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Open Access (OA) is the free, immediate, online
availability of research articles combined with the
right to use these articles fully in the digital
environment. OA is the needed modern update for the
communication of research that fully utilizes the
Internet for what it was originally built to do—
accelerate research.

In 1991, arXiv.org became the first official OA
repository. This was done as a means to help
researchers and authors self-archive electronic
preprints of their scientific papers. The main
advantage was that a digital print would promise an
easily accessible and immutable existence. Many
scientists took notice, and there was a push to store
journals and source data from different disciplines
like mathematics, quantitative biology, physics,
computer science, statistics, and quantitative
finances digitally.

There are several models of the OA format. The first
was the self-archiving model, where the final peer-
reviewed manuscript is archived by the author or
publisher in an online public or institutional repository
before, alongside, or after its publication. Repository
software usually allows authors to delay access to the
article through an embargo period, with some
publishers specifically requesting embargo periods,
arguing that these protect the value of the journal
subscriptions they sell. But even in this mode, with a
waiting period on the article, access is possible.

In another model, an article is immediately available
and free to access after publication, and the payment
of publication costs is shifted away from readers who
usually pay via a subscription fee to the author, often
through a one-off charge (i.e., an article processing
charge, or APC). These fees are usually borne by the
university or research institute with which the
researcher is affiliated or by the funding agency
supporting the research. In other cases, the costs of
OA publishing are covered by subsidies or other
funding models.

The commercialization of knowledge creates
inequities in the scientific community and curbs
openness and transparency in scientific research. The
most pragmatic argument for OA is that publicly
funded research and scientific inquiry need to be
openly available to be scrutinized and observed to add
value to related subsequent findings and support
research into diverse products and even ideas. In
short, science that is not freely accessible,
discoverable and reusable is of limited value to
society and does not contribute to the public good.

The benefits of OA are proven but there remain
misconceptions amongst academic researchers that
limit full adoption. This white paper describes and
attempts to debunk the many myths of the OA
process.

Open Access and the
Democratization of Knowledge
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In traditional scientific publishing, big business is always
involved, and there is a long-established hierarchy of
journals with complex rankings. It’s common to assume
that scientific publications are meant to maximize the
dissemination of ideas, make knowledge accessible to
the masses, and break down barriers to science, but this
is usually not the case.

Epistemic
Constraints 
of Traditional
Publishing
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Research into any field takes time, effort, and ample resources. Scientific authors and researchers  are more often driven
to publish their findings in a journal after making a discovery. The researcher’s findings are sent to a group of peers for
peer review, which determines their relevance to the publication’s scope.

Journal Editors will evaluate the peer reviewers’ comments and make a final decision as to whether the research article
is worthy of publication.

But the traditional model is time-consuming and labor intensive. A viable alternative is to approach a legitimate
publishing house, which could make things much easier. The main catch in this process is that authors will need to
waive some of their rights to the publication. Considering all these factors, it is obvious that traditional publishing
paradigms may be regressive and highly exclusive.

Traditional publishing establishes and perpetuates hierarchical one-way power dynamics between academic authors
and consumers.
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The Traditional Publishing Format

Figure 1: Benefits of Open Access

https://www.jisc.ac.uk/guides/an-introduction-to-open-access
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Misconceptions
about 
Open Access
Publishing

Preprints are typically electronic versions of research papers that are shared online before or during a formal
peer-review process. Preprint platforms that can be led by publishers or communities have grown in popularity
as a result of the growing push for OA publication. There are now a variety of disciplines or platforms available.
The fear of work being plagiarized or scooped by publishing a preprint is unfounded.

The additional concern is that although the research is publicly accessible, it is not formally peer reviewed and
therefore, any reference to a preprint must clearly note this fact. (Bourne et al. 2017).

These issues are typically accentuated when the competition over research positions and funding intensifies,
and they are seen as especially worrisome for first-time career researchers as well as other higher-risk
populations in academia. Preprints, on the other hand, guard against scooping (Sarabipour et al. 2019).
Scooping is less probable for papers first submitted as preprints, given the contrasts between standard peer
review–based publication procedures and the placement of an article on a preprint server.

