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Executivesummary

Aims:

The author-pays model for openaccessjournals is increasinglycriticised becauseof the
inequalitiesit generatesand its unsustanability due to a lackof costcontrol. In this context,
our study examineshe fundingmodelsfor Diamondjournals- academigournalswhich are
publishedwith no direct paymentmadeby the readers(unlikethe subscriptionmodel)nor by
the authors(author paysmodel). Theaim of thiswork is to test the feasibility,aswell asthe
desirability of a direct or explicit funding model for Diamondjournals, somethingwhich is
almostnon-existentat present.We havetwo objectiveshere:on onehand,to understandthe
current Diamondjournal funding arrangementsand constraints,and on the other hand to
proposespecificarrangementdor funding Diamondjournalsby researchfunders.

Background

In 2020, we participatedwith the OPERA&onsortiumin the OADiamond Journalsstudy,the
purposeof which wasto quantify and qualify the worldwide Diamondjournals ecosystem,
focusingon journalsand platformslocatedin Europeand South America.One of the many
recommendationsn the final report wasthe proposalto establishdirectfundingfor Diamond
journalsby institutionswhichdo not currently provide support. Thiswork follows on from the
recommendationlt complementsthe work done in 2020by focusingon a specificaspectof
the Diamondecosystemnamelythe waysin which they are funded. Theaim in exploringin
detail the current funding options for Diamondjournalsis to identify the specificforms that
permanentfundingmodelscouldtake.

Method

This study is mainly basedon a questionnairesurveywhich was sent to over a thousand
Diamondjournalsand to which 260 people responded.We have put together a matrix of
questionsstructured around 4 subjects,enablingusto understandtheir financialsituation:
the i} p & viim@apeialconfiguration,the publicationacts the relationshipwith fundersand
with the quantitative reports, and opinionsregardinga direct funding model. Most of the
guestionsare closedand provide a quantifiableview of the financialrealitiesconfrontingthe
Diamondjournals.Someopenquestionswere handledseparatelyusingqualitative software.



Results

1. Fourdirect funding modelsfor Diamondjournals

Ourquestionnairesurveyidentified the variousforms of supportavailable.In additionto the
developmentof publicationinfrastructuresandthe availabilityof serviceswe alsofocusedon
direct funding models. Our researchhasled to the creation of four modelsthat are, to a
greateror lesserdegree linkedto the publicationyield and are basedon annualfunding:

M Thewhite list. Journalameetingthe criteriathat makethem eligiblefor inclusionin a
fundinglist, would obtain accesgo afixed sumof money,irrespectiveof the content
of the articlesandthe publicationlevelsor yield.

M The threshold. A set amount of money is allocatedto the journal, subjectto a
minimumnumberof publicationsthat are of interestto the funder.

M Theslots.Thesumsof moneypaidto the journaldo not dependlinearlyonthe number
of articleswhich are of interest to a funder, but on " tblication SE v ZwithitJ
whichthe amountisfixed.

M Theyield. A sum of money is allocatedto the journal on the basisof the annual
publicationyield, in line with the notion of * (puwvasyou %0 1 o JpsZisedin some
transformationalagreements.

2. Who actsin which actswhen a scientificjournal is published?

In order to enableusto look in detail at the publicationprocesswe haveput togethera list

of 26 actswhichdelineatethe productionof a scientificarticle within ajournal. These26 acts
are groupedinto 3 major categoriescertification(reception assessmentesponseo author,

etc.), physicalproduction of the document (copy editing, proofreading coding/conversion
etc.), dissemination(rights/contracts assigninga DO| assigningmetadata dissemination
archiving,etc.) Byusinga questionnairesurvey,we were ableto identify patternswithin the

Diamondjournalsthat we investigated.

M Theeditorsandtheir assistants® } A dof the publicationacts they overseeall acts
and executeall or part of most acts Theytake the lead in the certification process
(which is sharedwith membersof the editorial board) and in the acts related to
dissemination

M Thesub-editorsandexternalserviceproviderscontributein more specifiowaysto the
physicalproduction of the document.To a lesserextent, they alsotake part in the
disseminatioracts

M Certainspecificacts involve two entities: external assessorsire the most involved
(45%0f respondentdor reviewing whereasthe useof softwareis quite evidentwhen



usedfor checkingplagiarism(plagiarismcheck 22%of respondents)yand assigninga
DOI(19%o0f respondents).

