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Introduction

Knowledge, like language, is not a merchandise to be traded, it is an intellectual commons to be shared with
everyone, everywhere, and preserved for generations to come. Indeed, when a researcher gives an idea to a
colleague, she does not lose it. Quite on the contrary, she wins someone with whom she can exchange, and make
her idea evolve, in clarifying it, modifying it if necessary, and finding applications she did not think of. This type of
mutual exchange lies at the heart of peer-reviewing, the purpose of which is fundamentally to verify, correct and
improve the content of articles before disseminating them. It would, indeed, be too damaging to the academic
community that errors be circulated in the open and reused assuming they are exact. Peer-reviewing articles written
by colleagues is an integral part of a researcher's duty, together with giving seminars and writing articles. This is why
researchers, in most cases, do not request any extra payment or advantages to referee an article, be member of the
editorial board of a peer-reviewed journal. Peer-reviewing should deserve more recognition (e.g., for career
evaluation) because, if done seriously, it is time consuming, requires a highly specialised expertise and sustained
attention to details. Peer-reviewing is the backbone of the present research system since it guarantees the quality
and the originality of the articles published in scholarly journals of all disciplines.

Publicly funded research is financed by everyone’s taxes, therefore articles presenting the results obtained
in this context should belong to everyone (or not belong to anyone, as is the case in the public domain). In practice,
this means that they should be freely accessible the moment they are published. This is far from being the default
case nowadays. Today, when an article succeeds to pass peer-reviewing and is accepted for publication by the
journal’s editorial board, the journal's publisher requires the author to give him the intellectual property of her article
for free, namely its text, figures, codes and data (those presented in the article and those deposited on the journal’s
website). The publisher thus owns, until seventy years after the author’s death, the exclusive copyrights for all that. If
the author refuses to give her copyrights away, her article is not published (see examples of copyright transfer forms
on http://openscience.ens.frIlCOPYRIGHTS_AND_LICENSES/). Thus publishers can sell back peer-reviewed articles
to academic libraries at prices they fix themselves. Obviously, the point of all this is not to ensure an optimal dialogue
among researchers; it certainly is not to ensure intellectual property rights to the creators of new knowledge; it is
simply to ensure property rights to publishing firms which, through a profit-making conceit, manage to trump the
importance of knowledge creation with a relentless quest for increased revenues. Thanks to the transfer of intellectual
property rights, publishers can decide under what conditions, mainly financial but not exclusively, the research results
in the form of articles can now be accessed, exploited, and re-used. Since a few years the objective of publishers is
to link articles to databases. The day such a move will be fully achieved, transferring the copyrights to publishers will
also give them rights on research data (e.g., measures, satellite images, results of numerical simulations, source
codes, ...). This will open the way to transforming data into merchandise, which will be counter-productive for
research and contrary to the academic tradition of data sharing. Data, like ideas, have to stay outside the market
since the collaboration between researchers relies on free and multilateral exchange. Publishers are trying to
interfere with this process to draw a profit from this shared wealth, at the expense of researchers and taxpayers.

In this report | will use the definition of open access published by the European Commission on July 17th 2012
(Towards better access to scientific information: Boosting the benefits of public investments in research, COM(2012)
401 final, page 5, see htip://openscience.ens.fr/DECLARATIONS/
2012_07_17_European_Commission_Towards_better_access_to_scientific_information.pdf) : ’Open access, a model
which provides access, use and re-use free of cost to readers on the Internet. Two basic models exist: “Gold” open
access (open access publishing): payment of publication costs is shifted from readers (via subscriptions) to authors.



These costs are usually borne by the university or research institute to which the researcher is affiliated, or by the
funding agency supporting the research. “Green” open access (self-archiving): the published article or the final peer-
reviewed manuscript is archived by the researcher in an online repository before, after or alongside its publication.
Access to this article is often delayed (“embargo period”) at the request of the publisher so that subscribers retain an
added benefit’. Note also that, when | write 'publishers’, | only mean the major ones (i.e., few commercial companies
as well as few non-for-profit societies) who dominate and control the market. Since the advent of electronic publishing
those have acquired an oligopolistic position by competing with smaller publishers, that they either swallow or push
out of the market. When | write 'articles' | only consider peer-reviewed article written by researchers to present their
results to other specialists of the same discipline. By 'researchers' | mean scholars employed by universities or
research institutions whose research activity is fully, or partially, funded on public budget. The arguments | will
develop are made from the point of view of a researcher who peer-reviews (as editor and referee) and publishes in
mathematics and physics. Indee, those practices significantly vary depending on the discipline and the scale of the
schlolarly exchanges. | will not address questions related to data in general, but limit myself to the data which are
linked to peer-reviewed articles (i.e., which are published on the journal's website in order referees and readers could
better understand and check the article's content).

Documents in appendix

Several definitions of open access, those of the Budapest Declaration of 2002, the Berlin Declaration of 2003 and
given by Peter Suber in 2006, are available in Appendix 1.

Recommendations

* The European Commission should sign the Berlin Declaration of 2003, which is precise and concrete, and
together with the 566 institutions which have already signed work towards achieving its goals, at both European
(within the research institutions it supports) and global scale (by participating in international collaborations, e.g., the
Research Data Alliance RDA, https://rd-alliance.org/ and http://europe.rd-alliance.org/). This should attract public
attention and make researchers and citizens more aware of the challenges and opportunities of open access.

1. How to improve the quality and reproducibility of the scholarly published results
11 Peer-reviewing articles should not be done by editors employed by publishers

The reproducibility of scientific results is the backbone of scientific research. Science is based on the
objectivity principle which states that scientific laws are the same whatever the different observers' viewpoints.
Scientists present new theories and new experimental results in their articles, which are written in such a way as to
be complete and detailed enough to allow other scientists to verify their content and be able to reproduce their
results. Unfortunately today many journals, especially those having high impact factors, publish too short papers,
whose content is not sufficient to allow for checking of the presented results, and a fortiori to reproduce them.

The development of science being a constructive and collective process, it is essential to guarantee the
validity of the published results in order that other scientists can rely on them to develop their own contributions. This
is the function of peer-reviewing, which is a sophisticated task, requiring a lot of time and concentration. Researchers
consider it as an integral part of their academic duty and therefore do not ask any extra money for doing it (anyway
their expertise is so rare that publishers could not afford to pay the price). In general the peer-reviewing process lasts
several months, or even years, since one, two or more revisions might be necessary before an article could be



accepted for publication. In order to check the validity of the submitted results, editors and referees are entitled to ask
the authors to reproduce some experiments, perform news ones, verify computations considering the same set of
parameters or a new one, together with any additional verification they will consider necessary to assess the results.
For the sake of article's readability, referees can also require that authors rewrite, develop or discard one or several
paragraphs, and add references to other related articles.