1. Getting your research “scooped” with preprints

Figure 2: Traditional Peer Review Process 

http://asapbio.org/preprint-info/preprint-faq#qe-faq-923
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2. OA and intellectual property rights violations

Traditional publishing takes anywhere from several months to years from manuscript submission to acceptance
and final publication—with numerous iterations involving multiple revisions and resubmissions before article
finalization. The same research will be extensively explored in-depth with external partners, exhibited at
conferences, and evaluated by editors and reviewers in related scientific disciplines over this time.
Nevertheless, since there is no formal open record of this process (peer reviewers are often anonymous, and
comments/reports on articles are usually unpublished), it would be impossible to ascertain provenance if a
duplicate or extremely similar work is ever produced while the original is already under review.

OA is frequently claimed to contradict intellectual property rights (IPR), such as patents. But this is not the case
at all. Researchers must determine if they wish to commercialize the outcomes of their research or otherwise.
They usually have the option to handle patents; in one situation, they can simply choose to safeguard their IPR,
while in a second case, after an agreeable embargo period, they can choose the OA route.

3. Quality is measured in terms of Impact Factor
(Clarivate Analytics    )  and journal branding by most
authors

Eugene Garfield introduced the Journal Impact Factor(JIF) as a tool to help librarians decide if the publications
offered are worth a nominal subscription fee. By analyzing the aggregates of articles in all journals and
determining the value of subscriptions, the JIF calculated the number of citations for each article. Since its
inception, the JIF has been broadly used to evaluate research and researchers’ impact, even at an institutional
level. A high JIF is also considered to be a mark of a journal’s quality. As a result, it has considerably influenced
research procedures and attitudes (Lariviere and Sugimoto 2018; Curry 2018).
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Figure 3: This graph shows JIFs and percentages of citable items below the JIF for eight journals. Because the citation
distributions are plainly skewed, arithmetic means are an inadequate criterion for evaluating individual papers.

However, the application of JIF metrics is not fully reliable and accurate. Since this pattern of citation
distribution is skewed, in the early 1990s using arithmetic meant its computation was incorrect. For example,
citation distributions for eight selected journals, along with their respective JIFs and the fraction of citable
items below the JIF, were shown in the data of Lariviere et al. (2016). The arithmetic mean is an improper
statistic to use, and it indicates nothing much about individual publications within the citation distributions
because the distributions are visibly skewed. Conversely, metrics at the article level, such as citation counts or
“altmetrics,” as well as other qualitative and quantitative indicators of academic “impact” could be used (Hicks
et al. 2015; Priem et al. 2010).

4. Research papers, their data, and inferences are more
likely to be trusted if they are peer reviewed
Since the 18th century, researchers have peer reviewed manuscripts before publication in a variety of ways
(Csiszar 2016; Moxham and Fyfe 2017). The main aim of any peer-review process is to improve the accuracy
and relevance of scientific findings. Even though peer review is sometimes criticized by experts for a variety of
reasons, it is still widely regarded as the “gold standard” of science (Moore 2006; Kumar 2009). Peer review
does sometimes authorize research that is subsequently shown to be incorrect, and misleading or fraudulent
conclusions are rarely uncovered before release (Ferguson, Marcus, and Oransky 2014; Budd, Sievert, and
Schultz 1998a). Therefore, there appears to be a disconnect between the concept of peer review and its
practice. By failing to adequately express that peer review is flawed, the public is led to believe that findings
published in peer-reviewed journals are completely reliable.

The peer-review process is subject to many well-established criticisms (Smith 2006; Ross-Hellauer 2017;
Tennant et al. 2017). In the following examples, we show how ineffective peer review will have a broader impact
on public misunderstanding of research journals. Throughout various fields of science, experts have
emphasized the significance of peer review for research that has been questioned or tainted. Climate deniers,
for example, have published papers in the Energy and Environment journal to discredit the body of data that
demonstrates how human influence affects the earth’s climate. Legislators in the United States who questioned
the science behind climate change have used this publication in speeches and reports on multiple occasions.

