunded)
scholars – such as those in humanistic-oriented research – may be unable to
meet APCs,13 thereby preventing them from publishing in many journals that
use a gold OA route. This would raise a clearly unethical distinction between
funded and non-funded scholars. Furthermore, it may miss important
contributions to knowledge advancement. In section 2.1.1, we discussed the
possible negative consequences of APCs for scholars in low- and middleincome countries. In TIS, 81.5% of the articles that appeared in TIS core
journals included in Scopus were published by authors affiliated with
institutions located in high-income countries (Table 3). They represent 53.5%
of all countries of affiliation in this corpus of articles. Low-, lower-middle- and
upper-middle-income countries (the remaining 46.5%) account for 18.5% of all
articles in TIS core journals indexed in Scopus. Hence, we could argue that TIS
articles tend to be published mainly in high income countries. What would be
the consequences of APCs for the other countries (almost half) in which
research on translation and interpreting is being carried out? It is impossible to
predict the future, but as discussed in previous sections, the strong likelihood
that APCs could exacerbate the current division between low, middle, and highincome countries in terms of academic publishing should not be ignored.
One could possibly argue that no scholar is forced to publish in gold OA
or hybrid journals, as numerous TIS core journals (in fact, the majority) are
situated in the diamond category (Table 1). However, many countries require
scholars to publish articles in indexed journals for research evaluation purposes,
with Web of Science and Scopus being the two main frameworks of reference
(Table 4).

13

Authors who are not native English speakers and wish to publish in English often have to
assume the costs of translating or proof-reading their publications as well (See Franco Aixelá,
Olalla-Soler & Rovira-Esteva, 2021 for a discussion of the predominance of English as a
publication language in TIS). If they also need to pay for APCs, the situation becomes even worse.
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Table 3. Distribution of articles published in TIS core journals indexed in
Scopus 2020 (n = 41) by income level of the country of affiliation
Articles in TIS core journals indexed in
Scopus (n= 9448)
3 (0.03%)

Low-income countries (n = 1; 0.99%)
Lower middle-income countries
(n 18 = 17.82%)
Upper middle-income countries
(n 28 = 27.72%)
High-income countries (n = 54; 53.47%)

135 (1.43%)
1612 (17.06%)
7698 (81.48%)

The World Bank 2020 classification of countries by income level was used. Palestine is
listed as a country in Scopus but not in the World Bank list. When an article is published
by n authors, it is counted n times. Full data in Appendix (Sheet 2).

Table 4. Core TIS journals indexed in Scopus and in Web of Science and their
CiteScore and JIF 2019 quartiles
TIS core
journals

TA
(n = 9)
n

CiteScore
Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
JIF
Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4

1
0
1
0
0
0

Hybrid
(n = 22)
%
11.1
0
100
0
0
0

-

n
18
10
5
2
1
11
0
2
7
2

%
81.8
55.6
27.8
11.1
5.5
50
0
18.2
63.6
18.2

Gold OA
(n = 2)
n
%
0
0
0
-

0

Diamond
(n = 78)
n
%
22
28.2
4
18.2
5
22.7
9
40.9
4
18.2
2
2.6
0
0
0
0
2
100
0
0

Note: full data in Appendix (Sheet 1).