Peer-reviewing can only be adequately performed for complete and detailed articles, submitted to disciplinary
journals providing well-recognized researchers acting as editors, able to find highly qualified referees (at least two)
specialists of the topics addressed in the submitted article and who are still doing research. Refereeing implies finding
errors, checking the originality of the presented results or methods, proposing references to be quoted, detecting
plagiarism, and finally deciding if the article is interesting enough for the journal's readers. The main goal of peer-
reviewing is to improve the quality of all submitted articles (e.g., by correcting errors, even for those not yet good
enough to be accepted) and guarantee the originality of all published articles. Unfortunately there is now a profusion
of multidisciplinary journals (having high impact factors since they cover many disciplines, e.g., Nature or Science)
where the editors in charge of peer-reviewing are not 'peers’, since they are not active researchers but employees of
the publisher (called 'staff-editor’ or sometimes 'resident-editor’). Those multidisciplinary journals should remain on
the market, and even develop more, since the results of research should be disseminated across disciplines and able
to reach any interested public (e.g., general audience, students, science enthusiasts whatever their age,...). But
multidisciplinary journals should not be confused with disciplinary journals. Indeed, one should use a different
terminology to distinguish them from disciplinary journals. Moreover, the usage of multidisciplinary journals should be
measured by specific bibliometrics indicators, distinct from the bibliometrics indicators of disciplinary journals.

Recommendations

+  Clarify the terminology concerning the reviewing process to distinguish if it is performed by peers (i.e., a
researcher in activity) or not. | propose three categories for the different types of reviewers :
- independent peer-reviewer for an editor or a referee who is a peer
(i.e., a researcher in activity specialist of the topic presented in the article),
and who is not paid or compensated by the publisher,
- non independent peer-reviewer for an editor or a referee who is a peer,
but who is paid or compensated by the publisher
(i.e., in the form of gifts, invitations to conferences, travels, payments of services...),
- non-peer reviewer for a person acting as an editor or as a referee who is not a peer
but an employee of the publisher.
Scholarly publication should only correspond to peer-reviewed articles and journals.

+ Clarify the terminology concerning the content of a publication, in order to know if it provides enough information
for one to be able to check its content and reproduce its results. | propose three categories for the different
types of scholarly publications :
- disciplinary article for a publication which addresses a highly specialised topic of a given discipline,
which is written using the appropriate specialised terminology, and whose presentation is as complete and
detailed as necessary for its content to be checked by referees and the results reproduced by other
researchers,
- disciplinary communication for a publication which announces in a concise way new results obtained
on a highly specialised topic of a given discipline, written using the appropriate specialised terminology to
understand the presented results, but without providing enough information to check the presented results
and be able to reproduce them,
- muiltidisciplinary communication for a publication which is as clear and easy to read as possible, using
a non specialised terminology (or when necessary after redefining the technical words and acronyms that



are used) to inform scientists from all disciplines and public at large about new results, but without providing
enough information to check the presented results and be able to reproduce them.

- Scholarly publication only correspond to disciplinary articles and communications.

« Clarify the terminology of the different versions of a scholarly article, in order for the reader to be informed that its
content has been peer-reviewed, and if it is the published version. This has become crucial with the development of
open repositories where most of publishers do not allow researchers to deposit the published version of their article. |
propose six categories to distinguish the different versions of an article:
- preprint (also called personal version or author's original)
for the version whose content and layout are as set out by the author before the article
has been peer-reviewed,
- postprint (also called accepted manuscript)
for the version typeset by the authors and modified according to the requirements of the referees
after the article has been peer-reviewed and accepted for publication,
- proof
for the version typeset and copy-edited by the publisher that the authors should correct
before the article can be published,
- published version (also called version of record)
for the version typeset, declared published and distributed by the publisher,
- reprint (also called offprint)
for the version typeset by the publisher for the authors to distribute the article themselves
(before Internet publishers were asking authors to distribute themselves for free as many reprints
as possible since it was the best way to advertise for the journal where the article was published),
- corrected version (also called corrected version of record)
for the new published version where author errors, publisher errors or other processing errors
have been corrected.
Scholarly publication should only correspond to the published version, since it is the version of record for which there
is no ambiguity to quote it (i.e., a sentence is indexed by the page number where it appears, a figure caption by its
number, and an equation too). It is important that the metadata distinguishing those different versions should be
machine readable. Indeed, electronic publishing allows to experiment new ways of publishing where a peer-reviewed
article might be able to evolve in time (e.g., as already experimented with Living Reviews (http://
www.livingreviews.org/), or as open source codes do too). A standardized terminology, such as proposed here, will be
useful to track the history of the different versions of an article (e.g., as Wikipedia is doing with its history button).

1.2 Publishers should not automate and own the peer-reviewing process

Some publishers seek to minimise the time spent on peer-reviewing in order to publish more articles in a
shorter time. With this goal in mind, they have developed electronic platforms to automatically manage peer-
reviewing and editing (e.g., Elsevier Editorial System EES). They use electronic robots to find referees which ask, to
those who accept, to comply with ever shorter delays for sending their report and send them automatic emails if they
are late. As result more and more scientists today refuse to referee papers, since they are not respected but treated
as cash-cows, and those who accept are then enforced to check articles superficially, often without taking the time to
read them in full detail. Today most publishers enforce editors, referees and authors to use their platforms in order to
gather quantitative data about the way peer-reviewing is performed. As a result, they are now able to measure
scientists' productivity (as author, referee or editor) in order to design new methods to increase it and automate it still
further. For instance, they use those data to design expert systems which look for referees by sending emails
generated by robots. Therefore researchers receive formal demands for peer-reviewing articles but there is no more
a journal's secretary or an editor with whom they could discuss with. It also happened that robots asked authors to



refer their own article. Some authors refused to do this but the robot automatically asked them again, since there
were no human to read their answer. Other authors refereed their own paper, but this were then denounced and
several publishers had thus to withdraw many published papers (e.g., Elsevier in 2013 and Springer in 2015) which
have been peer-reviewed by one of their authors (see http://openscience.ens.ffOTHER/PEER-REVIEWING).
Publishers present those cases as fraud while it is their expert system which generates the conditions for this to
happen by automatically asking some authors to peer-review their own paper.

Another trick some publishers use to increase their revenues is to create series of journals of decreasing
quality, for which the peer-reviewing process is only done once (e.g., Physics Review Letters and the series of
Physical Review, or Nature and its satellite journals Nature Physics, Nature Immunology, Nature Plants, Nature
Communications, Nature Scientific Reports...). Their goal is that any article, whatever its quality, should be published.
Therefore if the article is refused it cascades down with its referee report(s) to a less prestigious journal belonging to
the same publisher, until finally one journal accepts to publish it. The overall cost is very low since the same referee
report(s), often only one or two, are used while the article visits this series of journals. Sometimes this reassignment
of a paper to another journal is performed by the publisher based on a few keywords and the journal editor does not
even know about it. On August 30th 2016 Elsevier has obtained a patent for 'online peer-reviewing', where this
cascading process is explained in detail (see http://openscience.ens.f/f OTHER/PEER-REVIEWING). This is very
surprising that such a patent has been accepted since the method is not an innovation and other publishers have
developed it before. Some publishers also artificially increase the impact factor of their journals by requiring that the
authors add in their article several references to some recent papers published in their journal (e.g., see http://
openscience.ens.ffOTHER/PUBLISHERS/ELSEVIER/2012_Elsevier_Bad_Practices.pdf). Another practice to be
deprecated concerns journals where authors act as editors and choose the referees of their paper (e.g., the members
of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States select the referees of their papers submitted to the
proceedings of that academy, the journal PNAS, see hitp://www.pnas.org/site/misc/reviewprocess.pdf). Usually
authors are allowed to suggest referees but only the editor decides, and in this case she cannot.