Peer review has been uncovered on occasion as nothing more than a staged procedure with a predetermined
outcome. The New York Times obtained private peer-reviewed documents for NFL-sponsored research that were
claimed to be empirical proof that brain injuries need not necessarily cause long-term impairment to athletes.
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https://peerj.com/preprints/27580v1/
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/062109v2
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/25/sports/football/nfl-concussion-research-tobacco.html


Ghostwriting is a serious unethical process, and peer-review can miss ghostwriting instances. As a
consequence, many academics publish papers with little to no change, ultimately leading to intellectual
dishonesty. (Flaherty 2013). The results of this skewed research can then be exploited in regulatory, political,
and marketing contexts. The US Senate Finance Committee produced a study in 2010 claiming that such
practices were prevalent, and we can easily establish that it tainted scientific literature and that it raised
prescription rates.

Professors from numerous prestigious colleges have ghostwritten articles that have appeared in dozens of
journals. Monsanto, an American agrochemical and agricultural biotechnology corporation ghostwrote studies
to undermine federal assessments of the chemical glyphosate’s carcinogenicity and to undermine the
International Agency for Research on Cancer, according to subsequent court records.

Scientific authors have a greater awareness of the merit of peer-reviewed papers than the public at large,
similar to how professionals in a particular discipline have a deeper insight into the importance of papers
published in it. Experts recognize that peer reviewing is a human process with human flaws and that “despite its
limitations, we need it. It is all we have, and it is hard to imagine how we would get along without it” (Relman
1990). However, the general public is typically unaware of these nuances, believing instead that research
published in a peer-reviewed publication is the “gold standard” and therefore inaccurately equating published
research as completely factual. As a result, more attention must be given to how peer review and the outcomes
of peer-reviewed research are conveyed to nonspecialist groups, especially at a time when a number of
technological advancements and a greater understanding of the complexity of peer review are evolving (Bravo
et al. 2019; Tennant 2018; Squazzoni, Grimaldo, and Marušić 2017; Allen et al. 2018). There will be a need for
this because issues such as retractions of published articles will surely plague scholarly publishing in the future
(Budd, Sievert, and Schultz 1998b; Fang and Casadevall 2011; Moylan and Kowalczuk 2016).

5. Science and scientific literature are less valuable if
there is no journal-imposed peer review
Without question, peer review is an important part of the scientific discourse in some form or other. It exists as
a gatekeeping function that is essential for scientific literature to remain of high quality (Goodman 1994;
Pierson 2018). In the absence of peer-review panels, journals risk becoming dumping grounds for untrustworthy
findings and authors will find it hard to discern legitimate findings, thus hindering scientific advancement
(Caputo 2018; Siler, Lee, and Bero 2015).

Peer review must now be restored to its due place in scholarly research. One alternative response is to believe
that the inadequacies of peer review may be addressed by adding more stringent screening and gatekeeping.
The assumption that a filter is required to protect the credibility of research journals is a popular endorsement
of such programs (Resnik and Elmore 2016; Bornmann 2011).
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We don’t know what true scholarship looks like, but the calls for more oversight have at least two implications:
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1. The belief that scholarly work is incapable of
being evaluated on its own and that a gatekeeper
is required to guide such works in their
evaluation.

2. Scholars believe in the need for a “guardian” to
ensure adequate work is being done.

Conversely, the “peer-reviewed” label’s legitimacy undermines what Richard Feynman deemed the “culture of
doubt” required for research to work as a self-correcting, authentic process (Feynman 1974). The hoaxes,
persistent replication crises, and popular resentment about the present system’s inefficacy are all symptoms of
this (Smith 2006: Csiszar 2016).

Greater oversight is often seen to be the solution, as peer reviewers are notorious for their skepticism. The
problem isn’t the skepticism among the few who decide whether or not a story passes the filter, but the
affirmation, as well as the lack of doubt that goes with it, that comes later. More control here just reinforces the
perception that peer review guarantees quality, further eroding the ethos of doubt and thus, undermining the
essence of rational research.