Research evaluators who expect articles to have been published in journals
indexed in Web of Science are forcing TIS scholars to publish in hybrid
journals, which in turn charge APCs for OA publishing using the gold route.
The situation is less drastic when Scopus-indexed journals are also accepted for
evaluation purposes.
In TIS, there has been a strong shift toward OA publishing in journals in
the last decades, but there is still much to be done in the case of books and book
chapters. Successfully attracting scholars to publishing OA books and articles
is strongly dependent on research evaluation practices. In the event that DORA
is implemented in research evaluation globally, we might eventually discern a
clear tendency toward OA publishing. TIS scholars and researchers will also
need to take an active role: they will need to engage in discussions on the
relevance and need of OA in TIS and decide how to act according to their views,
values, and possibilities.
Until such change occurs, OA journal editors and non-profit publishers will
likely need to persevere with their arduous efforts to have (or keep) their
journals indexed so as to attract more scholars. The future of hybrid journals is
uncertain, in view of their high APCs (which generally can be met only by
funded scholars) and the still unknown adoption rate of Plan S and its incidence
in academic publishing. In a discipline where humanistic-oriented and social
science-oriented research converge, an increase in the adoption of APC charges
may be extremely harmful for scholars conducting humanistic-oriented research
and may exacerbate an unnecessary and dangerous schism between funded and
non-funded researchers.
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3.2 Open data
Sharing research data is rather infrequent in TIS. There is no discipline-specific
data repository in TIS, while other disciplines have created their own.14 This
makes quantifying the adoption of open data in TIS rather difficult, since
scholars may choose to share data as supplementary materials uploaded to the
publishing venue where they published their research, or they may use general
repositories, such as Dryad, Figshare, or Zenodo. With translation and
interpreting as separate search keywords, Dryad yields zero datasets; FigShare,
around 40; and Zenodo, around 330.15 In short, the use of general repositories
seems to be infrequent. Unfortunately, the number of journal articles including
datasets as supplementary materials also seems difficult to quantify, so that
estimating frequency (or lack thereof) is based purely on impression – not very
reliable. Scholars may also use their institutional repositories to make their data
accessible or create their own public databases (such as the CRITT Translation
Process Database);16 there are also the many portals that provide open and free
access to translation and interpreting corpora (such as the Chinese/English
Political Interpreting Corpus).17 Such information is widely scattered, and TIS
would benefit from a comprehensive study to assess the adoption of this
practice.
Several scholars have argued for data sharing. Göpferich (2010) contended
that the lack of data sharing in translation process research was extendable to
the whole discipline. She called for more data to be shared, and proposed ways
to standardise metadata to facilitate re-using datasets. Open data could also
foster replication in TIS, which is rather infrequent (Olalla-Soler, 2020).
Besides replication, open data could also facilitate carrying out meta-analyses
(Mellinger & Hanson, 2020), which are still scarce in our discipline and could
provide sound findings to many topics. Another benefit of open data for TIS is
discussed in Bowker and Delsey (2016). In the context of big data, the authors
argue that sharing data such as translation memories or large linguistic datasets
may help to improve statistical machine translation platforms and term
extractors. However, all these advantages are no longer beneficial if ethical
considerations are disregarded, as discussed in section 2.1.2. In the specific case
of research in the language industry, Mellinger (2020) discusses a conflictive
situation for the researcher in that companies may request more information
beyond what has been published and for which the participants have not given
express permission. The uses of the collected data should always be clearly
established in advance, so that the informed consent signed by the participants
includes all expected uses. In the event that new, unforeseen purposes arise,
researchers should seek explicit permission from the participants and, should
they refuse to grant it, ensure that their data will not be used. As pointed out by
Mellinger and Baer (2021) scholars conducting corpus-based studies should
also reflect on ethical considerations regarding corpus data compilation and the
re-use of such data.
Open data is mainly applicable to empirical TIS research based on
quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-method studies. While the percentage of
published research outputs based on such approaches is difficult to quantify,
14