3. Whichactsin the publication processcouldbe funded?

The surveyhighlightsthe importanceof unremuneratedwork within the journals,but goes
only asfar asunderliningall of the tasksinvolved Thissituationis characteristicof scientific
publishing,where scientificstaff are paid by the institution they work for to carryout all the
work that their researchcovers. Thusthe work carried out in a journal is not subjectto
additionalremuneration,asit isconsideredo be part of the work doneby employeesvorking
in highereducationandresearch(for whichthey alreadyreceivesalaries).Thispeculiarityof
acadenic journals is even more marked for Diamond journals, as suggestedby the OA
Diamond Journalssurvey. Additionally, certain acts in the publishing processthat are
performed by externalserviceproviders,are indeedsubjectto financialtransactions.In this
respect,this work allowsusto identify direct fundingfocusareas:

M The acts involving certifying manuscriptshave the lowest percentageof monetary
transactions.Evenin an ideal world without financialconstraints,Diamondjournals
would be fairly unwillingto financethis part of the publicationprocess,n particular
becauseheywishto retain their editorialindependencen scientificpublishing.

M The second category of publication acts relating to the physical production of
documents,involves the highest monetary transaction percentages. / § [aso the
categoryfor whichjournalsare the mostwillingto payinan ] o]3u $§ fiee of
allfinancialconstraints.

M Asregardsthe disseminatioracts someof the journalsare in favourof remunerating
someof them.

4. Thetechnicalconditionsfor implementingdirect funding models.

Regardles®f the model selected,a certain number of technicalconditionsare required for
the implementationof direct funding:

M Theabilityto carryout monetarytransactions~*S & ve SPov po |AQuUnd80%
of the journalssurveyedstatethat they are capableof acceptingnoney,either directly
or indirectly. Thispercentageincreasedo 86%if potential capabilitiesare takeninto
account- the willingnessof journalsto implement an accountingsystemprovided
adequatefundingis available.

M The ability to make fundersvisible.51%of the journals surveyedalready have the
meansto createreportsin orderto specifythe contributionsmadeby fundersto the
publicationin question.Of thosewho are not currently ableto do so, 73%state that
theyarereadyto adopta systemof thiskind, providedthere is adequatefunding.

8



M Theregulatoryopportunity for researchfundersto providedirectsupportfor journals.

5. Benefitsand limits of direct funding models.

Throughthe useof openquestions,we were ableto identify the benefitsanticipatedby the
journalswhichwould comefrom directfunding,aswell asthe potential pitfallsto be avoided.
Theseelementsare summarisedn the table below.

Tablel. Benefitsand pitfalls of direct fundingof Diamondjournals

Benefits

Pitfallsto be avoided

Continuityof the journal

Valuationof work that is often done voluntarily

Outsourcingand professionalisingertainacts

Refocusinghe editorial boardon certificationwork

Complianceawith varioustechnicalstandards

Redirectiorof financialflows awayfrom major

commerciabpublishers

Increasan the numberof Diamondjournals

Riskindossof the editorial
independence

} & dcientific

Newadministrativeburdenassociatedvith
financialtransactionsandwith providingfunder
visibility

Developmenbf predatoryDiamondjournals

Institutional or legalinability to attract direct
fundingof journalsin certaincountries

Universityassessmentriterianot in line with
publicationin Diamondjournals

Lackof intereston the part of the researchfunders
in Diamantjournals

Publicationdasedon non-financedresearchdo
not fund the journal




In accordancewith the requirementsof open scienceall the datathat canbe disseminated
has been deposited on the RechercheData Gouv platform at the following address:
https://doi.org/10.57745/YGUK

Lastly,someof the resultshavebeenrefined for prepublicationundera CCBYlicenceat the
following address https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2023.05.03.539231v1
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Introduction