A genuinely open approach, in addition to worries about the quality of work generated by well-intentioned
academics, might allow misinformation and propaganda to be injected into the canon by individuals with a
vested interest in certain areas. Finally, the traditional peer-review paradigm weakens the degree of skepticism
that is a characteristic of scientific research, giving credence to subversive attempts to enter the literature
(Crane and Martin 2018a).

6. Peer-review standards are lower with OA, and it has
created predatory publishers
Predatory publishing cannot be identified by a specific combination of traits. The term refers to a compiled list
of deceptive and fraudulent OA publishers that was discontinued until 2017, when it was rediscovered by
American librarian Jeffrey Beall. It has since been repurposed for a commercial database by Cabell’s
International (Silver 2017).

Both Beall’s and Cabell’s International databases contain listings of potentially fraudulent and intellectually
dishonest OA publishers who claim to provide offerings (distinctive, reliable peer review) that they are incapable
of providing. Furthermore, they also display fictitious editorial boards and ISSN numbers, employ questionable
marketing and spamming strategies, and even hijack well-known titles (Djuric 2015). They also include
publications with poor peer review and technical correction practices (Strinzel et al. 2019). From 2010 there has
been a spike in the number of predatory publishers and journals (Shen and Björk 2015; Perlin, Imasato, and
Borenstein 2018). OA publishing industry practices, which showed existing unethical practices, also received
considerable media coverage (Bohannon 2013).



The rising JIF criteria of journals, such as fluency in English, overall membership of the editorial board, and the
rigor of the peer-review system itself, encourage familiar information from the “center” rather than the
“periphery” (Bell 2017). It is crucial to differentiate between unethical predatory publishers and journals,
whether they are open access or not. It also legitimizes OA projects with differing digital publication
requirements, but there is potential to develop and share epistemic knowledge (Nwagwu 2016; Nobes 2017).
Thanks to initiatives like SciELO and REDALYC19, an extremely effective system of free OA publication that has
been in operation in Latin America for more than two decades.
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7. The transfer of copyrights is essential to publishing
and protecting authors

Authors must often relinquish entire and exclusive copyright to the publisher as a prerequisite of publication
under conventional publishing approaches (Matushek 2017; Bachrach et al. 1998; Gadd, Oppenheim, and
Probets 2003b; Willinsky 2002; Carroll 2011). Such transfer of control and ownership of dissemination and
replication from writers to publishers as purveyors only allow the latter to profit from the subscription practice
(Fyfe et al. 2017).



The transfer and ownership of copyright is a balancing act that involves safeguarding authors’ rights and the
financial and reputational goals of publishers and other organizations (Fyfe, McDougall-Waters, and Moxham
2018). 

Authors often preserve the copyright of their research in OA publishing, and journals and other publications are
issued a range of licenses based on the type of work put forth. The timeliness of the rights transfer process is
controversial in and of itself for several reasons:

1. Copyright transfers are frequently conditional for publication; they are

rarely freely transferred or obtained.

2. Due to the correlation of publication to professional growth (publish-or-

perish policies) as well as the time possibly lost if the review and

publication process has to be restarted, it is very difficult for an author to

refuse to sign a copyright transfer agreement.
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Several power dynamics are in action that do not serve authors and frequently jeopardize academic liberties
(Davies 2015). This may explain how, in comparison to all other fields wherein original creators earn
emoluments or royalties, authors in scientific research often receive little to no payment or reward from
publishers. This also underscores why many authors appear to sign away their rights despite strong opposition
to the practice (Dodds 2018).

Presently, there is a range of permissive licences offered by publishers from fully copyright or non-exclusive
rights transferred to the publisher to Creative Commons licences where the author retains copyright but allows
free use within a range of permissions.

As a result, it appears that copyright is not only inefficient in its suggested application in scientific research but
is also unjustly obtained in many situations and goes against its primary intention of protecting authors and
advancing scientific research. Authors and their respective universities must keep the copyright to articles
under Plan S, rather than surrender it to publishing houses.