The present tendency towards the spread of gold open access, as publishers lobby to impose this model only,
leads to the emergence of a multitude of new journals of very poor quality, and even of fake journals called 'predatory
journals'. The reason for this is very simple: since the authors have to pay article processing charges when they
submit their article to a gold open access journal, the publisher’s interest is to publish more and more articles per
journal and to create many new journals. The system they use for this is quite similar to spams : they send automatic
emails to a very large number of researchers inviting them to be editors and, since most of them are not well
informed of those new methods and are proud to become editors, they accept. Today researchers get such offers by
email at least once a month. They also sometimes found their name listed as member of a new journal editorial board
without having given their consent, or after having refused to do so. Another reason for the development of such
predatory journals is the present fierce competition for academic positions and research contracts, whose award
depends on the number of articles and the journals where researchers publish, but not on their content. Even worse,
some institutions in different countries (e.g., Chile, Brazil or China, but also United States) correlate the salary of their
researchers with the number of their publications. This leads de facto to ‘buy’ to publish, and predatory journals
accept all submitted papers by performing very light or automatic peer-reviewing, while fake journals do not even
publish the article but only send a letter to the authors confirming their paper has been accepted, which is often a
sufficient proof for their employer.

Recommendations

* Some publishers enhance the productivity of their business by manipulating the peer-review process (e.g., their
expert system automatically chooses referees or recommend them to the editors, then at the stage of proof checking
authors are required to add references to articles published in journals their own in order to artificially increase their
impact factor...). Actually those practices should be detected and exposed, since they harm the quality of peer-



reviewing and therefore of scholarly publications themselves. The European Commission should encourage
researchers to denounce such bad practices and provide them a platform to do so (e.g., as a new service of
OpenAIRE).

* Researchers acting as editor or referee should be respected while performing this sophisticated task, requiring
expertise, time and concentration. Presently it is rarely the case, which explains why more and more researchers
nowadays refuse to do it, or do not spend enough time to do peer-reviewing carefully enough. The European
Commission should undertake a survey asking researchers to describe their experience with peer-reviewing (as
author, referee and/or editor), if they are satisfied by the present practices, if not what should be modified and how.
Editors should also state whether they have a contract with the publisher of the journal, if they are paid for peer-
reviewing and, if so, how much. Such a survey would be important to assess how different are the peer-reviewing
practices depending on the discipline, the type of journal and its reputation (from my own experience | have not
noticed a significant correlation between the reputation of a journal and the quality of its peer-reviewing).

» Electronic editorial systems should be designed with and for the members of editorial boards in charge of peer-
reviewing and remain under their control. The data gathered by such publishing platforms should belong to the
editorial board of the journal and no longer to its publisher.

1.3 Publishers should not have the monopoly of bibliometric and research evaluation software

The bibliometric system was designed by librarians to try to optimise the choice of journals they subscribe to. It
has then been diverted from its objectives by publishers (e.g., Scopus belongs to Elsevier) for the sake of
strengthening their business, using marketing methods such as pricing proportionally to the journal impact factor and
bundling, also called ‘big deal’, where price is reduced under the condition of buying a large collection of the
publisher’s journals (e.g., Elsevier's Freedom Collection). Two major commercial companies are computing such
bibliometric indices (i.e., Thomson-Reuters with Web of Science and Elsevier with Scopus) that they sell at high
prices to research institutions and funding agencies all over the world. For this they pretend to apply scientific method
to evaluate the production of researchers, as stated by Thomson-Reuters: ‘Counting, measuring, comparing
quantities, analysing measurements: quantitative analysis is perhaps the main tool of science. Bibliometrics
(sometimes called Scientometrics) turns the main tool of science, quantitative analysis, on itself ( see http://
wokinfo.com/media/mtrp/UsingBibliometricsinEval_WP.pdf). The flaw is that they do not provide the data nor the
algorithms they use to compute them, and thus cannot pretend to use scientific methods as they falsely advertise.

One should realise that the journal impact factor is a non sense since it is strongly biased by mixing different
types of articles, as it is the case with multidisciplinary journals, and it pretends to be precise up to three decimals! It
is also gamed by some publishers who require that authors add citation to articles published the last two years in
their journals in order to artificially increase the impact factors of their journals (e.g., http://openscience.ens.fr/
OTHER/PUBLISHERS/ELSEVIER/2012_Elsevier_Bad_Practices.pdf). Actually the journal impact factor has often be
denounced in the past, but unfortunately it is used more and more today. The DORA declaration made on December
16th 2012, during the Annual Meeting of The American Society for Cell Biology (ASCB) in San Francisco, explained
that: “The Journal Impact Factor is frequently used as the primary parameter with which to compare the scientific
output of individuals and institutions. The Journal Impact Factor, as calculated by Thomson Reuters, was originally
created as a tool to help librarians identify journals to purchase, not as a measure of the scientific quality of research
in an article. With that in mind, it is critical to understand that the Journal Impact Factor has a number of well-
documented deficiencies as a tool for research assessment. These limitations include: A) citation distributions within
journals are highly skewed; B) the properties of the Journal Impact Factor are field-specific: it is a composite of
muiltiple, highly diverse article types, including primary research papers and reviews; C) Journal Impact Factors can
be manipulated (or “gamed”) by editorial policy; and D) data used to calculate the Journal Impact Factors are neither



transparent nor openly available to the public’ (see http://openscience.ens.f/DECLARATIONS _ON_OPEN_ACCESS/
2012_12_16_San_Francisco_Declaration_on_Research_Assessment.pdf). The article impact factor (also called
article-level metrics ALM) might seem to make more sense but it cannot be considered reliable, since an article
potentially increases its impact factor by containing errors, which will be detected and cited in subsequent articles.

Bibliometric indicators are nowadays increasingly used to evaluate researchers’ work and career, which
therefore distorts their publication practice (e.g., disciplinary articles are submitted to multidisciplinary journals which
obviously have higher impact factors than disciplinary journals, a long article is split into several smaller ones, the
same idea is published in different journals without referees are able to detect the lack of originality). There are even
institutions (e.g., some universities in United States, Chile or China) where the career advancement, and even the
salary, of their researchers is indexed on the number of articles they publish per year and on the impact factor of the
journals where they publish. This abuse of bibliometrics is developing very fast and publishers are now selling to
science managers new tools to evaluate research productivity which are based on their bibliometric indicators (e.g.,
SciVal from Elsevier and InCites from Thomson-Reuters). Therefore it is urgent to develop new bibliometric indicators
and evaluation software designed independently of publishers, for instance by funding agencies as help to decision
making.

