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Abstract 

This paper examines the growing movement towards open access 
(OA) in research, emphasizing its role in democratizing knowledge 
amid rising misinformation. Despite OA’s benefits, disparities in ac-
cess remain across disciplines and economic contexts. Focusing on 
applied linguists, we investigate how OA as a media practice inter-
sects with social hierarchies and access barriers through a question-
naire survey. Our findings indicate that while OA improves access 
for readers, it may also reinforce inequalities among authors. We sit-
uate our analysis within broader discussions on the reconfiguration 
of public space and Jacques Rancière’s “distribution of the sensible”, 
and advocate for evolving OA frameworks to ensure equitable 
knowledge dissemination in the humanities and social sciences. 

Keywords: open access, publishing, applied linguistics, attitudes,  
“distribution of the sensible”  
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1 Open Science as a Social Practice in Late Modern Publics  

The push for open access (OA) to research has become a significant 
topic in scholarly communication, particularly as digital advance-
ments have made broadening access more attainable yet complex. 
In the last five years, amid the crisis of misinformation and the rise 
of populist nationalism, opening access to research and previously 
excluded knowledge (cf. Chan et al. 2020: 2) has become a corner-
stone in countering these discourses. Of the over estimated 3.6 mil-
lion articles published in 2023, 1.7 million were published either 
Gold, Green, or Bronze open access, or 48 % according to Scopus 
data in the STM open access dashboard1 up from 45 % of scholarly 
articles in 2021 (cf. Pollock/Michael 2022). OA is crucial as it aligns 
with the university’s mission to disseminate knowledge and address 
global challenges. Open research is more accessible and discovera-
ble, fostering international collaboration and engagement beyond 
academic circles. However, disparities in access remain, influenced 
by discipline (cf. Quigley 2021) and economic constraints. 

Why is open access (OA), and open research broadly, so im-
portant? One major reason is the connection to the heart of the 
scholarly mission. The aims of OA and the mission of the university 
itself are connected, committed as institutions are “to generating, 
disseminating, and preserving knowledge, and to working with oth-
ers to bring this knowledge to bear on the world’s great challenges” 
(MIT Ad Hoc Faculty Task Force 2019). Making research open in-
creases the ability of anyone, anywhere, to read the results and out-
put of scholarly research.2 When research is open and free to read, 
it is more accessible, potentially more discoverable, and allows re-
searchers internationally an easier pathway to discuss, cooperate, 
and collaborate (see e.g. the UNESCO’s Recommendations on Open 
Science 2021). There is a general consensus that open research is 
more widely read and, as a consequence, receives more engagement 
beyond a narrow academic readership (cf. Hicks et al. 2022), and is 
potentially more highly cited, although the effect can be disciplinary 
dependent. 

Debates around OA and open research go beyond mere modes of 
access and publication and connect to the broader ways that media 
technologies are intertwined with, and change, our modes of com-
munication, conceptions of the world and the social structures we 

 
1  https://www.stm-assoc.org/oa-dashboard-2024/uptake-of-open-access/  

2  Admittedly, this is no new science practice as Chan et al. (2020: 4) point out: 
“Between 1852 and 1908, academic journals were regulated by default by open 
licences. […] Generally, academic journals were associated with disciplinary as-
sociations and published on a non-profit basis” (see also Langlais 2015). 

https://www.stm-assoc.org/oa-dashboard-2024/uptake-of-open-access/
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inhabit and create. As linguists, language sits at the center of how we 
as authors begin to understand and analyze these conceptions and 
structures. To write and publish a text is basically a linguistic process 
so OA does not only mean a change of academic practice but also a 
reconfiguration of language practices in society. While there is 
growing literature on OA practices, there is limited research on atti-
tudes towards OA in linguistics, particularly in areas intersecting lan-
guage and society (the work of Liu/De Cat [2022] is a rare excep-
tion). This article presents a questionnaire study that asks what are 
the experiences and attitudes of linguists regarding OA publishing. 
We hypothesize that while OA enhances access for readers, it may 
reinforce existing inequalities and social hierarchies among authors, 
particularly disadvantaging those without funding or knowledge 
about OA pathways. Our findings indicate that language researchers 
recognize these hierarchies, which could exacerbate global inequal-
ities. For greater equity, open access models for researchers in lan-
guage and society disciplines will likely need to continue to evolve. 

We frame our discussion within current OA debates around 
power dynamics, de-westernization and decolonization of knowl-
edge production and Jacques Rancière’s concepts of shared space 
and the “distribution of the sensible” (le partage du sensible, 
Rancière 2010: 36). We find that Rancière’s concepts are particularly 
suitable to gain a holistic perspective on publicly ‘hearable’/‘reada-
ble’ language and to discuss OA discourses as reflecting broader re-
configurations of public space in late modernity (cf. Heyd/Schneider 
2019). The article includes our survey methods, data analysis, and 
concludes with reflections on the implications of our findings. 

2 Recent Controversies over Open Research an OA Publishing  

Discussions around, and options for, OA publishing, and publishing 
generally, have become more complex since the advent of digital 
publishing. The statement of principles of the Budapest Open Access 
Initiative (BOAI), released on 14 February 2002, remain a commonly 
invoked definition of OA: 

By ‘open access’ to this literature, we mean its free availability 
on the public internet, permitting any users to read, down-
load, copy, distribute, print, search, or link to the full texts of 
these articles, crawl them for indexing, pass them as data to 
software, or use them for any other lawful purpose, without 
financial, legal, or technical barriers other than those insepa-
rable from gaining access to the internet itself. The only con-
straint on reproduction and distribution, and the only role for 
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copyright in this domain, should be to give authors control 
over the integrity of their work and the right to be properly 
acknowledged and cited. 

Furthermore, the BOAI mentions two kinds of strategies to achieve 
OA: self-archiving of text copies in open archives on the internet, 
and launching of new online open access journals. Scholars can feel 
overwhelmed by the constantly changing market – institutions and 
funding bodies increasingly demand that research results are made 
available openly, but the constraints on which outlet is acceptable 
are often confusing. It is not always obvious who pays the price to 
cover OA publication and what that price is. In addition to the finan-
cial cost, there is the labor. It is not always clear whether an OA pub-
lication will receive the same level of shepherding, editing, and 
proofreading as a traditional publication. Some publishers provide 
resources to make this clear, others are less transparent. 

In addition, besides an overall lack of consistency, there is a con-
tinued suspicion in the social sciences and humanities particularly 
(see Dalton/Tenopir/Björk 2020) that an open access publication is 
less prestigious. This is of particular concern where we are in an ever 
more competitive job market and every publication choice weighs 
heavily in the tenure and promotion process. At the same time, ten-
ure and promotion processes are slow to accommodate the changes 
in the market and methods of distribution and access. Can early ca-
reer researchers risk prioritizing open access, if it means choosing a 
publication with a less prestigious press or a lower impact factor 
journal? Are more established scholars making choices to publish 
open access that will help their younger colleagues choose this path-
way, too? 

