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Synopsis 
Uses historical antecedents and current IT applications 
in science communication to demonstrate that the 
conflation among the academic journal, the research 
paper and the research outcome in the open access era 
takes science to its original beneficiary – the public. 
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• 1. Concept clarification 



 
• Not free access -  

 
• Not universal access 
Filtering and censorship barriers, Language barriers, Handicap access barriers, 
Connectivity barriers  
• Not removal of copyright but restoration of copyright to the author 

 
• Not a license /type of content  

 
• Not vanity press 

 
• Not a research model but rather an access model 

 
• Not in conflict with publishing/publishers/information business 

 
 

OPEN ACCESS IS NOT: 
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http://digital-rights.net/wp-content/uploads/books/ocl_v1.2.pdf


OA is …  
 

• alternative media for knowledge distribution, 
 

• sharing scientific information, not sharing the media,  
 

• scientific information, not about packaging/package, 
 

• all scholarly information irrespective of where it is produced, not just that 
produced in the universities. 
 

• The focus on university/high education institutions focus is a question of 
harvesting the low hanging fruits 
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                Granting agencies 
 
  Research institutions (state and federal)   
   
   Scholars 
 
    Data     Manuscripts 

Commercial publishers 

Editors 

Reviewers 

Copyright 

Readers 

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
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OA is: 
Digital  
Online 
Free to the reader 
Copyright resides with the author 

DEFINITION 



BUDAPEST Declaration:  
By 'open access' … , we mean its free availability on the 
public internet, permitting any users to read, download, 
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 inseparable from gaining access to the internet 
itself. 
 
The three BBBs share the same approach 
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 Granting agencies 
 
  Research institutions  
   
   Scholars 
 
         Data      Manuscripts  

Editors 

Reviewers 

Open Access “Journal” Copyright 

Readers 

Free 
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2. Open Access  - Back to the Beginning 
 
 

Technological progress has merely provided us with more 
efficient means for going backwards. Aldous Huxley (1987). 
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Authorship was not asserted with any seriousness; authorship became 
pervasive after WORLD WAR II 

 
…no attempt is made to give prominence to the author of the article… 
there is generally no reference at all to the author in the heading that 
signals a new communication. If the author is referred to in the title, it is 
likely to be in an oblique form… Katzen (1980, p.179). 
 

Authorship was 
asserted with 
reluctance and 
science was 
conducted with 
civility and 
gentlemanliness in 
the society at large 
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There was no copyright 
 

The general rule of law is that the 
noblest of human productions - 
knowledge, truths ascertained, 

conceptions and ideas - become, 
after voluntary communication to 
others, free as the air to common 

use ( Justice Louis Brandeis, 
undated)  

 



 
 
 

Research reports were not sold 

Who are the most ruthless capitalists in the western world? The banks? Oil companies? 
No, academic publishers! George Monbiot, The Guardian June 2013. 

Reading a single article published by one of 
Elsevier’s journals will cost you $31.50. 
Springer charges €34.95, Wiley-Blackwell, 
$42. Read 10 and you pay 10 times. And the 
journals retain perpetual copyright. You 
want to read a letter printed in 1981? That’ll 
be $31.50. 

“No one writes anything worth writing, 
unless he writes entirely for the sake of his 
subject.” ― Arthur Schopenhauer, The Art of 
Literature 

http://www.goodreads.com/author/show/11682.Arthur_Schopenhauer
http://www.goodreads.com/work/quotes/2915246
http://www.goodreads.com/work/quotes/2915246


• Research results were not periodicalised; 
 

• There was no credit –  
 

• There was no peer review - scientific texts were accepted on their own 
merits and positioned within an anonymous and coherent conceptual system of 
established truths and methods of verification.  
 

• Researchers shared knowledge among themselves and their 
communities freely 
 

• The publisher played a philanthropic and assist-role to the 
author 

 



3. The Academic Journal 
a. The Journal technology 
• The academic journal is only a collection of 

peer reviewed research papers. It was an 
evolution of convenience. 

• Economy 
• Timeliness 
• Time-stamping /currency 

 
 

 



 
 
b. The Journal - Contending with history 
 
 

 
• As far back as 1922, the works of Allen (1922) has pointed out that the journal in 

its primordial form was not fulfilling the essence of science.. 
 

• UNESCO set up a committee to investigate the alternatives to the scientific 
periodical 
 

• 1922, Allen suggested the mimeographing of scientific publications or their 
rendering in other formats than the journal that could be placed in certain 
repositories for ease of access to those who need them – the Separates Model. 
 

• Phelps and Herlings compiled a list of 121 publications during 1922 to 1959 
detailing scholars’ dissatisfaction about the challenges of the existing scientific 
communication practices. (see 
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0018/001801/180187eb.pdf) 
 

• On their own part, the American Association for the Advancement of Science had 
in 1957 observed that the existing system of publication and communication does 
not meet the need of scientists and that published monographs and articles have 
not kept with current knowledge (AAAS 1957).  
 