It is crucial that disciplinary journals (based on peer-reviewing and aimed at reproducible science) should be
distinguished from multidisciplinary journals (based on popularisation of science and aimed at advertising new
results), and their bibliometric indicators should also be separately computed. Moreover, a disciplinary journal should
be owned by the researchers who are taking the responsibility of peer-reviewing the submitted articles, namely the
editorial board of the journal. An multidisciplinary journal should be owned by the publisher who hires scientific
journalists to survey what is published in different disciplinary journals. Their role is to detect the most interesting
articles whose results deserve to be known outside their discipline. For this they write another article, shorter and
easier to read than the original disciplinary articles. There is actually a new and highly promising business that
publishers should develop as media between researchers (writing and peer-reviewing disciplinary articles) and
society, where citizens would like to be informed of scientific advances thanks to those multidisciplinary articles
(written by scientific journalists). Existing multidisciplinary journals (e.g., Nature, Science or the proceedings of
different academies of sciences such as the American Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences PNAS)
constitute the germs of such journals that will play the important role of science criticism, on the model of literary,
music or film criticism that are essential tools of mediation between creators and citizens.

Such science criticism will also naturally develop among researchers as soon as new platforms and software
(e.g., Open Science 2.0 tools) will allow them to curate articles themselves, namely recommend those they prefer to
their colleagues, students, and also amateur scientists. It is important that such curation will be made, or at least
controlled by researchers themselves, since those review papers should be well written and explain difficult concepts
in a plain intelligible style, while at the same time remaining scientifically accurate. In an exchange | had with Tim
Gowers on his blog in 2007 | explained that how | saw such a curation : ‘you write reviews only about papers you like,
to share your enthusiasm with others. If you do not like a paper, you should not waste your time explaining why you
don't like it. As a result, there will be no negative review and, since dull papers will not be reviewed, they will fade
away without any action being needed. Concerning papers where you find some mistake, the gentleman’s practice is
to contact the author(s) and keep the debate private. The burden today is the huge number of papers which are
published and that no one (or few) takes the time to read (besides the referees who are bound to do so). Developing
the practice of review at large scale and in an open way is certainly an excellent direction where we should go. This
practice has a long history in arts and literature, known as ‘la critique littéraire’ (literary criticism). The beauty of the
present proposal is that, instead of being critical, it is supportive. Let us call it la recommandation mathématique’ (‘the
mathematical recommendation’ may be an appropriate translation). It is time to take this very seriously: the number of
publications increases while the time available to sit quietly and read them (without being interrupted) decreases,
therefore we will soon reach a point where the time spent for reading the papers published in our field will tend



towards a set of measure zero. The practice of the ‘mathematical recommendation’ may be a way to overcome this
obstruction, and | do not see any objection for not trying to work it out’ (see http://openscience.ens.fr/
OPEN_ACCESS_MODELS/ALTERNATIVE_MODELS/2007_09_15_Tim_Gowers_Marie_Farge.pdf).

Documents on http://openscience.ens.fr

To understand how Elsevier and Thomson-Reuters sell to research managers and funding agencies the tools they
develop to evaluate the productivity of researchers, called Scival based on Scopus and InCites based on Web of
Science, see http://openscience.ens.frfMARIE_FARGE_ON_OPEN_ACCESS/
2014_CONFERENCES_ON_OPEN_ACCESS/

2014_12_02_BIBLIOMETRIE_ET_EVALUATION_DE_LA RECHERCHE_ABDU_PARIS/

Recommendations

*  The European Commission should sign the DORA Declaration on Research Assessment of 2012 and join the 825
institutions which have done so by August 2016 (see http://www.ascb.org/dora/).

» Disciplinary and multidisciplinary journals are complementary and their bibliometrics indicators should no longer
be compared.

*  The European Commission should help librarians to redesign bibliometrics or scientometrics in an open and
reproducible way by funding projects, where librarians will collaborate with statisticians and data analysts to propose
more reproducible indicators.

* The European Commission should recommend to the European Investment Bank EIB and to the EU member
states to retain funds, through for instance their national public investment banks (such as the Banque Publique
d’Investissement BPI in France), to be able to bid the offers of major publishers trying to keep control of bibliometrics
and open access publishing.

*  Thomson Reuters announced on July 11th 2016 that it sells its intellectual-property and science division, which
includes Web of Science and Journal Citation Reports, for 3.55 billion $ to a private equity funds affiliated with Onex
and Baring Private Equity Asia. The new owners will very probably break up the division and resell its parts for a
profit. Most probably the Web of Science, the most used bibliometric platform, will be bought by Elsevier or Springer
Nature, unless a public agency or a consortium of several public agencies, together with the help of sponsors (e.g.,
George Soros, Gordon Moore or James Simons), succeeds to buy it. The European Commission should participate
to such a consortium whose role would be to acquire Web of Science and open its data for offering them to all
researchers, librarians and funding agencies as a Knowledge Commons.

*  The Higher Education Funding Council for England (EFCE) has proposed a new methodology, the Research
Excellence Framework (REF), to asset the quality of research made in higher education institutions in United
Kingdom which might be an example to follow since it does not consider the number of published articles and the
impact factor of the journals, but only the four best articles or books a researcher has published during the last six
years and referees should evaluate them qualitatively (Research Excellence Framework, http://www.ref.ac.uk/). |
recommend that the European Commission tests such non-quantitative procedure and, if it gives satisfaction, uses it
for evaluate applications to its programs and advises UE member states to use it too. If research evaluation no longer
blindly relies on bibliometric indicators but on assessing the quality of only the few best articles, this will give
incentives to researchers to write less articles whose content will be more consistent, which will thus improve the
reproducibility of the results they present.



2. How to control the gold open access model developed by publishers
21 Researchers should be informed of the peer-reviewed publication system and of its cost

It is important to assess the overall publishing process, by describing how it works (i.e., who performs each
task, who pays for it, ...), analysing the legal situation of all assets (i.e., articles, journals, referee reports, ...), and
estimating all the involved costs. For this, one should take into account the complete chain from authors to readers
(i.e., authors, staff-editors, peer-editors, referees, negotiators, librarians, lawyers, ...), together with the subscription
fees, the article processing charges, the clearance system insuring that they are not paid twice (or more), the cost of
measuring the number of downloads, and the salary of librarians checking if researchers share their passwords for
downloading articles and enforcing them to respect the publishers' embargo periods. The publishing system is the
same worldwide since it is dominated by few major publishers, who de facto impose their business model to all other
publishers, who are then obliged to follow it if they want to maintain their profit margins. In contrast, the peer-
reviewing and publishing practices differ sensibly from one discipline to the other, therefore it is also important to
assess those differences (e.g., computer scientists prefer to publish peer-reviewed articles in proceedings rather than
journals, in physics and mathematics many journals allow authors to deposit the published version of an article on an
open repository without any embargo period).