Alongside the expansive possibilities of digital infrastructure on 
knowledge distribution, a number of pressures accelerated calls for 
greater access to knowledge and propelled forward the open access 
and open science movements. The crisis of reproducibility and rep-
licability (cf. Fidler/Wilcox 2018) increased the need and demand for 
wider access not only to results, but also research data. The desire 
in some disciplines, in particular the natural and material sciences, 
to increase the speed of sharing and publication is another factor. 
The arXiv repository, launched in 1991 and mostly used initially by 
the physics community, is a clear example of researchers developing 
spaces and communities for rapid research sharing through pre-
printing. There has also been an increasing push for research that is 
publicly funded to be publicly accessible, for example the Holdren 
(2013) and Nelson (2022) memos in the US. Decreasing library budg-
ets have also seen pressures on maintaining subscriptions and there-
fore with decreased subscriptions, decreased access for researchers. 
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Pressure for greater access to research and cooperation between in-
stitutional and national library consortia has engaged publishers of 
all types, commercial and non-profit, to evolve business models to 
ensure openness through agreements that continue access to read 
closed content and to publish open access.3 

While scholar-led or radical open access movements4 have ar-
gued that researchers should change the system by refraining from 
publishing with commercial or large non-profit presses that remain 
closed or do not offer pure open options, there remain the chal-
lenges of varying needs of different research areas and disciplines. 
The challenge in the current environment of increased publishing 
and research output, the call for transparency, including open data 
sharing, is also one of scale, discovery, archiving, preservation, and 
infrastructure. These challenges are resource intensive and it re-
mains to be seen whether they can be managed by universities, 
foundations, and smaller scale non-profits alone. Diverse options are 
needed. 

Digital publishing and open access, the drive to publish or perish, 
have also led to a dramatic increase in predatory and fraudulent pub-
lishers, as well as fraudulent practices. It can be difficult to distin-
guish legitimate publishing entities from predatory ones that special-
ize in open access. There have been attempts to monitor and list 
predatory publishers and journals, for example Beall’s List, but these 
have not been without controversy (e.g. Anderson 2019). The en-
deavor of creating lists of these bad actors can also seem Sisyphean, 
as the rate at which more dubious publishers and conference organ-
izers appear happens with incredible speed (discussed also in the 
wider public sphere, see e.g. the TV documentary ‘Fake Science’, 
Wenning 2018). Novel models that present alternatives to traditional 
modes and methods of publishing can also get drawn into these lists 
of bad actors before they are able to fully establish legitimacy or a 
legacy that might challenge the status quo. There is research that in-
dicates that “for the most part, young and inexperienced researchers 
from developing countries” are the ones most susceptible to the en-
treaties of these publishers (Xia et al. 2015; see also Demir 2018). At 
the same time, there are platforms like Sci-Hub, offering a large 
share of scientific work for free. The majority of the content on 
these platforms is gained through dubious means without the 
acknowledgement of the cost of production. According to most 
countries’ legislation, their practices are illegal. In the case of Sci-
Hub, there is even the accusation that the Russian secret service is 

 
3  E.g. in Germany with Project Deal, www.project-deal.de 

4  E.g. http://radicalopenaccess.disruptivemedia.org.uk 

https://beallslist.net/
http://www.project-deal.de/
http://radicalopenaccess.disruptivemedia.org.uk/
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involved (cf. Grassegger 2022: 36), with the aim of accessing scien-
tists’ personal data as well as research results. 

Likewise, there have been increases in bad actors on the author-
ship side. Paper mills, data falsification cases, plagiarism, and author-
ship concerns are on the rise and, with the emergence of generative 
AI and large language models (LLMs) are likely to grow and com-
plexify. The Publishing Ethics and Research Integrity team at Taylor 
and Francis, for example saw data integrity cases increase by 20 % 
between 2017 and 2022 (cf. Alam/Wilson 2023: 4). The publisher 
Hindawi suffered challenges with paper mills so severe that the pub-
lisher retracted over 8,000 papers as of the end of December, 2023, 
and has now been shuttered by its parent publisher, Wiley (cf. Re-
traction Watch 2023). These observations link to a questioning of 
traditional peer reviewing procedures and the call for Open Peer 
Review, which suggests new formats of ensuring the quality of pub-
lications.5 

All this illustrates that the research and publishing industry, not 
least because of new media formats and digital practices, is in a state 
of reconfiguration and with it, the entire construction of public space 
(e.g. Couldry/Hepp 2017; Fraser 2007; Heyd/Schneider 2019) and 
the structures that regulate and define public authority and the 
‘hearability’ of voices. While the effects of this can be seen along 
different axes – we may link this to phenomena like the emergence 
of public space as a linguistic practice (Gal/Woolard 2001), transna-
tional community formation but also to forms of hate speech and the 
destabilization of Western democracy – we are interested here in 
the perspectives of (applied) language researchers on publishing 
practice. To get a better understanding of publishing in its political 
dimension, and connect it to ways of talking about openness, we 
draw on Rancière’s concepts regarding the aesthetic dimensions of 
politics and combine them with power-critical and decolonial ap-
proaches to academic knowledge production and distribution. 

3 Academic Publishing and OA discourse as Politics of the Sensible  

The call to make research free and open to read is fundamentally 
political, i.e., it touches questions of a normalized socio-political or-
der and its legitimate subjects. A critical evaluation of its opportuni-
ties and challenges from a theoretical perspective is essential. Here, 
we focus on cultural-philosophical and media-theoretical aspects of 

 
5 Debates on Open Peer Review are increasing (cf. Ross-Hellauer/Horbach 2024) 

but we do not focus on these due to space constraints. 
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OA and open research broadly, addressing two particular dimen-
sions. On the one hand open research and open access can be 
viewed as linguistic practices of publishing, on the other hand they 
are discourse subjects. This differentiation should not be considered 
an ontological one. Indeed, both dimensions cannot be strictly sep-
arated from one another as the idea and understanding of open re-
search and OA as practices of sharing knowledge via publishing fun-
damentally correlate with the discourse and its agents. Nevertheless, 
making do with this differentiation helps to start with a focus on the 
general significance of the idea of freely accessible research output 
as such in order to proceed with specific implications arising from it 
as they become evident in the discourse. 