 

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0018/001801/180187eb.pdf


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
  
  
 
 
UNESCO set up a committee in 1960 to examine the deficiencies of the 
scientific periodical. In their report, Phelps and Herlings identified:  
 
 
 
 Delays in publishing of scientific papers;  
 
 Restrictions on length of papers;  
 
 Refinemment of information 
 
 Restriction to the scholalry community 
 
 Scattering of papers in many journals;  
 
 Costs to individuals, societies and libraries,  
 
 Waste of scientists’ time in editorial work, etc.  
 



 
 

In 1960 UNESCO concluded that there was no alternative 
to the journal 



4. The journal today 
• Internationalisation of science 
 – the visibility vs utility question: why do we   
 do research? To be seen or to meet needs? 

I have written two papers in international 
journals: 
“The evolution of shoes” 
“The diameter of the earth” 
“Obesity in dogs” 



• too elitist – Visibility vs utility 
 - Research for researchers, not for all 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 - the citation politics  
- excluded several other ways through which scientific papers generate  impact on people  
  
 - impact factor confusion  
- Impact is defined to exclude all except researchers and scholars  who write papers that can be 
mentioned in other researchers’ work 
 

 - peer review crisis  
– are 2 ‘accepts’ and 1 ‘reject’ sufficient to assess a paper’s  worthiness? 
 

 - indexation liards  
-  Accessing scholars based on prestige of journal proprietors 
  
  

 

Everybody is influenced by scientific research, and everyone in some sense is a user of scientific 
research. But everyone is not a researcher, and it is therefore not needful for everyone to write a 
research paper - not everyone therefore is a citer (Nwagwu 2014). 



• Restrictive/exclusive 
• The language factor: Good science in bad English Vs bad science in 

good English 
 
• Research focus, type and scope challenge 
     
• Locality vs ‘globality’ : why do we do research? To meet a need at home 

or try to be seen elsewhere? 
 

• There are ‘extra-paper’ scientific facts that are lost when 
science is centred on the supremacy of the scientific paper 
designed to meet journal need.  
 

• The routinisation of conventions and technologies to capture 
events and happenings in the laboratory or the field for 
instance to meet journal specifications only makes the 
reader of a scientific paper a modest witness to a more 
complex reality. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



• Branded and unscientific 
– Diverts attention from the subject to the journal 
– The story of retractions:  
These journals aggressively curate their brands, in ways more conducive 
to selling subscriptions than to stimulating the most important research. 
Like fashion designers who create limited-edition handbags or suits, they 
know scarcity stokes demand, so they artificially restrict the number of 
papers they accept. The exclusive brands are then marketed with a 
gimmick called "impact factor" – a score for each journal, measuring the 
number of times its papers are cited by subsequent research. Better 
papers, the theory goes, are cited more often, so better journals boast 
higher scores. Yet it is a deeply flawed measure, pursuing which has 
become an end in itself – and is as damaging to science as the bonus 
culture is to banking (Schekman, R How journals like Nature, Cell and 
Science are damaging science, The Guardian, Monday 9 December 2013 
19.30 GM). 

 
 

 
 
 

 

http://www.theguardian.com/profile/randy-schekman
http://www.guardian.co.uk/theguardian


 
In view of the fact that the authors of ‘Stimulus-triggered fate conversion of 
somatic cells into pluripotency’ (H. Obokata et al. Nature 505, 641–647; 2014) 
and ‘Bidirectional developmental potential in reprogrammed cells with 
acquired pluripotency’ (H. Obokata et al. Nature 505, 676–680; 2014) are 
retracting their reports (see page 112), I wish to retract the News & Views 
article, ‘Potency unchained’ (Nature 505, 622–623; 2014), which dealt with 
these studies and was based on the accuracy and reproducibility of their data. 
Austin Smith (2014). 



A retracted paper in Science had already influenced several 
researchers and attracted 100s of citations 
• Stapel, D & Lindenberg, S. 2011. Coping with Chaos: How 

Disordered Contexts Promote Stereotyping and 
Discrimination. Science. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1201068 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1201068


5. The Dejournalisation of science 
a. Proprietary Online Services  
i. 1970: Mead Data Central (LexisNexis) launched: first 

professional online service (around 300 years after Oldenburg) 
 

ii.    1972: Dialog launched by Lockheed Corporation 
 

•   iii.   Publishers distribute journals via online services and develop  
        their own electronic products: 

 
iv.  1983: The American Chemical Society offered full-text versions     
      of eighteen primary journals through the BRS online system 

 
•    v.  1991: ADONIS service launched (400 journals on CD-ROM:     
•         Blackwell, Elsevier, Pergamon and Springer-Verlag 



• b. Skywriting  

“Who needs conventional publication when, within a few hours, the "article" you post on the Net is 
already available to thousands and thousands of scholars (including, potentially, all of your 
intended conventional audience), who may already be posting back e-responses of their own? I 
was in the dizzying Platonic thrall of sky-writing and only too happy to leave the snail-like scope and 
pace of the old epistolary technology far below” (Harnad 1987). 



 
 
 
 
 

C. THE WWW  - 1991: Technology + networks 

 
 

in seconds – no more hours 

 

Reaching the stars! 