The Berlin Declaration of 2013, issued for the 10th anniversary of the Berlin Declaration of 2003 (see
Appendix 1), stated that: 'It is time to return control of scholarly publishing to the scholars.’ Unfortunately researchers
are not informed of the major mutations affecting scholarly publication and its business model. In particular they are
unaware of the cost of the journals they use since they do not participate to the negociations with publishers.
Moreover, subscriptions are paid on the library budget, not on the research budget, and librarians are not authorised
to disclose the subscription contracts, neither to inform researchers about the negotiations. For the last twenty years
some librarians have disclosed their contracts but they were then sued by publishers. Since 2000 Ted Bergstrom,
professor of economics at University of California at Santa Barbara (UCSB), has appealed to the Freedom of
Information Act and managed to estimate the cost of subscriptions paid by several american universities (see, http://
openscience.ens.ffMARIE_FARGE_ON_OPEN_ACCESS/
2011_AVIS_POUR_LE_COMITE_D_ETHIQUE_DU_CNRS/BIBLIO_AVIS/2001_Theodor_Bergstrom.pdf and http://
openscience.ens.fTABOUT_OPEN_ACCESS/ARTICLES/2014_05_21_Proc_National_Academy_of Sciences.pdf).
In 2014 Tim Gowers, professor of mathematics at Cambridge University has managed to do so in the United
Kingdom (see, http://openscience.ens.frfABOUT_OPEN_ACCESS/BLOGS/2014_04_24_Tim_Gowers.pdf).

Unfortunately the current competition for excellence stresses researchers and lead them to behave selfishly.
Therefore most of them prefer not to get involved with common interest issues, that they consider political rather than
academic. This behaviour is induced by the ‘publish or perish' diktat, which is amplified by the bibliometrics indicators
promoted by publishers (e.g., the journal impact factor, or the h-index which allows to rank researchers by reducing to
one integer their whole article production). Indeed, for their career’s advancement researchers are pushed to publish
more and more, faster and faster, articles that most of them have no time to read... In order the few major publishers,
owning the main peer-reviewed journals, maintain their exceptional profit margins (e.g., 39% for Elsevier in 2013), it is
critical that researchers do not ask to be paid for peer-reviewing or to be editors, which is only possible as long as
they are unaware of the publishers' business model and profits. This is why it is essential to inform them of the cost of
both subscriptions and article processing charges. It is also important that some researchers, especially those whose
are members of editorial boards, be involved in negotiating the contracts between academic institutions and
publishers.



Documents on http://openscience.ens.fr

Documents concerning the negotiation between the Consortium Couperin and Elsevier for the subscription to the
Elsevier's bundle (called Freedom Collection) for the period 2014-2019 are available on http://openscience.ens.fr/
MARIE_FARGE_ON_OPEN_ACCESS/2013-2014_NEGOCIATIONS_DU_CONTRAT_ELSEVIER/.

Recommendations

* The European Commission should modify the exception to the public market law which authorises subscription
contracts to be non disclosable, in order to protect intellectual property rights. This exception should not apply in the
case of peer-reviewed journals since researchers are enforced to give their intellectual property for free to publishers,
although they perform peer-reviewing without being paid by publishers.

* The European Commission should mandate an audit of the overall publishing process and all its induced costs.

* The European Commission should create a website (e.g., on the European platform OpenAIRE, http://
openaire.org) to provide links to the best tools (e.g., seminars, tutorials, webinars, workshops, posters...) describing
the current publishing system and estimating its overall cost. Its role could also be to reveal bad practices and
recommend good ones.

2.2 Publishers should no longer own the peer-rewieved publication system but service it

After ten years of lobbying against open access, the major publishers are ready to cope with. Their goal is now
to take control of the whole electronic publication system by imposing the gold open access model as soon as
possible. They want to ensure that no alternative model could emerge and challenge their present market dominance.
Up to now this strategy has been very successful since, for the majority of researchers, open access means gold
open access ! There already exist several alternative models but researchers are not aware of them. Indeed, due to
the very efficient lobbying of publishers for gold open access, this model is on the way to take over in Northern
Europe since UK, Germany, Austria, Netherlands, Sweden, Finland and Norway have adopted national policies to
encourage it. The problem is that gold open access allows publishers to continue fixing themselves the price of
subscription fees, but also fix the price of article processing charges). A crucial strategy for publishers is to ensure
that researchers remain unaware of the cost of subcription, and now of the cost of article processing charges. Indeed,
their business model relies on the fact that researchers volunteer their time to write articles and peer-review them,
without disputing them the validity of owning their articles and academic journals.

The only room left to institutions for negotiating with publishers is to refuse the hybrid model, also called
double dipping, that publishers impose upon them in order to earn both subscription fees and article processing
charges. Unfortunately, in proceeding so scientists will forever remain ignorant of the cost of publication and continue
to work for free, as authors, editors and referees, in the sole interest of publishers. In October 2015 the Max Planck
Digital Library (MPDL) published a survey showing that the Max Planck Gesellschaft (MPG) is wealthy enough to pay
article processing charges, as long as their negotiators refuse the hybrid model. This idea has been tested at CERN
(Centre Européen pour la Recherche Nucléaire) since 2014 with the program SCOAP3 (Sponsoring Consortium for
Open Access Publishing in Nuclear Physics), where the payment of subscription plus article processing charges, of
the Hybrid model, has been converted into the payment of subscription or article processing charges. This opens a
dangerous path because, as long as publishers decide the price of article processing charges, they keep controlling
the overall publishing system. This business model was acceptable when they were printing houses and Internet did
not exist, but no longer makes sense economically for electronic publishing. Indeed, despite the present technical
revolution (transition from printing to online publishing), they have succeeded in keeping their old business model to



maintain and even increase their profit margin. As a result, our institutions still waste time and money negotiating non
disclosable contracts for huge fees (the only difference being that article processing charges now replace
subscriptions). As long as publishers retain the ownership of scholarly journals and of the peer-reviewing process
(carried out by researchers who are paid by their institution, not by the publisher, but who use the publisher's platform
for that), nothing will change. Public money dedicated to produce scientific results will still be wasted for buying back
to publishers articles written and evaluated by researchers to disseminate the results they obtain. This might be as
dangerous as, at the end of Middle-age, letting copyists control the development of printing, in order to stop printers
challenging the copysts’ business model when it became obsolete. The blooming of the European Renaissance
would have never happened, or at least been delayed... Maintaining publishers as content owners (of articles,
journals, data and metadata) is an archaism, inherited from the printing era. Such a political choice, resulting from
lobbying, is dangerously counter-productive in the electronic publishing era. Publishers should, as soon as possible,
become service providers and no longer content-owner, as is still the case today. If they refuse, research institutions
should develop innovative electronic publishing models without them, with the help of open source code developers
and librarians (who are specialists of information management).

It is important to stress the advantages of having open access as the standard model for scholarly
publishing:
- researchers would keep their copyright and thus be able to reuse the figures and data tables contained in their
articles (e.g., they might be relevant for another article, or for comparing results obtained with different methods) and
also keep the right to access for free the databases where they store their results (e.g., from observations, laboratory
measures or numerical experiments),
- since there will no longer be subscription contracts, librarians would not have to pay subscriptions, neither manage
the restrictive access conditions to journals behind paywalls, nor comply to the non-disclosure conditions of the
current subscription contracts,
- private research institutes linked to industries would be the first to take advantage of free open access to peer-
reviewed articles as, most of the time, they are too small to afford buying very expensive subscriptions to the large
number of scientific journals they need. Therefore generalising open access would directly benefit to industry.