Fromthe BOAIto the OADiamondJournalsreport:
direct funding of journalsfor open-accesgpublishing

In December2001,the BudapestOpenAccesdnitiative (BOAIbroughttogether publishers,
librarians belongingto or affiliated with SPARE proponents of open and selfarchiving
archivesaswell asoneof the authorsof the PLoSetition letter. Togetherthey definedavery
broad version of open access,published in February 2002, which later was legally
implemented by CreativeCommonsicencesHowever,BOAIdid not restrictitself to defining
open accesslt alsolaunchedan appealto any establishmentthat waslikely to supportit,

while recommendingpractical solutions. Two main approacheswere identified, which
embodied the aims of the stakeholdersinvolved. The first approachpromoted the self

archivingof peerreviewed journal articles in open, computerisedarchivesbasedon the

technical standardsof interoperability which were already defined by the Open Ardhive
Initiative to ensurethat they were highlyvisible. The secondapproachwaslessestablished,
andinvolveda variety of formulasto identify who would take on publicationcosts:

A & XS purpose there are a great many alternative sourcesof fundingincludinginstitutions
and governmentswvhichfund researchuniversitiesand laboratorieswhichemployresearchers,
endowmentgrantedby field or institution, alliesof the openaccessause profits generatedby
the sale of additionsto core texts, funding freed up by the transformation or the demiseof
traditional fee-basedperiodicalsandevencontributionsfrom the researchershemselvesThere
is no needto prioritise one solutionover another for all fields and all countries,nor to cease
seekingout new,original 08 Ev $]A

By emphasizingthe wide range of resources available, this second approach
incorporatedseveraloptionspreviouslyconsideredsuchas * W Z pfeposalgelatingto the
lowering of subscriptioncostsor the financialmodel developedby BMCof leveragingother

! https://sparcopen.org
2 Budapest Open Accesslnitiative, https://www.budapestopenaccessinitiative.org/read/frenghanslation/,
Pageconsultéele 03/12/2021.
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content other than the researcharticles themselves.Financialcontributions from authors
were only consideredasa lastresort, if they were mentionedat all. However,this model of

lastresortisthe onethat developel in the followingyearsasaresultof adoubledynamic.On
the onehand,from 2003-2004,publisherdike BMCandPLO®eganto chargefor open-source
publicationwith afixed price per article. Onthe other hand,researchfunders,predominantly
the Welloome Trust, indicatedthat open accesspublication costswould be coveredby the

grantswonbythe researchheams.Bythe endof the decade supportfrom the WellcomeTrust
to this financialmodelalreadyexceededE2.4million ayear.

A market wasthus gradually createdin the 2000s,as a result of the emergenceof
public pricing and a funding sourcefor publisherswhich wasinitially for the benefit of new
market entrants who specialisedin open accesspublishing(BMC,PLOS)Throughoutthe
2010sall publishers whetherthey hadalreadyadoptedthis businessnodel (MDPI Frontiers,
Hindawi, etc.) or if only part of their businessfell under it (SpringerNature, Wiley, Sage,
Elseviernforma, etc.), were migratingtowards hybrid journalsand/or entirely open access
journals.Despitepersistentand increasinglywidespreadcriticismof risingarticle prices,this
businessnodelis continuingto be supportedby a majority of researchfunders,andin some
casedby librariesand researchinstitutions. Thisis particularlytrue for the United Kingdom,
wherethe » o} IP E wBadelinvolvingfunds grantedto universitiesto pay APCsvas
implementedasa national public policy from 2013 onwards,with a £17 million fund for the
first year*. Startingin 2015,the so-called *"S@E& ve+(}Eu B{Ev 0 Vi§ & great many
Europearcountrieshavebeentakingoverby againfundingAPCsmostfrequentlyfrom grants
whichwere previouslysolelyintendedfor journal subscription& Eventoday, a whole host of
institutions are directly funding APCsOne exampleis Utrecht University,which, until 2021,
only reimbursed50%o0f APCaipto | i U iiN&wit fully subsidiseshe selfpayermodel.