 
D. THE INGELFINGER CHALLENGE 

 
..that a journal would not referee or publish research 
that had been previously published or publicized 
elsewhere; 
- The methodological challenges 
- Emergence of new models 

- Crowdsourcing, eg pubreview 
- Open peer review 
- etc 

 Recent Rise in Peer Review Challenges Threatens Physician Confidentiality Tawoda T, May 
29, 2012, ASCReview. (http://www.beckersasc.com/business-office-/-accounting-/-
hr/recent-rise-in-peer-review-challenges-threatens-physician-confidentiality.html) 
 



Aftermath of WWW, several publishing 
models have been suggested based on the 
developments at this stage: 

 
• i. Bailey CW. (1994) – networked based publishing 
• ii. Ginsparg 1996  -  Described existing automated archives 

which have subverted traditional publishing model 
• iii. Harnad 1994, 1996 - Peer review; the subversive thesis 
• iv. Savenije 1997 -  Academic and publishers’ last 

 
All these and more reports focus on how the traditional 
journal transforms into electronic journal 



E. The Social Media: 2002-2005 
- Blogposts; Twitters;  Mendeley;  Facebook, etc 



Consequences of these developments 
• The structure of publication has changed from discrete milestones to a continuum which more closely 

resembles the scholarly process (Anurag Acharya et al 2014) 
 

• The unit of transaction is shifting to the idea, rather than the journal (Nwagwu 2013) 
 

• The idea is spread through the life-cycle of the research process, and each stage benefits certain public 
(Onyancha 2014) 
 

• Efficient and scaled utility of research outcomes (Larivierre 2013) 
 

• Re-emerging true community of scholars 
 

• Science has returned to the public/publication review  (Helder Suzuki. 2014 ) 
 

• Increase in public scrutiny, verification and validation of scientific reports (Larivierre 2013) 
 

• Increasing non scholarly community of blogpost readers and contributors (Diana Raab 2014) 
 

• Increasing  demand for circulation of research data for reuse and for revalidation (NSF 2011) 
 

• Evaluation/assessment techniques have shifted to the social media tools (Robin Chin Roemer and  
• Rachel Borchardt 2014) 

 
• Emergence of automatic systems for science assessment – Researchgate, etc 

 
 

http://crln.acrl.org/search?author1=Robin+Chin+Roemer&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
http://crln.acrl.org/search?author1=Rachel+Borchardt&sortspec=date&submit=Submit


6. The New Science Dissemination Model 

Conflation of idea, article and the journal 
 

- The ‘global public’ have their eyes on the idea in the paper and 
not on the journal in which the paper is published. 
 

- Papers are published in electronic locations as they are     
     considered ready and not as batches of papers 
 
- The paper takes preeminence over the journal 
 
 
 

-BioMedCentral has a model close to this: Papers are numbered by year, months and 
day of publication 
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Please tick the option that best describes what you think will happen over the next ten 
years in scholarly communication, regardless of what you would like to happen 

Academic papers will continue to
be the main outputs of research

Academic papers as we know
them today will no longer be the
main outputs of research

SOAP: TAYLOR AND FRANCIS 2013; 2014 

Source: Graphed from data in : Source: SOAP, Taylor and Francis 2014 



 
… envisage a future alternative to academic papers in journals, briefly describe this 
below 
 

 

Source: SOAP, Taylor and Francis 2014 



Implications of these developments  
• Science and education 
• Librarianship  
• Educational institutions  
• Publishers, and editors 



7. What do we do? 
 

• Embrace open access 
 - at individual and institutional levels 
 - build local open access initiatives/publishers  
 - manpower training in open access 
 - OA science policies 
 - develop local  and relevant OA economic 
   models 
          - market African science information 
 - build academic publishing economies  
 



 



Conclusion  
The aim open scholarship is to further the opening up of scholarship and research 
that we now see through the growing open access, open education, open science 
and open innovation movements. These, and other, 'open' approaches to scholarship 
are changing the way research and learning are done and there are profound 
implications for universities and research institutions. The core of this presentation is 
that other, new and informal means of science dissemination and communication 
accentuated by developments in information technology have blurred the 
boundaries between journals, articles and ideas, with increasing recognition of new 
and different forms of legitimate products of the research effort. These 
developments call for new thinking on the part of research-based institutions – 
about what can be legitimised and what perhaps cannot, about the mechanisms for 
recognising, recording and assessing scholarly activity, and about the new reward 
systems that will be needed. 

 
Very importantly is the need for universities and research institutions and their 
scholars to take back the control of the scholarly communication system which has 
been long out of their hands, and drive a return to the knowledge commons. The 
traditional base values have always been collaboration, cooperation, sharing and 
delivering maximum societal benefit from societal investment - values that were not 
achievable in the close access regime. 

 
Faced with the demands of an ever complex world, today’s learning is being 
delivered in a variety of forms and new environments. What will the shape of future 
learning be? How are we changing education to meet our new demands? How is 
learning changing us in this transformative digital age? 

 
 



 



 



The tale of the idiot and the publisher 

Suber 
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