Publish or Perish

Copyright Transfer
Agreement

Time
Loss

https://www.coalition-s.org/addendum-to-the-coalition-s-guidance-on-the-implementation-of-plan-s/principles-and-implementation/
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8. Publishers lend little to scholarly discourse

Many OA advocates are becoming increasingly frustrated with what they perceive to be a lack of willingness to
change on the part of many traditional scholarly publishers. Publishers are repeatedly accused of appropriating
and profiting from publicly financed research, employing free academic labor for peer review, and reselling the
finished articles to academia at premium prices (Beverungen, Böhm, and Land 2012). Such grievances often
lead to exaggerated claims, with the phrase “publishers add no value” being among the most popular claim.

Scholarly publication, on the other hand, is a complex and time-bound process, and publishers do deliver value
to academic discourse in its current form (Luzón 2007). This includes resolving conflicts regarding ethics,
ownership, safeguarding the scientific record, copyediting, typesetting, proofreading, material styling, linking
publications to open and available data sets, and (most significantly) organizing and coordinating the scholarly
peer-review process. The latter is a duty that should not be underestimated because it requires persuading busy
people to devote their time to enhance another’s work and maintain the integrity of the journal.

Publishing could undoubtedly be done at a lesser cost than is currently the case. The system has considerable
disadvantages for researchers, such as the usual scenario of many cycles of rejections, revisions, and
resubmissions to different venues, as well as the reality that certain publishers may profit beyond their fair
share (Van Noorden 2013). Transparency about the type of services, quality, and integrity that publishers
provide is particularly inadequate in today’s publishing sector.
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OA Facts

Fact: OA is completely compatible with the existing copyright structure. When authors put their work together
in a concrete medium of expression, it becomes copyrighted to the respective owners. Unless they offer up or
sign away all or most of their copyrights, authors will always own their research.

Misconception 1: “OA is a disruptive trend that will erode our
copyright model in the long run.”

Misconception 2: “OA will damage scholarly publishing and lead to
the downfall of journals.”

Fact: New paradigms are evolving in scholarly publications. A time-limited embargo on OA is one protection that
many publications use. The majority of journal publishing expenditures are recouped within the first year of
publication. Articles can then be made OA without incurring a financial loss.

Numerous journal publishers (e.g., Oxford, Cambridge, Wiley) have decided to switch from a subscription-only
model to a cost-recovery business strategy to a hybrid approach, in which OA publications are published along
with traditional models. Article processing charges are used to recuperate the costs of publishing. Hybrid
journal policies should be carefully studied, as some provide free access to articles but not to any of the
derivatives involved in complete OA.
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Misconception 3: “OA journals do not undergo a peer-review
process and have a low standard of publication.”

Fact: The majority of OA scientific journals are mostly peer reviewed.
OA publications, just like every other journal, may or may not be peer
reviewed, based on the publication’s policies. An article’s
categorization as an OA publication has no bearing on whether it has
been peer reviewed or not.

Misconception 4: “If I choose my paper to be open access, I
must send it to an OA journal.”
Fact: Authors can publish and submit their manuscript in whatever publication they like while also making it
open access in a research repository. Researchers just have to plan ahead. Authors can submit their articles to
their preferred publishers simultaneously as they send them to their preferred journals, providing BC permission
to make them accessible with the option to add an embargo period.

Misconception 5: “My work will not be published if I try to retain
some rights.”
Fact: At this juncture, publishers are accustomed to complying with such requests. Authors are increasingly
choosing to retain their rights, which is far from exceptional.

Figure 4: Sherpa Romeo data overview for authors that retain copyright

Roughly 72 percent of academic journals enable OA archiving in a certain manner without a requirement for an
extension to the contract.

https://v2.sherpa.ac.uk/view/romeo_visualisations/1.html
https://v2.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo
http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/statistics.php?la=en&fIDnum=%7C&mode=simple
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Misconception 6: “It’s nice to OA my work for others, but there’s
no benefit for me so far.”