Starting from the major – and probably in itself most undisputed 
– aspect of open research and OA publishing, i.e. the general acces-
sibility to academic research, both in finished text and through a 
wide range of output such as data and code, goes right to OA’s polit-
ical heart. Perceptibility and access deeply intertwine with political 
issues of community and the social. Accessibility, of course, holds 
within its definitions a multiplicity. It can mean not only the ability 
to read, but also to access the resources, whether linguistic, financial 
or other, but also the resources to comprehend the research output. 
The French philosopher Jacques Rancière’s reflections around the 
aesthetics of politics are particularly relevant to better understand 
this, where he understands aesthetics as encompassing the realm of 
sensory experience, perception, and the distribution of what is sen-
sual (sensible) (cf. Davis 2013). Rancière points to the fact that what 
is considered as the ‘shared’ space constituting and cohering socie-
ties is basically a system shaped by hierarchies and power relations 
that includes some while excluding others. Bourdieu’s theory of cap-
ital reveals the economic dimension of these mechanisms of inclu-
sion and exclusion within the academic field of force. He specifies it 
through different forms of capital (economic, cultural, social, sym-
bolic). Being a particular form of symbolic capital (Bourdieu 1998: 
23), the academic capital can refer to institutional and personal as-
pects. It plays a fundamental role in allocating (power) positions 
within or outside the sensible. Rancière calls this allocation practice 
the “distribution of the sensible” (le partage du sensible, Rancière 
2010: 36), thereby revealing the aesthetic dimension of politics: It 
amounts to an establishing of routines and norms of perception that 
goes along with organizing power, distributing positions and func-
tions and legitimizing them, creating unity and agreement within so-
cieties (cf. Muhle 2006: 9). The resulting order of perception funda-
mentally affects the identity, value and sense of people, things and 
spaces – in short, their perceptibility, presence, and ability to par-
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take – within the social sphere at a certain time. Discourses, prac-
tices, and materialities thus bring into effect a distribution of the sen-
sible, separating those who partake in a community from those who 
do not. 

Open research and open access publishing go right to the core of 
such an understanding. They reveal that established publishing prac-
tices (such as pay-to-read) restrict the accessibility to research 
through financial, linguistics, license, and other barriers, and show 
that the seemingly ‘shared’ world of scholarship and academic dis-
course only includes some while others are excluded and have no 
part in it (note that other questions of accessibility, for example, 
those based on language barriers, are typically not discussed in these 
discourses). In Euro-America, as noted at the outset of this paper, 
the majority of research published with academic publishers re-
mains available only by purchase or subscription. This significantly 
limits access for those who have no admittance to license-holding 
institutions or do not have sufficient means to afford to purchase or 
subscribe themselves, or requires that they are able to gain access 
through personal or professional networks or illegal means, such as 
sites like Sci-Hub. The distribution of the sensible that Rancière de-
scribes is effective in two respects here:  

1. By being inaccessible due to financial and subscription barri-
ers, restricted research is primarily available for those who 
are rated as being more prestigious and/or are better re-
sourced than others. This concerns full-time established 
(senior) as opposed to part-time (junior) or adjunct, non-per-
manent position, scholars, as well as the so-called Global 
North versus the Global South. Restricted access to research 
by various barriers implies that such knowledge and findings 
remain invisible for ‘less established’ academic agents and 
‘less prestigious’ spaces and cannot become part of their 
world of perception and thought. Or it can mean that their 
access to these closed materials must be done through other 
means.  

2. Along with that, the thereby excluded have a very limited or 
no chance to participate in this academic discourse, to bring 
in their perspectives, findings, and reflections.6 This is also 
linked with a (racial, gender, classist etc.) bias – be it implicit 

 
6  Other aspects apart from publishing opportunities come into play here, such as 

language of publication, discrimination (or implicit bias?) against authors based 
in particular countries or at institutions, but these go beyond the scope of this 
article. 



Horst et al.: Open Access as Social Practice 18 

jfml  Vol 7 (2025), No 1: 10–37 

or explicit – against authors that are attributed a lower aca-
demic capital (cf. Demeter 2020; Istratii/Demeter 2020) due 
to their language(s) or sites of publication, citation rates and 
impact factors, or being based in a particular country or at a 
certain institution. However, the biases that such assessments 
are based on are by no means naturally given facts but the 
outcome of deep-seated global inequalities that likewise af-
fect academic publishing practices. Due to this inner seclu-
sion and preclusion of academics from resource-poor envi-
ronments and peripheral scholars the thereby restricted aca-
demic discourse is at risk to homogenize and continuously 
reproduce established power relations at the cost of those 
who have few or no access to, and partake in it because of 
lacking reputation and available means. 

Rancière has defined sensory orders of this kind as policing pro-
cesses and differentiated them from political action that, in turn, 
confronts the police order with what it has excluded (cf. Muhle 
2006: 9). For him, such moments of dissensus (cf. Rancière 2010: 38) 
emerge when “those without part” (Rancière 2010: 36) demand or 
claim their part towards an order excluding them:  

It consists in making what was unseen visible; in making what 
was audible as mere noise heard as speech and in demon-
strating that what appeared as a mere expression of pleasure 
and pain is a shared feeling of a good or an evil. (Rancière 
2010: 38) 

This dissensual moment of placing one sensory world in another one 
contradictory to it, constitutes the genuine realm of politics: “The 
essence of politics is dissensus. Dissensus is not a confrontation be-
tween interests or opinions. It is the demonstration (manifestation) 
of a gap in the sensible itself.” (Rancière 2010: 38) The already exist-
ing partial realization of open research and OA publishing manifests 
this gap in the sensible of the established order by radically placing 
itself within, or next to it as something equal. In this “presence of 
two worlds in one” (Rancière 2010: 37) the increased ability of any-
one, anywhere, to read the results and output of scholarly research 
constitutes a moment of reconfiguring the shared common in aca-
demia.  

So far, so good. However, it is necessary to grasp the underlying 
ideas behind open research and OA publishing, its implications as 
well as the ways it is discursively framed and reasoned. In this re-
gard, Faciolince and Green (2021: 374) bring up a most relevant ques-
tion: 
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[D]oes inclusion come from access to journals, or from the 
ability to participate equally in the global circuit of 
knowledge production? If it is access to journals, the debate 
would stop at OA. However, if equity in research concerns us 
[i.e. Southern scholarship, the authors], we must explore the 
conditions upon which this inclusion is granted, and by 
whom. 

In this light, OA publishing and open-research initiatives are at the 
risk of upholding the existing distribution of the sensible and its 
power dynamics when those who are most prominent in the discus-
sion are established scholars and publishers from the ‘Global North’7 

(Powell/Johnson/Herbert 2020: 2).8 Though being well-intentioned 
initiatives, OA and open research raise several overlooked issues: 

1. They put the primary focus on making research and research 
data accessible for anybody in order to contribute to more 
openness and equality in the field of science and the dissem-
ination of knowledge. To be accessible and shared among an-
ybody, research – whether as data, journal articles, or other 
textual formats – must be produced and get published first. 
Critics emphasize that this aspect is often disregarded, high-
lighting a more fundamental problem. 