Documents on http://openscience.ens.fr

The different steps from submission to publication of an article, together with the Copyright Transfer Form that
publishers ask authors in order to publish their articles, are illustrated by taking as example a paper | submitted in
May 2015 to Journal of Plasma Physics, deposited in the open archives arXiv in August 2015, and that finally
Cambridge University Press published in December 2015, see http://openscience.ens.fr/
ARTICLE_FROM_SUBMISSION_TO_PUBLICATION/. Note that the Copyright Transfer Form is particularly unfair
since | give all my copyrights away but | am also required to 'warrant that all statements purporting to be facts are true
and that any recipe, formula, instruction or equivalent published in the Journal will not, if followed accurately, cause
any injury or damage to the user"

Recommendations

* The European platform OpenAIRE (http://openaire.org) and its open repository Zenodo (http://zenodo.org) should
be included in the Open Science Cloud which is proposed by the European Commission (http://ec.europa.eu/
research/openscience/index.cfm?pg=open-science-cloud).

* The European Commission should support a project to assess the overall publishing process, by describing and
analysing the ownership of all assets (i.e., articles, journal title, peer-reviewing documents, editorial platform, journal's
website, metadata, bibliometric data, download data...). It is also important to assess how those practices vary
depending on the different disciplines. The Open Access Infrastructure for Research in Europe OpenAlRE (https://
www.openaire.eu/ and Appendix 3) might be the platform to openly publish those cost estimates.



* The European Commission should also support lawyers able to assess the overall publishing process and
analyse the legal conditions of ownership (e.g., of journals, articles, articles' metadata, peer-review reports and mails
exchanged via the journal's platform, the data harvested during peer-reviewing, the data harvested during articles'
downloading, ...) and contracts signed between publishers, authors, editors, librarians and funding agencies (e.g., for
creating a journal, selling a journal to another publisher, hiring an editor, negotiating a subscription to a journal or a
bundle of journals, transferring copyrights, owning supplementary data that authors put on the journal's website, ...).

2.3 Researchers should recover control of the peer-reviewed publication system

We need to ensure a smooth transition from toll access to open access to peer-reviewed scientific
publications. The toll access model, where journals are kept behind paywalls, was initiated when publishers were
printing houses, which owned the journals and the articles they printed and sold by subscription. Today there are
about 30,000 peer-reviewed scholarly journals that different academic communities covering a wide range of
disciplines have created and maintained, some for more than three centuries. Researchers want to preserve most of
existing peer-reviewed journals since they constitute the backbone of the present system for sharing research results.
Journals and peer-reviewed articles de facto constitute the knowledge commons (cf. Charlotte Hess and Elinor
Ostrom, Understanding Knowledge as a Commons, MIT Press, 2006) that researchers use to produce, share and
assess the academic knowledge they produce. For the last twenty years the most renowned peer-reviewed journals
have gradually been bought by few major publishers, whose exceptional profits rely on the work researchers and
public funding agencies offer them for free.

Few years before the advent of the third millennium open access became technically possible, thanks to
word processing, electronic publishing, Internet and the Web. Publishers then took advantage of those new digital
means to reduce their costs, whilst maintaining their ancient business model, designed for printing, which relies on
toll access and the exclusive property of peer-reviewed journals and articles. Under the pressure of funding agencies,
such as the National Institute of Health (NIH) in United States and the signatories of the Berlin Declaration in Europe,
publishers realised that open access will become mandatory, sooner or later. Actually, for more than a decade they
strongly opposed the bills that NIH proposed to the American Congress to ensure open access to all publications
derived from researches financed by the federal budget. In 2012, on Tim Gowers' initiative, we launched with 33
mathematicians from seven countries the movement The Cost of knowledge (http://thecostofknowledge.com) to
oppose the Research Works Act, a bill proposed by two congressmen as the result of the lobbying pressure of
Elsevier. We publicly denounced the practices of Elsevier (i.e., the exorbitant price of their subscriptions and their
bundling practice, they name ‘big deals’) and called our colleagues to boycott this publisher, i.e., refuse to work
(submit article, be referee or editor) for any of the 2000 journals owned by Elsevier, that is followed in 2016 by more
than 16,000 scientists from all disciplines. As a result, Elsevier announced in February 2012 (i.e., less than one
month after the beginning of our boycott) that they no longer support the Research Works Act, thus the bill was
dropped. Elsevier, with the help of other publishers (e.g., the International Association of STM Publishers http://
www.stm-assoc.org/), then redirected their lobbying towards the British government and the Wellcome Trust, which
led to the Finch report published in June 2012. It recommended to have gold open access mandatory for their
researchers they fund and the British government adopted this policy in July 2012.

Since the creation in 1991 by Paul Ginsparg at the Los Alamos National Laboratory of the open repository
arXiv (https://arxiv.org/), many researchers all around the world consider that the green open access model is the
best solution to disseminate their articles. Indeed, today most publishers allow authors who publish in foll access
journals to deposit their articles in institutional or disciplinary repositories after a certain embargo period (whose
duration publishers decide at their convenience). Since embargoes reduce and distort the dissemination of peer-
reviewed articles, several countries (e.g., Germany and France) are presently changing their copyright laws to forbid



them, or minimise their duration. Today researchers can easily find the abstracts of most papers electronically
available via Internet but not their full texts due to embargoes. As a result, they often cite papers for which they have
only read the abstract, which is not professional since this generates confusion and errors. Anyway it is possible to
overcome the publisher's embargo by providing an open access button (also called request button, request-a-eprint
or Harnad'’s button) which, if an article is still under publisher's embargo, automatically sends an email to the authors
asking them to kindly provide the full text of their article (e.g., as does the open repository HAL, https://hal.archives-
ouvertes.fr/). Thanks to open repositories with open access button, we have now the green immediate open access
model. It complies with the policy proposed by Carlos Moedas, the European Commissioner for Research, Innovation
and Science, to have immediate open access to all scientific publications by 2020, which was accepted on May 27th
2016 by the Council of the European Union (see the point 12 of the Council conclusions on the transition towards an
open science system in http://openscience.ens.f/DECLARATIONS ON_OPEN_ACCESS

2016_05_27 European_Union_Council_on_the Transition_towards_Open_Science.pdf). We think that the green
immediate open access model is the best solution for smoothly accompanying the transition from toll access to open
access. Indeed, and in contrast to gold open access, it preserves the chance for new innovative models to emerge.
Indeed, one needs time to design, test proptotypes and implement new innovative models at large scale, before
being able to demonstrate their viability and adopt the most appropriate open access models.

Documents in appendix
Several examples of open repositories for green open access are given in Appendix 3: OpenAIRE, Zenodo, HAL,
arXiv, RePEC and EconStor.

Documents on http://openscience.ens.fr

Documents concerning the new law that has been submitted to the French Parliament which will restrict the
publisher’s embargo to six months for science, technology and medicine and to twelve months for social sciences
and humanities , see http://openscience.ens.ffCOPYRIGHTS _AND_LICENSES/LAWS/LOIS _FRANCAISES/
2015-2016_LOI_POUR_UNE_REPUBLIQUE_NUMERIQUE/

Recommendations

* Green open access model is the best solution to guarantee a smooth transition from foll access to open access,
leaving room to innovation and fair competition for designing new alternative models. Therefore, the European
Commission should facilitate, and eventually support, the development of a variety of open repositories of different
sizes, offering new services that researchers might adopt or not (e.g., Zenodo, the open repository of OpenAIRE
which is supported by the European Commission, http://zenodo.org, https://www.openaire.eu/ and Appendix 3). Many
solutions should be tried before choosing the most appropriate ones.