A list of data repositories by discipline can be found here:
http://oad.simmons.edu/oadwiki/Data_repositories.
15
Results had to be refined through limiting them by discipline or by keyword. Only datasets
were counted here, and pre-print and post-print versions of publications were excluded. The
queries were performed on April 11, 2021. Figures are approximate (especially in Zenodo), as it
is not always obvious whether the dataset is related to a study on some aspect of translation or
interpreting or whether it is part of a study in some other discipline in which translation or
interpreting has been used as a medium, not as an object of study.
16
The CRITT TPR-DB can be accessed at:
https://sites.google.com/site/centretranslationinnovation/tpr-db
17
THE CEPIC corpus can be accessed at: https://digital.lib.hkbu.edu.hk/cepic/
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there seems to be generally assumed that such research has increased in recent
years, especially in several research fields such as interpreting (Liu, 2011),
translation and cognition (Muñoz 2014), audiovisual translation (Orero et al.,
2018), and machine translation (Gupta & Dhawan, 2019), among others.
Publishers could introduce ways to incentivise open data, such as the open
science badges designed by the Open Science Foundation (OSF) and the Center
for Open Science (COS). While badges per se are no guarantee of quality
(critique in Ioannidis, 2016), they seem to be a useful way of increasing public
data sharing. Before the awarding of open data badges to psychology journals,
only 3% of their articles reported open data; subsequently that proportion
increased to 23% (Kidwell et al., 2016). In TIS, where open data seems to be
almost non-existent, awarding such badges would possibly help us initiate a
critical reflection on the need and usefulness of sharing data publicly. It might
also help us change our attitudes towards a greater acceptance of possible
criticisms when other researchers re-run our analyses and identify errors.
3.3 Open methods and tools
Searches for detailed descriptions of the methodological process followed in the
studies, i.e., open methods, in Dryad, Figshare, and Zenodo yielded zero
results.18 Github does yield many results, mainly related to tools. However,
given the limited advanced search options of the repository, it is complex to
filter out those that are not related to research. This could indicate that
methodological descriptions tend to be only included in specific sections of
publications derived from empirical studies. Such practice leads to the
following question: Given that most publication formats have limitations of
space (mainly by page or word counts), are methodological descriptions of
empirical studies in TIS publications detailed enough to allow other scholars to
replicate them as closely as possible? The answer is unclear, and TIS would
benefit from investigations seeking to answer this question. The picture is less
blurred when it comes to reporting (statistical) findings. As Mellinger & Hanson
(2019) found in a meta-analytical study on working memory in simultaneous
interpreting, statistical results are frequently not fully reported, and null results
are often not reported at all. This renders the process of conducting such studies
more complex, since missing information needs to be calculated or estimated.
As a result of the efforts by several authors to share good practices for the
correct use of statistics and the reporting of statistical results (see Ferraresi,
2020; Mellinger & Hanson, 2017), such problems are likely to be reduced in the
future.
TIS publications tend to include the tools used to gather and analyse data
in the respective studies. Questionnaires, for example, frequently feature as
appendices, as do source texts for translation or interpreting tasks. Now, if these
appendices are part of a research output (a book, an article, etc.) not published
in OA, they will not be publicly accessible.
Open data and tools are closely related to pre-registration. There exists an
OSF pre-registration registry, which retrieves pre-registrations from OSF,
Clinical Trials, and Research Registry. An OSF pre-registration search using
either translation or interpreting as keywords returned 55 pre-registered
studies. This is 0.02% of the 310,306 pre-registered studies in June 2020. In all,
51 of the 55 pre-registered TIS studies (92.7%) dealt with the validation of the
translation of questionnaires or scales (see Appendix, Sheet 3); two of them
(3.6%), with lexical retrieval in bilinguals; one (1.8%), with the effects of
iconicity in American Sign Language; and one (1.8%), with remote medical
interpreting.
The methods of TIS studies involving human participants are likely to be
reviewed by an ethics committee or institutional review board. Even if the
18