2. Knowledge production conditions in academia worldwide 
reflect a fundamental imbalance and hegemony of the Global 
North over the Global South. According to Istratii and Deme-
ter, “insufficient consideration has been given to the deeper 
epistemological underpinnings of knowledge production and 
structural inequalities in global research, which improve-
ments in knowledge dissemination and accessibility alone 
cannot resolve” (Istratii/Demeter 2020: 14). 

 
7  We follow Demeter/Istratii (2020: 506) in defining the Global South/North divi-

sion on the basis of scientometric indicators in the humanities and social sci-
ences: ‘Global North’ incorporates the US, Canada, Australia and New Zealand, 
the UK, Western Europe, Israel and the Asian countries like Japan, Hong Kong, 
Singapore, South Korea and Taiwan. ‘Global South’ includes Latin America (in-
cluding South and Central America), Eastern Europe, Asia (except those socie-
ties mentioned), the Middle East and Africa (and parts of Oceania except Aus-
tralia and New Zealand). 

8  Note, however, that successful initiatives exist, as, for example, in Latin America 
where there are investments in open publishing and infrastructure – e.g. Scielo 
(www.scielo.org) – at the state and federal level that have been tremendously 
successful and serve researchers through the availability of a cost-free (to au-
thors), multilingual platform. 

http://www.scielo.org/
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3. Given these two pitfalls, OA and open-research initiatives 
such as Plan Stend to yield the opposite of what they in-
tended to resolve. “The way in which open access is currently 
being pursued serves to further those inequalities, while the 
drive towards fully open access, if successful, has the poten-
tial to create a genuinely segregated research community be-
tween the rich and everyone else.” (Volacu 2024)9 

4. The interrelated systems of prestige and access reinforce 
each other in a bind that is not yet broken. The hybrid OA 
journal pathway has been one response to the complexity of 
both a desired increased readership alongside author choice 
and prestige pressures. On one hand, hybrid OA journals al-
low for a continued pay-to-read or subscription model (con-
tent behind a paywall, paid for by readers, with no cost to 
authors) pathway. On the other, authors can also opt for a 
pay-to-publish option (free content access for readers, Arti-
cle Processing Charges for authors). While the equalizing po-
tential of OA and OS can be accessed by some, it remains fully 
untapped because not all authors have access to pay for open 
access. This shows that OA is not only a political but an aca-
demic and economic issue as it involves financial power dy-
namics (high-income vs. low-income societies), the location 
of editorial boards, selection committees, tenure and promo-
tion processes, author social networks, funding agencies and 
publishing houses, and the share of Western authors in global 
knowledge production (Demeter/Istratii 2020: 506).10 

One model that has arisen to counter the restricted access to funds 
for some authors is the transformative or read & publish agreement 
that is based on contracts between publishers and institutions, some-
times institutions operating in consortia at the national level. Re-
searchers affiliated with one or more institutions covered by these 
agreements and wishing to publish Open Access (OA) do not have to 
pay Article Processing Charges (APCs) as they are covered through 
the process of converting the subscription spend from the library to 

 
9  Along with this, academia comes with a “publish-or-perish” pressure (Demir 

2018) that primarily, though not exclusively, affects less established, junior re-
searchers with few financial or institutional resources (not exclusively) from the 
‘Global South’ or those in more precarious and contingent positions, such as ad-
junct teaching staff. The premise to promote oneself in academia as quickly and 
frequently as possible contributes to the hegemonic consensus that open re-
search is important because it is more widely read and more highly cited (cf. 
Piwowar et al. 2018). 

10  “94% of APCs were paid to journals owned by the ten most prominent publica-
tion houses from high-income countries (...)” (Smith et al. 2017). 
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cover publishing costs, rather than reading costs. These agreements 
initially accelerated in Europe after the Plan S guidelines were re-
leased in 201811, primarily due to the location of cOAlition S funding 
bodies. These agreements have allowed researchers without access 
to funding to publish OA more readily. One major effect has been 
that humanities and social science researchers have been able to find 
pathways to OA much more easily and quickly.12 While there re-
mains an inequitable access to these agreements, with the majority 
of institutions in these agreements based in the Global North, the 
balance is starting to shift, with more institutions across other re-
gions now entering transformative agreements.  

Researchers “from institutions in low- and middle-income coun-
tries and locations” (Wiley) who are not covered by such agreements 
can apply to publishers for waivers and discounts with country eli-
gibility either set using the World Bank or Research4Life frame-
works. The critique of the country waiver programs has been that 
they are not “designed for dignity”13, requiring authors to show that 
they are worthy of fee reduction or removal. While such practices 
attempt to create space for more authors, they do not ultimately fully 
change the existing power imbalance in global knowledge produc-
tion and distribution. Rather than producing sustainable change to 
structural inequalities, the plea for OA then amounts to a paternal-
istic gesture when, as Demeter (2019: 126) observes, “global 
hegemons of the world of transnational academy state that the ben-
eficiaries of the OA movements will be the scholars of the develop-
ing or peripheral countries.” Instead, diverse approaches to open-
ness are necessary, ones informed by scholars from all regions. 

Nancy Fraser’s conceptions of justice and injustice argue along 
these lines by emphasizing both a socio-economic and a cultural-
symbolic dimension, neither of which could be reduced to the other. 
According to Fraser (1997, 2000), justice in the first dimension could 
be addressed by distribution (of resources), and in the second one 
by recognition (of social difference). Her integrated perspective 
makes it evident that comprehensive justice in accessing and pro-
ducing knowledge can only be realized by considering issues of dis-
tribution (i. e. access) and recognition (i. e. visibility/hearability/ap-
preciation) in conjunction. 

The political-economic dimension of open research and OA pub-
lishing as well as the surrounding discourses are highly complex and 

 
11  https://www.coalition-s.org/why-plan-s/ 

12  See e.g.: https://librarianresources.taylorandfrancis.com/insights/open-access-
resources/boosting-impact-with-the-jisc-and-taylor-francis-agreement/ 

13 https://www.csescienceeditor.org/article/left-in-the-cold-the-failure-of-apc-
waiver-programs-to-provide-author-equity/ 

https://authorservices.wiley.com/author-resources/Journal-Authors/open-access/article-publication-charges/waivers-and-discounts.html
https://www.coalition-s.org/why-plan-s/
https://www.csescienceeditor.org/article/left-in-the-cold-the-failure-of-apc-waiver-programs-to-provide-author-equity/
https://www.csescienceeditor.org/article/left-in-the-cold-the-failure-of-apc-waiver-programs-to-provide-author-equity/
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heterogeneous. Various positions in discourses about OA – neolib-
eral, corporate, anti-corporate or decolonial ones – are confronting 
one another and “different aspects of open access perform different 
functions that may align with different political agendas” (Eve 2014: 
7). Despite all the ambivalence and complexity, in the end, the ques-
tion of who is present in the discourse and who speaks is of no small 
concern if making research free and open to read should reach its 
full integrative potential. In this connection, deterritorializing and 
reconfiguring the debate as well as questioning the established 
Western model of marketized and restrictive knowledge production 
and dissemination are of major relevance because “accessibility, and 
thus Open Access, is only one part of a broader challenge over the 
democratization of knowledge” (Faciolince/Green: 2021: 374). 
Scholars concerned with studying language and discourse in society 
are in a privileged position to critically reflect on the politics of the 
sensible in Open Access, that is, regarding questions on whose 
voices are heard and which hierarchies of discourse authority 
emerge or are reproduced. In the second half of our article, we 
therefore present an empirical study on attitudes of language re-
searchers on OA.  