Fullreimbursement
In 2022 the OpenAccesg-undwill refund all costsof publishingarticlesin full open access
journals,underthe conditionthat the article processingharge(APCamountsto a maximumof
ITUATITX
|

Openaccessooks

3 https://wellcome.figshare.com/articles/dataset/Wellcome_Trust_open_access_APC_spend_2010_11 2011 1
2./1004743.

4 https://www.ukri.org/about-us/policiesstandardsand-data/data-collection/openaccessblock-grant
awards/

5 QuentinDufour, David Pontille, Didier Torny. Contractea O 1 K Helaptblicationenaccésouvert.Une
analysesystématiquelesaccordgransformantsiRapportderechercheP06 150, CNRS Comitépourla science
ouverte.2021,pp.81.doi.org/10.52949/2
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Theambitionto achievefull openaccessibilityof scientificpublicationsas soonas possiblealso
appliesto books.Thatis why in the caseof openaccesdhooksa maximumreimbursementof
I 8 Ui perbookisavailablein the OAFundin 2022.

No reimbursement
TheOAFunddoesnot refundcostsof publicationghat arethe resultof externalresearcHunding
(for instanceNWOand ERC)Thesecostscanbe financedby meansof projectfundingf.

Supportfor articles publishingarticles is possibleif the journal in which they are
publishedisamember of the au Directoryof OpenAccesgournals(DOAJ(similarlyfor books
if their publisheris a member of the Directory of Open AccessBooks,DOAB).The only
condition is a financialone: costsare not to exceeda specificamount, and of coursethe
journalsor booksare not alreadyreceivingsupportfrom openaccesgpublishingfunders.The
samekind of open accessattern canbe seenin universitylibraries surveyedby SPARG
North America,wherethere are few constraintson publicationmediaor openaccessricing.
Thisgradualalignmentof playerswho are likely to pay for open accesublishingcostshas
not only enabledthe APGmodelto develop;it hasalsogivenit highvisibility. Fromthe 2010s
onwards,openaccesgublishingthe K /[gecondline of approachwaslimited to a single
financialmodelfor manyplayersithe selfpayermodel,whichisnow subsidisedrom different
sourcegfunders,universities|ibraries,nationalfunds,etc.). Thismeansthat today, for many
playerswith different financial capabilities,the funding of open accesspublishinginvolves
payinghigherandhigherAPCs.

Understandingthe funding of Diamondjournals more clearly

Inthe light of this consistentsupportfor a singlefinancialmodel,isthere still a placefor what
wasoriginallyintendedto bethe coreof openaccesgpublishingfinancialmodelsVhilesome
havefoughtto invalidatethe * P } openaccesss W equation,othershavesoughtto give
greater visibility to thesealternative journalsby inventing new labels for them, such as
A"Wo S§]opemn eeor v PAPCopen » « TKe thing that these nameshave in
commonis that they negativelycharacterisahe financialmodel: the lackof the requirement
for authorsto fund openaccesublishing.Thischaracterisationalsoexistsasa filter in the
DOAJ:M t ] S0 article processingcharges~ W. Buttheselabelsrevealnothing about the
fundingsourcesand concretesupport,the diversityof the different financialmodels,andthe
costsassociatedvith them.