* ltis important that the European Commission remains partner of the Research Data Alliance RDA (https://rd-
alliance.org/ and http://europe.rd-alliance.org/) to actively participate to the definition of international metadata
standards (e.g. Dublin Core http://dublincore.org/ and N/ISO norms http://www.niso.org) which ensure the quality and
interoperability of open repositories at international scale.

* The European Commission should support a platform which will establish and maintain the list of publicly-owned
open repositories used all over the world for green open access, describing how they are run, which software they
use, how they handle metadata, what is their legal status and how they are funded. The Directory of Open Access
Journals DOAJ (https://doaj.org/ and Appendix 2), the Registry of Open Access Repositories DOAR (http://
roar.eprints.org/ and Appendix 2), or the Open Access Infrastructure for Research in Europe OpenAIRE (https://
www.openaire.eu/ and Appendix 3) might be appropriate instances to do this.

* The European Commission should support the development and proper documentation of open source software



to design open repositories, test them on existing platforms such as Zenodo (http://zenodo.org and Appendix 3) which
is part of the Open Access Infrastructure for Research in Europe OpenAIRE (https://www.openaire.eu/ and Appendix
3), and to advertise those which have succeeded to gather a large community of users and developers collaborating
together to create new services thanks to those open source software.

» To ensure that all peer-reviewed articles be available in open access as soon as they are published, the
European Commission should suggest that open repositories provide an open access button which automatically
sends an email to the author of an article under a publisher’s embargo, asking her to send a version of her article to
the reader looking for it.

+ For evaluating a proposal the European programs (e.g., Horizon2020), or the European institutions (e.g., the
European Research Council ERC) should also take into account articles which have been submitted to a peer-
reviewed journal, but not yet accepted, for which a version has already been made public on an open repository. For
anteriority an article thus freely available in green open access should be considered to be as relevant as its version
published in toll access or gold open access. Indeed, the preprint made accessible on an open repository before the
peer-reviewing process has been completed should be recognized as the first report of a new result.

» The European Commission, together with UNESCO, OCDE, different public funding agencies and academies all
over the world, should lead a reflection to define and design, technically and legally, the Commons of Knowledge that
Elinor Ostrom (Nobel Prize of Economy in 2009) proposed many years ago. Indeed, all peer-reviewed scholarly
articles should be protected and held in trust as cultural heritage of humanity.

3. How to develop the diamond and green open access models proposed by researchers
3.1 Researchers should own the peer-reviewed journals they create

Today the large majority of peer-reviewed articles are still published with the toll access model, where
institutions pay subscription to publishers in order their researchers can read sccholarly journals. However, the few
publishers who dominate the market are imposing the gold open access model where, in order to publish, authors or
their institutions have to pay article processing charges, whose amount is fixed by the journal's publisher. The Hybrid
model which is presently the usual way for publishers to propose open access is an even better deal for them, since
in this case both readers and authors have to pay them both subscriptions and article processing charges.

The group of mathematicians who called Elsevier's boycott (http://thecostofknowledge.com/) felt it is their
duty to propose alternative publishing models to recover control of their articles and of the peer-reviewed journals
they create and need. In June 2012 they proposed the diamond open access model (a terminology inspired from the
Diamond Sutra, treasure of the British Library that was printed in 868 in China). This model is characterised by the
fact that neither readers nor authors have to pay to read or publish articles, and it is based on three principles:

— authors keep their copyrights and attach to their article a Creative Commons license CC-BY (only requiring the
attribution of the paper to its authors, while allowing everyone to publish their article, together with any derivative
products such as a translation, and even earn money for doing so),

— the editorial board is the legal entity which owns the journal (i.e., its title and all its assets), whose members are
active researchers (i.e., peers) who take responsibility of peer-reviewing, that they perform without being paid (since it
is part of their academic duty for which they get a salary),

- the publisher is no longer the journal’s owner but becomes a service provider under contract with the editorial board,
whose members can thus choose the publisher they prefer, or look for another one if they are not satisfied by the



delivered services.
For more details you can download the mails exchanged while designing the diamond open access model from http://
openscience.ens.ffOPEN_ACCES_MODELS/DIAMOND_OPEN_ACCESS/.

There already exist many journals which are published in diamond open access for which authors or their
institutions do not have to pay article processing charges (e.g., Image Processing On Line, IPOL, http://www.ipol.im/
and Appendix 4). In order to limit as much as possible the journal’s cost, the peer-reviewing and publishing processes
are automated using appropriate software, as commercial publishers do for the journals they own. But there is an
essential difference with the diamond open access model, since the software used to help editors for peer-reviewing
and publishing their journal are free open source software developed by the community of researchers to match their
needs (e.g., Open Journal System developed by the Public Knowledge Project funded by the American National
Science Foundation, the Canadian Foundation for Innovation, Stanford University, https://pkp.sfu.ca/). Consequently
all stakeholders (i.e., authors, referees and editors) are confident that they are no longer spied by publishers trying to
control the peer-reviewing process, which has become one of their practices to improve the journal’s productivity (i.e.,
more articles per issue and less time deserved for peer-reviewing) but not its quality. Indeed, commercial publishers
have first to satisfy their shareholders who consider academic journals as very profitable commodities, without caring
about the intellectual value of peer-reviewing since they do not pay for it. Unfortunately some academic publishers,
although their are non-profit societies, have adopted the same practices to face the fierce competition of major
commercial publishers and try to remain on the scholarly publication market.

Another way to publish in diamond open access is to rely on the open repositories developed for green open
access. This leads to the concept of overlay journals, where authors first deposit their article in an open repository to
be peer-reviewed. The authors have then two possibilities, either they mention the journal where they would like to
submit their article, or they let different editorial boards find their article (which is already in open access) and propose
them to peer-review it. An overlay journal is simply a set of links to the articles which have been peer-reviewed and
accepted by its editorial board (e.g., Discrete Analysis whose articles are in arXiv and which uses the software
scholastica for managing the peer-review process, http://discreteanalysisjournal.com/ and Appendix 4). All articles
are thus in open access as soon as they have been deposited by their authors in an open repository. Moreover, all
articles can be copied from there, which guarantees that the most useful ones will always remain available. The
prestige of journal should only depend on the expertise of the members of its editorial board and the quality of the
peer-reviewing process they perform. The journal impact factor is a non sensical bibliometric indicator which has
been gamed by publishers and proved to be counter-productive in terms of academic quality. It should be abandoned
and replaced by author-based or article-based criteria (e.g., article-level metrics ALM or altmetrics).