4 Studying Attitudes and Experiences with OA 

In our empirical study, we aim to explore the experiences and atti-
tudes of linguists regarding OA publishing. We therefore asked how 
academics who work in the realm of sociolinguistics, linguistic an-
thropology, applied linguistics, media linguistics or other socially 
oriented fields of linguistics report on and evaluate their experiences 
with OA publishing. Based on our own impressions as people who 
are working in academia and in the publishing industry, we assume 
that knowledge about the opportunities and challenges of OA pub-
lishing is not fully developed and may be discipline-specific. In this 
light, asking individuals from a particular academic field about their 
orientations, knowledge and practices concerning the politics of 
publishing helps to get a clearer picture of how academics negotiate 
the complex current situation and which factors may influence their 
decisions and stances. We assumed that technical knowledge and 
knowledge about the political and also moral dimension of OA de-
bates and the general role of academia in publics can influence atti-
tudes and experiences and therefore included questions on these 
topics in the operationalisation of the overall research question. On 
a meta-level, this may contribute to the discussion of how reconfig-
urations in media technologies impact academic publics, structures 
of authority therein, and thus also societal structures. 
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In order to collect data on how the applied linguistics community 
orients towards OA publication, we developed an online question-
naire that asks about demographics, technological competences, 
knowledge about, experience with and attitudes towards OA. We 
developed the questionnaire on the basis of our own joint discus-
sions as two academics who do not consider themselves as OA ac-
tivists and rate their knowledge about the diverse OA publishing op-
portunities as mediocre and a linguistically trained employee of a 
publishing house. Before we published the questionnaire, we asked 
two colleagues who have more experience with OA publishing and 
of whom we know are interested in the discussions surrounding it, 
to fill in the questionnaire and give us feedback. After we had up-
dated the questionnaire according to their comments, we advertised 
it via a blog post14 on the peer-reviewed sociolinguistics research 
site “Language on the Move”, edited by Ingrid Piller, and via our own 
Twitter accounts.  

Connecting to the global community we are interested in can be 
difficult and it can be assumed that those who filled in our question-
naire were individuals who a) have access to the platforms we used 
and therefore are privileged in the sense of having access to the in-
ternet and to particular digital networks and b) are at least interested 
in the topic. In our call for participation, we emphasized explicitly 
that professional experience and profound knowledge about OA 
practices was not required and that we are as interested in those who 
are knowledgeable as in those who have hardly any idea what OA 
publishing involves. Still, it is likely that attitudes towards OA may 
have influenced the decision of participating in the questionnaire in 
the first place. Secondly, as we disclosed our own names, it is likely 
that some participants have filled in the questionnaire because of a 
favourable personal connection. Thirdly, it is particularly relevant to 
note that the majority of respondents indicated to work in the Global 
North.15 We do not treat the data that we analyze in the following as 
representative of the experiences and attitudes with OA in general 
or in the entire socially oriented linguistic community. We treat the 
data as giving insight into tendencies among this community and as 
exploration that allows for enriching the discussion on the basis of 
data. In total, 88 individuals responded. In the following discussion, 
we describe the results and discuss them in relation to the question 
of what this implies for OA publishing practices. We do not conduct 

 
14  https://www.languageonthemove.com/open-research-in-language-and-soci-

ety/ 

15  It would be a much needed intervention to include scholars from more diverse 
backgrounds in this study and we suggest to focus on their voices in future re-
search projects 

https://www.languageonthemove.com/open-research-in-language-and-society/
https://www.languageonthemove.com/open-research-in-language-and-society/
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statistical analyses but develop interpretative accounts of the an-
swers. We invite readers to engage in a discussion with us. 

5 Data Analysis – Knowledge, Experiences and Attitudes towards 
Open Access Publishing in the Applied Disciplines of Linguistics  

5.1 Demographics – Who Responded to our Questionnaire? 

Almost two thirds of our respondents are scholars between the ages 
of 31 and 50. Younger scholars such as PhD students and older col-
leagues contributed as well but not as frequently (13 % under 31, 21 % 
above 50).16 53 of the 88 respondents self-identify as female, 28 as 
male, two as non-binary or agender, five did not answer the question 
on gender identity. Respondents indicated that they work in differ-
ent locations world-wide, including places where the majority of our 
own personal research networks are located, like northern Europe 
or the US but also from other places, including countries in South 
America, the Philippines, or Kazakhstan. None of the respondents 
indicate that they are based on the African continent. A large share 
(19 respondents) are based in Germany (explicable by the fact that 
two of the authors of the study are also located in Germany), 14 are 
located in the UK, 7 in the US and four each in Australia and in Italy. 
It thus needs to be noted that the large majority of respondents 
works in ‘Global North’ countries. 

More than one third of respondents hold a professorship with 
tenure, while respondents in more precarious positions have a 
smaller share (e.g. up to 15 % e.g. in post-doc position and 17 % in 
‘other’ positions). In terms of disciplinary affiliation, more than half 
of the respondents define themselves as working in the field of so-
ciolinguistics, almost 40 % in the field of applied linguistics, about 
20 % in linguistic anthropology and almost 20 % regarded them-
selves as working in Communication/Media Studies. Almost 40 % 
indicated that they (also) worked in other fields – note that several 
answers were possible and that we therefore can assume that the 
largest share of respondents had a disciplinary background in the 
fields that we asked for. Given that in the US it makes a difference 
to work in a more research-oriented or in a more teaching-oriented 
institution, we asked where the respondents saw themselves in that 
dimension. About 40 % said that the distinction was not applicable 

 
16  Note that the use of percentages in the analytical descriptions should not be re-

garded as indicating that the numbers are statistically meaningful. We present an 
interpretative account but have used percentages to make the comparison of 
answers among the group of respondents more accessible to the reader. 
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in their environment, a bit more than 40 % understood their institu-
tion as research-oriented and 16 % said they worked in a teaching-
oriented environment. This shows that, probably unsurprisingly, 
where the distinction makes a difference, it is more important for 
those involved in research to engage with OA publishing practice. 