8 https://www.uu.nl/en/university-library/advicesupportto/researchers/publishingsupport/open
access/operaccesscosts/openraccessund
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Fortwo decadesthere hasbeenfrequent mention (in the literature) of the rangeof
different modelspossible,basedin particular on proposalsby Peter Suber(2007),ranging
from direct institutional supportto the advertisingmodel. Thislow-volume literature almost
alwaysexpoundsthe samestandpoint: providingjournalsthat are currently in subscription
mode,with a businessnodelallowingthem to switchto openaccessMost recently,the best
writing on this subjectis by Wise and Estelledealng with transition models which are
A Yu % SWith Plan ~ towardsopen accesdor scientificsocieties. The authorsidentify
different options: "SE& v+ (}Eu mddelso.e. redirecting library subscription costs
towardsopenaccesgublishingestalishinga cooperativepublishinginfrastructurebetween
the publisherand libraries; authorisingselfarchivingof » p$ Zac@eptedu vipe E]66Se
postprint; variousformsof APCppenpublishingplatforms(F1000 EmeraldOpenPublishing),
or apreprintdepositwith paidpeerreviewingservices;" } § Zfomsof (puv ] whichinclude
freemium, subsidy,crowdfunding,publishing,syndicationor the Subscribeéo Openmodel
whichis growingin popularity; and finally, costreduction (cancellingor combiningjournals,
sharingmanagementsoftware, stoppingthe production of paper versions,etc..). Although
some platforms or publisherspresentsolutionsthat they found, or their costingmodel, we
still haveno researchon the actualbusinessnodelsof non-APJournals,despitethe fact that
there is an increasingamount of literature on APCpricesor on the modellingof publishing
costs$.

It took until 2020, before the consortiumaround OPERA®unded by Coalition S)
publishedahugesurveythat describesandquantifiesthese i } u (E veonsystemsestablishing
the name OA DiamondJournalsas standard? Theresultsof this researchinto the Diamond
ecosystemare presentedin four parts: the first part providesgeneralinformation on the
numberof journals,the disciplinesandthe geographicahreascovered;the secondpart looks
at the issuesof quality and technicalcompliancethe third part coversthe way in whichthe
journals function, their governanceand the resourcesavailableto them; the last part
consicersthe issuesof continuity of the journalsby lookingat fundingand operationalcost
issues. On the basis of these results, a second volume presents a great many

"Wise,Alicia,and LorraineEstelle."Societypublishersacceleratingppenaccessnd PlanSfinal projectreport.”
(2019).Wise,Alicia,and LorraineEstelle."How societypublisherscanacceleratetheir transitionto openaccess
andalignwith PlanS."LearnedPublishing83.1(2020):14-27.

8 Grossmann,Alexander, and Bjorn Brembs. "Current market rates for scholarly publishing services."
F1000Research0 (2021).SeealsoAntoine Blanchard DianeThierry, Maurits van der Graaf. Retrospectiveand
prospectie studyof the evolutionof APC costsandelectronicsubscriptiongor Frenchinstitutions.Comitépour
la scienceouverte.2022.doi.org/10.52949/26

9 Bosman,Jeroen,Jan Erik FrantsvagBiancaKramer, PierreCarl Langlaisand VanessaProudman."The OA
diamondjournalsstudy. Part1: Findings."(2021).Becerril,Arianna,LarsBjgrnshaugeJeroenBosman JanErik
FrantsvagBiancaKramer,PierreCarlLanglaisPierreMounier, Vanessa&roudman,ClaireRedheadand Didier
Torny."The OADiamondJournalsStudy. Part2: Recommendations.(2021).
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recommendationsfor developing and perpetuating these journals within the scientific
publishingeconomy.

The main findings of the report consistof the identification of a vast universe of
potentially closeto 30,000journals,only a third of which were referencedin the DOAJIn
contrastto the commonlyheld view, evenif SSHSociakciencesand Humarities) disciplines
are in the overwhelmingmajority, STM(ScienceTechnologyMedicine)disciplinesare well
represented (39% of the journals identified). Unsurprisinglyin this world, there is much
greaterlinguisticdiversitythanin the APGmodel journals.Asregardsthe subjectsat the heart
of our own study, the report emphasizeghe importance of those contributions to the
publishingprocesshat are not directly remunerated thereby exposinghe diversenature of
the financial contributions required in order for them to operate: grants, donations,
crowdfunding, shared infrastructures, the institutional support model, and the freemium
model. Thisis overwhelminglya ~ « u -scale } v} u Cwit the majority of journalshaving
lessthan onefull-time employee and 70%of them postinglessthan | i i U i il costsperyear.
Although researchand teaching organisationshave a key role to play in supportingthe
Diamondecosystemthis currentlyturns out be muchlesssofor researchfunders.