Search performed in April 2021.
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purpose of such procedure is different from that of pre-registering a study, it
involves describing the methods and tools that will be used. Hence, the reports
sent to such committees and boards (if approved) may serve as evidence that
the researchers have pre-established what methods will be followed, how data
will be collected, how it will be analysed, stored and reported (Mellinger &
Baer, 2021).
Open methods and tools and pre-registration are mainly applicable to
empirical TIS research based on quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-method
studies. Fostering pre-registration in TIS would require a change in attitudes
among scholars given that the field believes that pre-registration is of little
application (Olalla-Soler, 2020). Awarding pre-registration badges in
publishing venues, like those by OSF and COS, might foster changes in
attitudes. TIS publishers could also adopt (or adapt) available resources to foster
open methods and tools, such as the Transparency Checklist (Aczel et al.,
2020).19
3.4 Open peer-review
Ross-Hellauer (2017) identified seven traits of open peer-review. An
examination of the peer-review practices of the 216 core + peripheral TIS
journals (Appendix, Sheet 1) shows that not one of them allowed either open
identities, open reports, open participation, open interaction, or open platforms.
Only open pre-review and open final-version commenting seem to exist.
However, they do not necessarily happen in the interface of the publishing
venue, but in repositories (such as Academia.edu and ResearchGate, which
allow comment posting). An exception would be the journal Translation
Studies, which welcomes responses to published papers.
During the first stage of a shift towards open peer-review, TIS publishers
and editors should probably allow authors and reviewers to decide whether to
take part in open peer-review practices. Open identities, open reports and open
participation are the most frequent combination of open peer-review practices
(Ross-Hellauer, 2017). However, introducing them at the same time could have
a negative effect both on authors and reviewers, as these could be perceived as
too many changes at once. Moreover, scholars’ perception of the benefits of
open peer review depends on the specific practice: in the study conducted by
Ross-Hellauer, Deppe & Schmidt (2017), open interaction and open reports
were perceived as positive, but the participants’ attitude toward open identities
was generally negative. Editors and publishers willing to shift to open peerreview should implement these practices step by step, possibly commencing
with those practices toward which scholars have indicated a greater degree of
acceptance. In the absence of a comprehensive survey of the attitudes of TIS
scholars regarding open peer-review and their inclination to accept such
practices, editors could conduct smaller-scale studies with their pool of
reviewers and published authors to determine how feasible these changes are.
3.5 Open research evaluation
We have already discussed specific practices that would influence open
research evaluation. As discussed in § 2.1.5, many of the potential changes in
research evaluation practices in the near future will depend on adopting DORA
(2012). TIS scholars can also help speed those changes by asking their
institutions to sign DORA and by starting to explore the possibility of
implementing DORA’s recommendations for authors. TIS editors and
publishers can also apply specific recommendations to their venues, shifting
toward a promotion strategy focused less on using journal-level metrics and
more on integrating of document-level ones.
19