5.2 Technological Competence and Orientations towards Social Me-
dia and Research as Social Engagement 

As developments of OA publishing are dependent on technological 
developments in the realm of digitization, and as we hypothesized 
that knowledge about and positive attitudes towards digital technol-
ogies may interact with engagement in and attitudes towards OA, we 
included questions on this. We assumed that attitudes towards the 
role of academia in society may intersect with attitudes towards OA 
publishing as it allows researchers and interested publics to access 
academic research without restrictions and irrespective of eco-
nomic privileges. Questions on the role of academic activities as be-
ing related to social engagement were thus also included. 

In relation to using technologies, we asked respondents to rank 
themselves on a scale from 1 to 10, ranging from ‘very uncomforta-
ble’ (1) to ‘very comfortable’ (10). Most respondents rank themselves 
on 8, 9 or 10 (64 %). 14 % rank their comfortableness as ‘7’, 7 % as ‘6’ 
and all other positions involve percentages below 5 %. This implies 
that mostly individuals who have a leaning towards using digital 
technologies have responded to the questionnaire. At the same time, 
only a minority states that they are able to code professionally 
(2.3 %), 17 % say they have some competence in a particular pro-
gramming language, a third say they have ʹa littleʹ competence in 
coding and the largest share (47.7 %) say they have no coding com-
petence at all. All in all, the respondents thus can be assumed to have 
positive attitudes towards digital technologies but do not have a 
background in professional computing and will be able to use digital 
platforms but are most likely not able to create them. 

We then asked whether respondents make use of social media to 
popularize their work, wondering whether social media use inter-
acts with interest in OA in sharing a concern for increasing visibility 
of research. This could not be confirmed. The median on a scale 
from 1 (never use social media) to 10 (always use social media) is 6.1. 
Percentages relating to each of the respective ranks are overall low 
(18 % as highest percentage at ‘10’, always using social media to pro-
mote publications) and distributed rather evenly on both ends of the 
scale (12.5 % say they never use social media). Whether or not aca-
demics use social media is therefore apparently not related to their 
interest in OA publishing. The final question in this area asked 
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whether respondents regard academic publishing as a type of social 
engagement. Confirming our hypothesis that motivations in doing 
research and being engaged in academia may interact with interest 
in OA, we here see that 45 % agree to academic publishing being a 
type of social engagement (‘Definitely yes’ and ‘Probably yes’), 34 % 
that this may or may not be the case and only 15 % say that they think 
that this is ‘Probably not’ or ‘Definitely not’ the case. 

Taken together, the results of this part of the survey show that 
respondents feel comfortable with using digital technologies and 
have a certain leaning towards perceiving academic work as a kind 
of social engagement. We may thus argue that politics of the sensi-
ble, technological competences and attitudes 

5.3 Knowledge about Open Access  

As the term Open Access may be interpreted differently, we asked 
our respondents what they understood as such. The highest number 
(62.5 %) of respondents find the involvement of a publisher neces-
sary for something to be considered as OA. 53.4 % believe that a peer 
review process is necessary for calling something OA. 25 % indicate 
that they understand anything that is found online and can be down-
loaded for free as OA. This means that the majority of respondents 
perceives OA to be a quality standard as most assume that a review 
process is involved. Yet, critical comment is also found, as, for ex-
ample, in the accompanying possibility to add free text to this ques-
tion, where one respondent remarked that OA meant for them that 
“Writer pays and reader has free access”. The fact that OA publish-
ing with an established publisher is related to access to monetary 
funds on the side of the author is critically remarked upon. One re-
spondent reports, for example: “I am a graduate student so while I 
am fully committed to OA I do not have funds to pay for it.” 

It is also interesting that some respondents have rather strong 
opinions on what they understand to be ‘real’ OA. This mainly ap-
peared in the final question of the questionnaire, where we encour-
aged the respondents to add anything they want to add in a free text 
box. Several comments here serve to inform us (as those who had 
designed the questionnaire) that our conception of OA is ‘wrong’ as, 
according to some of the respondents’ conceptions, only particular 
types of publishing should be called ‘Open Access’. For example, in-
dividual respondents made distinctions between ‘Open Access’ and 
‘Green Open Access’, argued that the license is what distinguishes 
free from Open Access or that offline sources made available online, 
data sets, and Open Educational Resources should also be men-
tioned in the realm of OA. Others found it important to distinguish 
Open Science from a general practice of publishing things online. 
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Given that we had anticipated that many of our respondents would 
not be aware of specialized discourses on OA practices or more 
wide-ranging concepts of Open Science, we had decided to include 
all forms of freely available digital access as entailing the potential to 
be interpreted as ‘Open Access’ by the community, which was in-
deed confirmed in our data (as 25 % of respondents assume that an-
ything that can be downloaded with no financial cost represents 
OA). The responses in the multiple-choice answers as well as in the 
open text answers show that knowledge and interpretations relating 
to OA publishing practices may differ widely, while some members 
of the community have conceptions of OA that they understand to 
be an authoritative norm. The power relations and differential op-
portunities to be perceived that manifest themselves in this situation 
are linked to knowledge and to discursive constructions of authority 
based on it.  

5.4 Experience with Open Access 

When it comes to experience with OA publishing, 75 % say that they 
have published work OA. Of the rest – those who haven’t published 
OA yet – almost 90 % say that they definitely or probably 
plan/would like to publish an OA publication. Only 2 % say that it is 
unlikely that they will do this. Thus, most of the respondents have 
either already published in an OA format and if not, they are likely 
to do so if they can. This implies that most respondents have positive 
attitudes towards making their research available with no cost for 
others, or at least see the importance or benefit. 

For some OA publishers and journals, editorial and production 
processes may differ from processes for publishing along traditional 
pathways. Thus, we asked who was involved in manuscript editing 
work, for example layout, formatting, and proofreading in the OA 
publications of those who already have published in this way. About 
a third of the respondents here say that they, or someone they hired, 
did the editing, so that the publisher received a final, publishable 
version. In 26 % of answers, the respondents reply that the publisher 
covered the cost for this work. In this answer, it was interesting that 
almost a third (29 %) chose the answer ‘Other’. The respondents 
here had the possibility to add free text. We received a remarkably 
diverse set of answers here, ranging from joint proofreading, the 
coverage of the costs on sides of the publisher, state institutions, 
third party funding or universities. Some authors note that the ar-
rangement was not transparent to them. Several authors reported on 
diverse experiences in different contexts and illustrated this, for ex-
ample, by saying that it was “different for different publications”; ei-
ther “I did everything” or “publisher did everything and covered the 
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costs”. This shows that there is currently no standard procedure in 
OA publishing. As it seems to be rather common that individual au-
thors feel that they are made responsible for the final shape of the 
publication and as state or university support for encouraging re-
searchers to publish OA seems to be available only in some countries 
or institutions, there is a danger of reproducing or even amplifying 
global social hierarchies. It is not possible from the data to infer the 
location of the respondents of separate answers, but some mention 
country-specific funding bodies, for example from Germany, Aus-
tralia, or Canada; others say that their funding institutions, their uni-
versity or their university library have supported them, without say-
ing where these are based. The individual researcher is oftentimes 
held responsible for final version, typos, layout etc., which implies 
that those who have staff to support them (e.g. administrative or re-
search assistants) are advantaged. State, federal, and/or institutional 
support to finance production and editing costs is unevenly spread, 
for example, more readily accessible at well-resourced institutions 
or countries in Western Europe with a tradition of this form of sub-
sidy. This implies that OA publishing with a recognized publishing 
house is more likely to be realized by established academics in priv-
ileged contexts. 