When alternative open access models will have proven to be effective (i.e., for the quality of the articles they
publish, the efficiency of their dissemination practices and their financial viability), editorial boards could try to
emancipate existing journals if they are not satisfied by the publisher they deal with. Indeed, it is important for a given
disciplinary community to resume control of the best, and often oldest, journals they use to publish their results.
Emancipating a journal means that the ownership of its intellectual property is transferred from the publisher to the
editorial board, the publisher being now paid as service provider (e.g., see the scenario proposed in 2012 by the
International Mathematical Union, http://openscience.ens.f/ABOUT_OPEN_ACCESS/BLOGS/

2012_10_22 Ingrid_Daubechies.pdf). Such a negotiation is complex and requires good lawyers to help the editorial
board to recover control of the journal, arguing that its reputation is rather based on the quality of the peer-reviewing
of its editorial board, rather than on the quality of the type-setting and printing of its publisher. Actually emancipating a
journal is a better solution than creating a new one. Indeed, if an editorial board resigns and creates a new journal,
the publisher keeps the title of the original one and has only to ask other researchers to accept to form a new editorial
board. In contrast, the new journal should get a different title and compete with the other journal which keeps its
original title. Although the chances of survival are quite low for the new journal, some have succeeded to do so (e.g.,
in December 2006 the editorial board of Topology published by Elsevier resigned and launched the Journal of



Topology, which is published since 2007 by Oxford University Press, and in 2009 Elsevier had to stop the publication
of Topology). There are quite many journals, from a very wide range of disciplines, which have managed since 1989
to emancipate from their publisher and launch a new journal (see http://oad.simmons.edu/oadwiki/
Journal_declarations_of_independence).

Documents in appendix

Examples of disciplinary journals published in diamond open access are given in Appendix 4 : Image Processing On
Line (IPOL), Open Library of Humanities (OLH), Discrete Analysis, Glossa and SMAI-Journal of Computational
Mathematics.

Recommendations

. The European Commission should provide legal support to researchers who wish to create new journals, or
emancipate existing ones from the publishers owning them.

. Consequently to Brexit the European Commission should reconsider the present negotiation about the
European copyright law and take into account the fact that the EU member states, besides United Kingdom, are
author-right law rather than copyright law, those two traditions being very different. This is also an essential
international issue since the majority of United Nations members are presently ruled under author right law and
Europe could play a leading role to help defining an international author right law and elaborate the notion of
knowledge commons (as suggested by Elinor Ostrom, Economy Nobel Prize 2006, see Understanding Knowledge as
a Commons, From Theory to Practice, Charlotte Hess and Elinor Ostrom, The MIT Press, pages 171-208, 2006).

3.2 Researchers need publicly-owned and open source publishing platforms

There already exists all over the world a very large number of institutional or disciplinary open repositories
(see the Directory of Open Access Repositories DOAR http://www.opendoar.org/), where researchers can, voluntarily
or mandatorily, deposit a version of each of their article, before or after its publication. The choice of the version
depends on how authors have given their copyrights to the publishers (see examples of the copyright transfer form
they have to sign in order their article be published http://openscience.ens.frfCOPYRIGHTS _AND_LICENSES/
COPYRIGHTS/COPYRIGHT_TRANSFER_FORMSY/). Unfortunately many institutional or disciplinary open
repositories do not match the appropriate standards for metadata curation and remain hidden to the Web search
engines. Moreover, even if someone finds the article she is looking for, she cannot download its full text and has only
only access to its metadata (i.e., title, names and institutions of its authors, abstract). This is due to the embargo
period most publishers impose in order to retain behind paywalls the articles they publish. Several countries are
presently modifying their copyright legislation to limit such embargo period to a minimum, or even to forbid them. For
instance, France has voted and adopted a new law, called Loi n°2016-1321 du 7 octobre 2016 pour une Republique
numérique, which limits the embargo period to six months for articles concerning science, techniques and medicine,
and to twelve months for those in humanities and social sciences (see http://openscience.ens.fr/
COPYRIGHTS_AND_LICENSES/LAWS/LOIS_FRANCAISES/
2015-2016_LOI_POUR_UNE_REPUBLIQUE_NUMERIQUE/). Anyway it is possible to overcome the publisher's
embargo by providing an open access button (also called request button, request-a-eprint or Harnad'’s button) which,
if an article is still under embargo, automatically sends an email to its authors asking them to kindly provide the full
text of their article (see https://openaccessbutton.org/). Thanks to such an open access button, we have now the
immediate green open access model which complies with the policy of Carlos Moedas, the European Commissioner
for Research, Innovation and Science, to have full open access to all scientific publications by 2020 and which was
accepted on May 27th 2016 by the Council of the European Union (see the point 12 of the Council conclusions on the
transition towards an open science system in http://openscience.ens.frfDECLARATIONS_ON_OPEN_ACCESS/



2016_05_27_European_Union_Council_on_the_Transition_towards_Open_Science.pdf).

Many publishers nowadays use electronic platforms to reduce the cost for peer-reviewing and publishing their
journals and, by automating most of the process, they no longer need to provide a secretary to help the editorial
board. For instance, Elsevier has developed the electronic platform EES (Elsevier Editorial System) to handle the
peer-reviewing of all its journals, whatever the discipline, and requires that authors, editors and referees use it. As a
result, the whole peer-reviewing process of a journal is under the control of its publisher, who owns the documents
produced by the editorial board using their platform. This was not the case when peer-reviewing was done using
email, since editors were then exchanging private mails with authors and referees. What is wrong with this present
evolution is that the authors, editors and referees have to use the electronic platform designed by the publisher to
reduce the cost rather than improve the quality of peer-reviewing. A much better solution would be that the editing
platforms be designed by researchers, with the help of software developers, in order to facilitate their task and give
them the control of what the platform is actually doing. It is important to use free open source software, in order to
know which data are harvested doing the peer-reviewing process, but also to share expertise between different
journals, and thus develop new innovative methods of peer-reviewing and converge towards good practices.

If a diamond open access journal is recognised to be useful to its discipline, and as long as its editorial
board can prove good peer-reviewing practices, it could be published for free using the services of a publishing
platform, which is a publicly-owned and publicly-funded infrastructure, designed to service a very large number of
journals from different disciplines. The dissemination of the accepted articles would be done with the help of retrained
librarians, together with publishers hired for their services, who would be in charge of curating metadata in order all
articles could be properly located by search engines and downloaded for free from Internet. The governance of such
service unit would be similar to other research infrastructures (e.g., large telescopes, particle colliders, or
supercomputers). They should be governed by three independent bodies: a scientific committee in charge of
selecting the journals allowed to use the service unit for free, an executive committee in charge of designing and
maintaining the infrastructure (i.e., choosing computers and hiring technical staff, such as software developers, data
managers and publishing specialists), and a user committee in charge of reporting problems to be overcome and
needs for better or new services.

The financial support needed to offer for free such publishing infrastructures to researchers would be : either
taken from the budget allocated for public research, on the model of what is made for high performance computing
(e.g., the Partnership for Advanced Computing PRACE, an international non-profit organisation providing computing
and data management resources all over Europe, http://www.prace-ri.eu), or by offering various kinds of
supplementary services that would be paid for their added value, such as editing, translating, converting files into
various formats that can be stored and accessed through different media, such as pads or cell phones (e.g., the
Freemium business model used by OpenEdition, http://www.openedition.org). Several publicly owned and publicly
funded publishing service units to host open access journals already exist in different countries and provide electronic
platforms developed using free open source software. In France, the Centre pour L'Edition Electronique Ouverte
CLEO publishes in open access more than 400 journals and 3,000 books of human and social sciences financed
using the Freemium model and supported by several public institutions such