Fact: OA publishing helps everyone involved in research to overcome global imbalances in knowledge sharing.
For example, only a small percentage of the world’s population has access to the information and resources
available at Harvard University. However, numerous studies suggest that for certain disciplines, OA articles
have a citation benefit. OA articles are also mentioned more frequently compared with papers behind a
subscription paywall, and citation numbers continue to play a role in tenure and promotion decisions for many
scholars.

https://www.harvard.edu/


Predatory journals are a worldwide problem. They publish articles without conducting the required quality checks,
which include running plagiarism or ethical clearance. Innocent readers are not the only ones who suffer. Most
scholars have also been tricked into publishing with predatory journals, where their research is at risk of being
ignored. According to one specific study of 46,000 Italian authors and researchers, roughly 5 percent of scholars
have published in such journals. According to other recent studies, predatory publishers receive massive amounts
of money in publication fees, which are then shelled out by sponsors like the National Institutes of Health in the
United States.

OA Publishing
Checklist
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Predatory Journals

Figure 5: Venn Diagram depicting the overlap between DOAJ, Beall’s, and Cabell’s List.

https://journals.asm.org/doi/10.1128/mBio.00411-19
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0048733318300945?via%3Dihub
https://doi.org/10.1038%2F549023a


The numbers don’t add up when it comes to determining if articles are considered predatory or legitimate, and
titles might fall into both groups. There’s no way of knowing which journals were considered for the list but didn’t
make the cut or which ones were overlooked.

Beall’s list highlighted over 1,135 journals that raised awareness about predatory journals, but it drew criticism for
its lack of openness and the legal risks posed by the publications mentioned. It was shut down in 2017.

Both Beall’s and Cabell’s categories identified certain journals certified by the Directory of Open Access Journals
(DOAJ) as predatory. The DOAJ mostly uses information from publishers, and publications that do not fulfill quality
standards are often removed.

In 2010, plenty of journal articles, comprising 38 research publications, have been authored after the moniker
“predatory publishers.” The “Think. Check. Submit.” initiative was established with the cooperation of scholarly
associations and publishers (notably, Springer Nature). However, this is insufficient.

Measures to fight predatory publishing have to be continuous and flexible. The risk is unlikely to end as long as
institutions utilize an academic author’s number of publications as a determinant for promotion. Predatory
publications thrive in an atmosphere where there is a publish-or-perish ethos. A lack of understanding about
predatory publishing and the difficulty in distinguishing genuine scientific publications from illegitimate ones only
add to more ambiguity. Predatory journals are often ready to adjust to antipredatory laws and initiatives. As
scholarly publishers explore novel forms and economic structures on the internet, it’s becoming easier for
imposters to pose as reputed publishers.

OA Models
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Publishing a journal is not a simple process. A document goes through multiple stages of reviews and revisions,
each of which can be viewed by critics and readers. This will influence the impact and visibility of a publication.

Here are some OA formats you need to be acquainted with before you start exploring multiple publisher platforms:

Preprint: Often referred to as a “pre-submission,” it is a method of disseminating
manuscripts initially to gather input from peers before the actual peer review and
publishing.

Postprint: Also known as “accepted author manuscript” and “author manuscript
online,” this is the version of the manuscript that is amended and approved after a
formal peer review. Various versions of this concept exist.

Version of Record: Following peer review, the final draft of a manuscript,
including iterations generated through production processes such as copyediting
and typesetting.

ePrint: A digital copy of a research article that is accessible online.

https://www.springernature.com/gp


Gold OA: This model of OA represents the final published
version of the journal partially/completely or freely available
at the point of publishing. Payout of an APC, which could be
paid by authors or subsidized by a third party, is a common
requirement of Gold OA. But payment is not a requirement
of the Gold model; it essentially means that an article is
available for users to access scholarly research under a
Creative Commons license.

Delayed OA: Scholarly journals in a subscription model
that are made widely accessible on the web directly
through the publisher after a defined embargo term has
expired.

Bronze OA: Articles classified as open access
even without an expressly declared Creative
Commons free license or an APC for the author.