Relatedly, the unclear or different expectations around the labor 
and costs of OA that may fall to the author sit alongside a frequent 
lack of knowledge about opportunities to apply for OA funding. 
Such funding may differ from country to country, from institution to 
institution, and from discipline to discipline. In our data, more than 
40 % of respondents say they do not know where to apply for money 
and more than 25 % said they are unsure about it. About a third 
knows where funding is available. Authors who did know where 
funding was available were encouraged, in the questionnaire, to re-
port the names and places they were aware of. Some mentioned 
state-wide third-party funding agencies (particularly the German re-
search council DFG), and, as mentioned above, most reply that their 
university or library supports OA publication. This confirms the 
above trend that the opportunity to publish in an OA format is inter-
related with working in a privileged setting where either institutional 
or state support is available. On the other hand, respondents here 
also mention outlets that involve no costs on the side of the author 
such as university servers, university-based journals or repositories. 
In any case, researchers have to have access to information about 
either cost-free publication opportunities or support of funding, 
which regularly seems to be lacking. Researchers who work in con-
texts where such knowledge is professionally distributed (e.g. via 
university libraries, publishers, or public funding agencies) are ad-
vantaged.  
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Following that only a third of respondents know where to apply 
for funding, it does not come as a surprise that it is also a third who 
report that they have applied for money to publish OA in the past. 
About a half of these say that the funding covered all costs, 12.5 % 
say that it only covered a share of the costs and more than a third 
were not successful in their application. The relatively small number 
of respondents who successfully have applied for funding appears 
related to lack of knowledge, which also mirrors the fact that almost 
half of the respondents (44.8 %) do not know whether the institution 
they work at has an OA publication policy. About 15 % say that their 
institution has none. The remaining 40 % are aware of their institu-
tion’s policy. A similar picture appears related to the question of 
whether the usual funding bodies of respondents require OA publi-
cation. A third of respondents here reply with ‘Yes’, 25.6 % say that 
their funding bodies do not require this and the largest share of al-
most 45 % of respondents say that they are not sure. Again, the issue 
of access to knowledge comes to the fore, where information on 
funding opportunities is not equally distributed. The number of in-
dividuals who are uncertain about regulations and rules is high. At 
the same time, funding itself is not equally distributed.  

5.5 Factors that May Hinder OA Publishing 

Anticipating that many researchers are positive towards the idea of 
OA publishing but that there may be diverse aspects that may hinder 
its realization, we then asked what researchers assumed were the 
factors that hinder or support OA publishing activities. Respondents 
here could select as many answers as they liked. The three most fre-
quent answers (between 40 % and 50 %) are that a) authors only pub-
lish OA if they don’t have to pay for it, b) that they use commercial 
platforms like Academia or Research Gate and thus don’t see a need 
to publish their work in OA form elsewhere and, finally, c) that they 
prefer OA publication but make strategic choices and publish non-
OA if it is important for their career and visibility. Less than 7 % say 
they only publish OA, 25 % say that they only consider content fit 
and not the method of access, the same share says they have no 
funds to pay for OA publications. 24 % say that their institution does 
not provide financial resources for it and 17 % assume that OA pub-
lications are generally less prestigious and that they anyways only 
publish in traditional journals with a high impact factor. Only 12.5 % 
say they feel overwhelmed by the different choices and lack the time 
to understand the system. In the accompanying free text box that 
could be filled in, there are 16 different comments, seven of which 
argue that OA discriminates against younger, non-established re-
searchers. A graduate student, for instance, mentions that they have 
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no funds to pay for OA, a tenured professor argues that it is ‘a luxury’ 
to publish where one wants, another respondent says explicitly that 
“Open access discriminates against young researchers just starting 
out who don’t have access to funding”. Others who do not have ac-
cess to funding are also mentioned (unemployed or alternative aca-
demics). Some of these comments express strongly negative atti-
tudes as e.g. in “Open Access is the devil. Better to just put the man-
uscript on some pre-print server.” Many mention different online 
platforms (commercial or institutional) as an alternative (see also 
next section). The answers to this question show that many respond-
ents consider an arrangement where authors have to pay for OA to 
be highly problematic and directly link it to a lack of fairness and 
equity. 

5.6 Use of Online Platforms and Repositories 

The question on factors that block OA publishing is followed by a 
question on the use of commercial platforms (Academia and Re-
search Gate). More than 45 % say that they use these to upload pub-
lished versions of their work, 34 % that they upload pre-prints or 
non-final versions and 34 % that they use it to connect and to find 
research of others but do not upload texts themselves. Only about 
7 % say that they do not use these two platforms at all. Yet, in the 
free text box to that question, there are several comments that dis-
play the awareness of authors that these platforms are commercial 
and that they might be breaking copyright laws. It is clear from the 
comments that at least those who comment here do not regard com-
mercial platforms as the ideal solution either, and some are unsure 
about legal requirements. A similar picture emerges in relation to the 
(open) question on whether respondents use their institutionʹs re-
pository to upload publications or data. 31 respondents reacted to 
this question, most of which simply indicate that they upload their 
texts and/or data into repositories. Overall, it seems to be a common 
practice in some countries and institutions and some respondents 
answer that this is even required by their university. Others admit 
that they are not aware of current regulations (as e.g., in “I wish I 
knew – it seems the institution isnʹt quite sure as the requirements 
keep on changing…”), that their institution has no repository or that 
they do not use repositories. Thus, a diversity of practices in relation 
to university internal or external cost-free digital distribution is also 
found in the use of institutional repositories – the rules, regulations 
and practices differ, depending on state policies or institutional pol-
icies and we do not observe standards that are in place globally. 
Therefore, knowledge about publication practices and opportuni-
ties is not evenly distributed among researchers. 
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5.7 Attitudes towards the Democratization of OA Publishing 

In the final section of our questionnaire, we asked how important it 
is to authors that their publications are available openly and what 
their estimation is on how important open access is for democratic 
access to publishing and to knowledge. These final questions show 
that a considerable majority has positive attitudes towards the idea 
of making their research available with no costs to the reader – more 
than 90 % tick the boxes 8, 9 and 10 out of ten as response to the 
question. Similarly, more than 90 % assume that open access is gen-
erally ‘extremely important’ or ‘very important’ for democratic ac-
cess to knowledge. 