A short version of the scale is accessible at:
http://www.shinyapps.org/apps/ShortTransparencyChecklist/
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In the meantime, TIS scholars will have to be evaluated with current
practices, which encourage publication by journals and book publishing houses
included in impact-oriented lists, mainly on the basis of the number of citations
accrued in a specific time window. Similarly, TIS OA journal editors will
probably need to maintain their efforts to be (or stay) indexed in such lists, so
as to keep increasing OA publishing while attracting more scholars to their
journals. In the case of toll access or hybrid journals wishing to transition to an
OA model, extensive research has shown the benefits of doing so. For instance,
citations to articles tend to increase (Archambault et al., 2016) and, as a
consequence, so does impact measured with journal-level metrics (Momeni et
al., 2021).20 Another positive consequence is that the number of articles by
authors from low- and middle-income countries increases (Bautista-Puig et al.,
2020). Integrating altmetric indicators into published articles would help
scholars to easily obtain document-level metrics.
Contextualisation of research productivity and impact is a key factor to
achieve a holistic, multi-faceted evaluation. This is especially important in TIS,
often grouped with disciplines such as linguistics and humanities for evaluation
purposes. Publication, citation and even authorship patterns in TIS differ greatly
from those disciplines. Thus, being able to explain what is normal, frequent or
in line with the practices of the discipline is of paramount importance for
research evaluation. Bibliometric research in TIS has already started to provide
such descriptions. Some of the results obtained so far have also challenged some
of the evaluation criteria of agencies around the world. In some countries,
research evaluation agencies consider that publishing books is not as worthy as
publishing journal articles. However, Franco Aixelá, Olalla-Soler & RoviraEsteva, (2021) showed that, in TIS, the median number of citations accrued by
books21 is higher than that of journal articles, whereas articles and book chapters
have a similar median number of citations. Hence, TIS books (and thus book
chapters) receive significant attention and should not be considered less
important than articles for evaluation purposes in our discipline. Other agencies
consider that the merit of a co-authored publication is lower than that of a singleauthored document. Rovira-Esteva, Franco Aixelá & Olalla-Soler (2020)
showed that around 25% of TIS publications between 2011 and 2015 were coauthored, especially articles and edited volumes. Currently, the average number
of authors across all TIS publications is 1.3 and, in co-authored documents, 2.6.
In short, co-authored documents by 2–3 scholars are frequent, and coauthorship is on the rise. Other agencies use journal-level metrics with a 2 or 3year citation window. As shown by Rovira-Esteva, Franco Aixelá & OlallaSoler (2019), a 2-year citation window can only detect a range between 13.9%
and 20.1% of the citations accrued by a TIS publication. A 5-year citation
window detects between 39% and 42.5% of the accrued citations. Hence, an
adequate citation window for TIS would be 6–7 years. Indicators based on
citation windows under 5 years should be disregarded.
Bibliometric information is a driver for a better, more contextualised
research evaluation. It can also help us to more fully situate the discipline by
providing a broader view of the state of the art, and may even hint at possible
directions TIS might take in terms of research topics or methods (See for
instance Franco Aixelá, 2018 for an overview of gender studies in TIS; and Ren
& Huang, 2021 for a map of interpreting research in China).

20

According to the authors, the increase varies by discipline and takes more time in the case of
social sciences than in other fields.
21
Books refers both to monographs and edited books.
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4. Concluding remarks
The aims of this article were twofold. The first was to examine open science
and its practices in a broad sense; the second was to relate that understanding
squarely to TIS.
Open science is not a novel trend, and it cannot be reduced to open access,
its most visible practice. Open science is complex, and a one-size-fits-all
approach is not applicable across the disciplines. STEM disciplines have
generally been the vantage point for describing open science, leaving publishing
practices in the humanities and the social sciences aside. TIS is a complex
discipline. The characteristics of humanistic-oriented and social scienceoriented research can be in greater or lesser harmony with some of the available
open-science practices. Hence, some practices are quite frequent (such as OA),
while others are non-existent, such as open peer-review. How far we can go in
each practice is still unknown. Open-science practices that work in other
disciplines may not be appropriate to TIS. Hence, each practice should be
contextualised, and its benefits and drawbacks weighted in view of the existing
publishing practices in our discipline.
The adoption of open-science practices depends on several factors. First,
there is a philosophical component derived from one’s own understanding of
science and its role in society, and the extent to which one agrees with the core
values of open science. Second, there is a technological component fostering
the free circulation of, and access to, information, including scientific
information. Third, there is a certain personal component, closely related to
each scholar’s academic position, career needs, and power relations.
Combinations of these components may determine whether scholars are willing
to adopt open-science practices and whether they are in the right position to do
so. While bearing in mind the temporary and comprehensible drawbacks to
adopting any new approach, Table 5 presents various recommendations for
different actors who might be contemplating open-science practices.
Table 5. Recommendations for academic actors wishing to adopt open-science
practices in TIS
Open:

Actors
Authors

access

Reviewers
OA editors

Editors of
TA or hybrid
venues

data

Evaluation
agencies
Authors

Whenever possible, consider:
Publishing in open access. When this is not possible, try using the
green open-access route when you need to publish in non-openaccess journals.
Prioritising reviews for non-profit, open-access publishing venues.
Using social networks to promote your venue to attract more
authors.
Basing your venue on a diamond model and asking associations or
institutions for funding to cover publication costs.
Providing altmetric indicators to the documents you publish.
Clearly stating under what license the documents are published in
your venue and what authors are allowed to do with their
publication.
Keeping your RETI, DOAJ and Sherpa/RoMEO entries updated.
Clearly stating whether green open access is allowed and under
what conditions.
Looking for ways to cut publication costs to reduce or suppress
APC charges.
Employing document and author-level metrics and eliminating or
reducing the weight of journal or publishing venue-level ones.
Uploading your data to a public repository and providing a link to it
in your publication.
Supplementing your data with metadata and information about
their quality.
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Reviewers

Editors
Evaluation
agencies
Authors

peer-review

methods & tools

Reviewers

Editors

Evaluation
agencies
Authors
Reviewers
Editors

research evaluation

Evaluation
agencies
Authors

Evaluators
Editors

Evaluation
agencies

Asking the authors to upload their data if no information on data
availability is provided.
Re-running the analyses so as to verify the reliability of the
reported results, if you have the skills to do so and data is
accessible.
Posting a data-sharing policy on your venue’s website.
Awarding badges to authors uploading their datasets to public
repositories or to the publishing venue (in open access).
Taking into account publicly shared datasets or databases as
research outputs for evaluation purposes.
Uploading your methods descriptions and tools to a public
repository and provide a link to them in your publication.
Pre-registering your research designs.
Asking the authors to upload their methods description and tools if
no information on their availability is provided.
Comparing the pre-registered methods description to the one given
in the publication (if the study reported in the publication is preregistered) to determine if there are any changes and if these have
been justified and transparently described.
Awarding badges to documents
Uploading their methods descriptions and tools to public
repositories or to the publishing venue (in open access).
Adopting or adapting transparency lists to guide authors willing to
upload their methods descriptions and tools to public repositories.
Taking into account publicly shared methods descriptions and tools
as research outputs for evaluation purposes.
Engaging in open peer-review practices.
Engaging in open peer-review practices.
Surveying your pool of reviewers and previous authors to identify
plausible open peer-review practices.
Paying reviewers for their work if the business model of the
publishing venue is subscription- or APC-based.
Taking into account public reviews as outputs for evaluation
purposes.
Contextualising your academic productivity according to the trends
in TIS when submitting research evaluation applications.
Reporting author and document-level indicators such as altmetrics
instead of only providing journal or publishing venue-based
indicators.
Following the recommendations for scholars being evaluated given
in the San Francisco Declaration (DORA).
Evaluating scholars’ productivity and impact in relation to what is
expected in TIS.
Following the recommendations for evaluators given in DORA.
Using social networks to help authors disseminate the documents
published in your venue, as this may help them improve their
document-level indicators.
Following the recommendations for editors given in DORA.
Getting (or keeping) your venue indexed, while journal or
publishing venue-level metrics are still considered for evaluation
purposes.
Not promoting journal or publishing-venue level indicators in your
venue’s website.
Adhering to DORA and adopting their recommendations.

Note: some of these recommendations are based on Banks et al. (2019).

These recommendations should by no means be understood as an open call
for boycotting current publishing practices, such as publishing in TA or hybrid
journals. Several for-profit publishers provided a space for publishing and
sharing ideas at the very beginning of our discipline, and those publications are
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to be considered our foundations. They still offer themselves today as highquality publishing venues, and disregarding them would be academically
misguided and entirely inappropriate. Moreover, quality in academic publishing
cannot be achieved by implementing open-science practices only. Best editorial
practices22 need to be observed by all publishing venues (be they book series,
journals of any type, etc.) regardless of whatever open-science practices they
follow or wish to adopt.23 In light of the above discussion, it is understandable
if, in addition to our two previously stated aims, we now conclude with a third:
namely that this article serve as a call for opening a debate on our publishing
practices and the fostering of open science in our discipline. Let the discussion
begin.
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