Access Models
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Closed access or subscription journal is the traditional method of the article as well as journal publication, in which
users, or in most cases a university library, pays a standard subscription fee for a year’s access to academic articles.
Printed, digital-only, or combined subscriptions are available for journals. Instead of purchasing a single subscription
to the publication, articles can just be viewed on a pay-per-article model.

Green OA: Archiving a revised manuscript in a
ledger is free for this model. The publisher normally
imposes an embargo term here, which might be as
long as six months or even 24 months. There are no
fees to pay.

Hybrid OA: A subscription journal that permits writers
to make their articles freely available online. Some
are paid access, while others are typically
substantially more expensive than the Gold OA
model.

Gratis OA: This refers to a publisher making a paper
available for free reading to the authors, usually for
marketing and promotional purposes. Free open
access may not last indefinitely. Traditional formats
still govern copyright and licensing. This isn’t the
same as real open access.

Diamond OA: This is a type of Gold open access that
does not charge APCs. The journal publication
activities are supported by a variety of sources and
are not charged to the researchers.

Libre OA: This is a catch-all term for real open access,
in which the document is released by an unrestricted
license that allows it to be distributed and repurposed,
based on the kind of license.



Peer review is the most crucial part of the scholarly publishing process. The system functions to legitimize
academic research, aid in the improvement of published research quality, and expand opportunities to network
among research groups. Regarding the critiques, peer review remains the sole commonly acknowledged
approach for study validation, and it has thrived with only small alterations.

There is a growing desire for greater transparency in the peer-review system, and publications use a variety of
techniques:

Single anonymized review
This is the traditional method of reviewing, in which the names of reviewers are not made public to the author.
It is the type of review that is most frequent by far.

Double anonymized review
In this paradigm, both the reviewer and the author are anonymous, but the author’s style of writing, the topic, or
self-citation can be frequently used by reviewers to determine the author.

Triple anonymized review
Reviewers are completely anonymous with both the reviewers and the editor not being privy to the author’s
identity. At the time of submission, journals are anonymized and organized in such a way that any potential
bias against the author is minimized.

Open review
The concept “open peer review” refers to a variety of strategies aimed at increasing visibility both during the
peer-review process and after publication. Both the reviewer and the author are closely associated with each
other during the entire duration of the peer-review process.

Article Processing Charges (APC)
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As soon as a publication is published, all of the papers are open access and easily accessible digitally. Rather,
it establishes an APC that covers all spectrums of services available, including providing software and
technical support to authors, article preparation and hosting, and coordinating with indexing services. When a
manuscript is editorially approved before publication, the APC is charged to authors, funders,
universities/institutions, or organizations.

Peer Review



To get their paper published, many publications demand authors voluntarily give up and sign IPR
contracts, usually titled “Copyright Transfer Agreement” or “Publication Agreement”; authors need to
confer with publishers to reprovision their rights so they can preserve ownership of some intellectual
rights. But authors can waive certain rights by relinquishing the freedom to share their work online or
use their study in a classroom context. If they choose not to, authors risk losing all authority over how
their work is reproduced and distributed in the future. To save their own work in a curriculum or to even
post it on their web page or in an academic library, they will require permission from the publisher.
Furthermore, the library at the author’s school is frequently obliged to pay exorbitant charges to reclaim
access to the material that was freely contributed to the publisher by the author. As a result, authors
and their institutions may be kept out of their own research.

Restricting access to authors’ own scholarly work is advantageous for publishers, who profit
handsomely from it. However, expanding publisher ownership of intellectual property poses a serious
danger to scholarly communication. The benefits of publishing are limited to adding to scientific inquiry
and gaining prestige rather than an economic gain; authors presumably want the broadest possible
audience for their work as well as the freedom to share it as they see fit. These aspirations are
frequently in conflict with signing away IPR.

Author’s Rights
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Misconceptions about OA can affect both the value and purpose of scientific inquiry and exchange. The benefits
of OA publishing can be communicated with evidence-based information and shared best practices. 

We hope that if these problems are discussed in policy talks at any level, this paper can act as a valuable resource
for OA communication. In the continual evolution of accessible academic discourse, our goal is to create a secure
framework for more productive and informed discourse.

Conclusion
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