These positive attitudes towards making academic research 
freely available come along with a set of critical comments that are 
found in the final, free text question where we ask whether respond-
ents want to add comments or thoughts. Here, we find a rather crit-
ical engagement with the current practices of publication and with 
the publishing industry. Despite the positive attitudes towards OA, 
there is discontent with overly complex rules, for example regarding 
opportunities and consequences of OA publishing but also regarding 
copyright. Comments in this direction are partially expressed in an 
emotional or even angry tone, displaying the degree of frustration 
with what is perceived as unfair as, for example, in the following 
statement: “Copyright issues are a total disaster, there is nearly no 
trustworthy information on what researchers may or may not do 
with their own work”. It is also argued that education regarding pub-
lication practices is needed. 

Some commentators directly link their experiences with OA to 
observing the emergence of new social hierarchies, similar to the 
original motivation to write this article and directly linking to the 
theoretical notion of Rancière’s “distribution of the sensible”, dis-
cussed above. This can be inferred, for example, from the following 
comment: “OA is an admirable goal, but without better access for 
people with non-academic jobs, have we just created a different ac-
cess issue?” In line with what has been discussed in the theoretical 
discussion of this paper, it is argued that even though access to a text 
may become easier, access to the act of publishing, where authors 
must pay a fee, is not based on equal conditions and may reproduce 
diverse types of power hierarchies. This concern for inequity is re-
flected in this comment:  

Open access models are still not fully fit for purpose and more 
work is required. While researchers from the Global South 
might now find it easier to access work from the Global 
North, it is still a selective part and they still cannot easily 
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publish their work due to financial constraints and the fact 
that many libraries do not have adequate facilities to allow 
people from the Global South to easily distribute their work 
online. This whole process requires a lot more critical inves-
tigation. 

Finally, there are some comments that argue that the publishing in-
dustry, with the idea of making capitalist profit, is problematic and 
flawed. There is a concern that the interconnection between fund-
ing routes, assessment processes, accreditation, and publishing ven-
ues is unfair and exploitative. In this regard, the need for systemic 
change is often placed on publishers, rather than considering net-
worked changes which speaks to the pressures that researchers cur-
rently face. Two examples from the ʹopen commentsʹ section at the 
end of the questionnaire show how this is constructed from the re-
search perspective:  

Open Access is the new gate-keeping. FAIR principles are not 
fair towards institutions that cannot be ‘accredited’. Publish-
ers are profit machines that exploit labour to gain profit and 
gate-keep the products of that labour. (Excerpt 1) 

While the current open access movement is laudable in many 
ways, the underlying business model strikes me as absurd. As 
a researcher, I get paid taxpayers’ money to conduct my re-
search, which I then give up to a publisher for free so it can 
be published. If I want it to be open access, I need to buy the 
product back, which I refuse to pay for out of my own pocket. 
I can apply for open access funds from my local university 
library or a funding agency. Fair enough, but where does that 
money come from? Typically, taxes again. So there are sev-
eral instances in which public funds indirectly subsidize an 
entire industry that isn’t providing all that much added value 
to justify this cash flow. As a junior researcher, I am forced to 
play along with a lot of this if I want to have a career, but it 
feels wrong and needs to change soon. (Excerpt 2) 

The above from a junior researcher also makes clear that there is a 
greater role for publishers to more clearly discuss the work that is 
done behind the scenes, the cost of technology and preservation, the 
work to support and preserve research integrity (as referenced ear-
lier in Alam/Wilson, 2023) and the important of not just doing but 
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showing that work in an OA ecosystem.17 Publishers need to work 
in closer partnership across silos, between researchers and their ed-
itors, as well as between libraries and other parts of the publishers, 
to support the OA transition and understanding. 

6 Discussion 

The overall results of the questionnaire show that for researchers 
looking to publish their work in sociolinguistics, applied linguistics 
and related disciplines, many have positive attitudes towards OA 
publishing but, given the complexities and partial lack of transparent 
or diverse practices (e.g., regarding who is responsible for proof-
reading or who pays for it), there is lack of knowledge about how to 
realize OA publication. In addition, it is problematic that access to 
funds to support OA publishing with professional publishers differs 
according to institution and country in these disciplines. Many re-
searchers find this situation unjust and as reproducing or even am-
plifying social hierarchies. The lack of consensus of what is OA, the 
lack of standard procedures, the differences of institutional practice 
and the different access to funds are perceived as leading to uneven 
access for researchers to publish their work free to read in prestig-
ious contexts. 

Overall, some of the responsibilities of strategically managing 
publication and distribution appear to be, in a way, allocated from 
the publisher to the individual researcher, who needs to be aware 
not only of which publishing outlet fits their work and increases their 
reputation but also profit from knowing what OA is, what different 
types of OA exist, whether or not it contributes to their academic 
status, the distribution of their work and their citation scores and 
how to finance it (if costs are involved). The individualization of re-
sponsibility is a major trend in neoliberal capitalism (e.g. Lynch/ 
Kalaitzake 2020), with the effect that those with academic capital 
and more resources typically profit most – note that developing 
knowledge about the complex publishing industry requires time (of-
tentimes more available e.g., to individuals with no household/care 
responsibilities) and/or access to particular social networks. Our re-
sults furthermore suggest that the teaching of future academics 
should include programmes that make available professional knowl-
edge about the entire topic of publishing policies, which have be-
come so much more complex in the last decades. 

 
17  See https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2018/02/06/focusing-value-102-things-

journal-publishers-2018-update/, as one example of publishers’ attempt to ex-
plicate some of the often hidden work. 

https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2018/02/06/focusing-value-102-things-journal-publishers-2018-update/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2018/02/06/focusing-value-102-things-journal-publishers-2018-update/
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Our theoretical discussion as well as the current state of the art 
and, not least, our survey have clearly demonstrated that OA is a 
topic that touches broader social, political, cultural and philosophi-
cal issues and aspects and therefore can hardly be considered an ex-
clusively academic discussion. It implies questions of discrimination, 
justice and equality, of cultural hegemony, of power structures and 
social hierarchies, of challenging profit-oriented capitalism in gen-
eral and neoliberal logics of academia in particular, etc. Bringing to-
gether different perspectives helps to overcome simplistic dichoto-
mies, for instance of merely profit-oriented publishers vs. helpless 
researchers. In this respect, the closer look at peopleʹs attitudes to 
and uptake of pathways to open research that we have gained 
through our study (admittedly small-scale and biased towards schol-
ars from the Global North) clearly indicates that the discussion needs 
contextualization within more general (social) problems and a 
broadening to multiple contributors. We hope to encourage further 
research, especially among researchers from other disciplinary and 
social contexts and to inspire the development of educational con-
tent that helps future scholars to navigate the complex and im-
portant terrain of publishing politics.  
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