Basedon results like these, recommendationsfor support beyond the funding of
production, dissemination and archiving, include the implementation of direct funding
modelsfor journals producedby diverse playersin the researchcommunity. Fundersare
specifical targeted as sourcesof direct support. Althoughwe havejust reiterated the role
they play at the heart of the APCsystem,they are today almostcompletelyabsentfrom the
Diamond ecosystem.Our current work is in line with this recommendationbecausewe
declaredin the OADiamondjournalsreport our desireto carry out this additional survey.lIt
therefore constitutesa secondstudy of the Diamondjournals,and focuseson their funding
arrangementsBasedon a questionnairesurvey,we will look at direct funding modelsand
reflect on the practicalitiesof implementingthem.

Although they have not been systematicallydocumented, many different kinds of
direct supportfor Diamondjournalshaveclearlyemergedfollowing the BOAI.In addition to
infrastructure support,the OADiamondJournalsstudy showedthat the most frequentform
of support was either institutional (through the provision of personnel),or participatory
(through participation of the publishingentity in the production and disseminationof the
journalinsteadof direct financialcompensation)However the paymentor makingavailable
of monetary sumsby authors has also been described- evenif this was done voluntarily.
Moreover, some respondentsto our survey ] v [fail to point out the existenceof direct
funders. Theseare generallypublic entities (researchinstitutions, universities),sometimes
referred to by name (suchas the SwissSNFor 3 Canadianagencies)lt appearsthat this
financial- and not only human and institutional - suppat hashad a limited impacton the
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Diamondecosystemnotablybecausehesesupportingpartiesare attachedto aninstitution,

or a discipline,or at best a national institution, without any overall coordination despite
initiativeslike the GlobalSustainaility Coalitionfor OpenScienceServicegSCOSSjollowing
on from the 2020survey,we are therefore suggestingvaysof organisingand mainstreaming
directfundingmodelsto whichall Diamondjournalscould potentially apply,in the sameway
that APGtype journals are able to benefit almost unconditionally from researchproject

funding.

Oneof the major problemsconfrontingrecommendationgor financialsupportis the
lack of knowledgeof the administrative,accounting,and financialsituation of the Diamond
journals,and of their current businessnodels.Asreferred to earlier,academiditerature on
open accesgunding mainly includesreviewsof fundingmodelswhich provide little specific
information on Diamondjournals,or on monographsrelating to a journal, or a publishing
infrastructure.Despitethe qualityanduniquenature of the OADiamondJournalssurveyitself,
it wasnot possibleto delveinto the financialdetails. Thereport takesa fairly broad focus,
providing little by way of specificinformation on the concrete funding arrangementsof
Diamondjournals.

Theaim of our studyistest the feasibility,aswell asthe desirability,of adirect funding
model for Diamond journals. Can Diamond journals be funded, and how? What are the
possibledirect funding models?What current meansof funding for Diamondjournalsand
constraintsneedto be takenon board?Thesearethe questionswe are strivingto answer.

In orderto dothis, the report is primarily basedon a questionnairesurveyof Diamond
journals.Thisquestionnairewasdrafted betweenMarch and June2021,and aimsto record
the currentfundingmodelsof the relevantjournalsandto explorenewwaysof fundingthem.
We haveput together a matrix of questionsstructured aroundfour subjects enablingusto
understandthe i} p E viimangial situation and their view of a direct funding system:the

i } u G Viimapeialconfiguration,the publishingacts the relationshipwith fundersplustheir
ability to report certaininformation, and their opinion regardinga model of direct financial
support. Most of the questionsare closedand provide a quantifiable view of the financial
realities confronting the Diamondjournals. Someopen questionswere handled separately
usingqualitativesoftware.

After cleaningthe datasetand deleting duplicates,we have gathereda total of 260
usableresponsesAsin the OADiamondJournalsurvey,we receivedresponsesomingfrom
awiderangeof journalsbecauseé5 countrieswererepresentedwith the UK ltaly,and France
dominating.Similarly,one canrun through a wide rangeof disciplines- from the humanities
to informationtechnology encounteringchemistryandmedicinealongthe way.Nonetheless,
the resultsobtainedallow usto identify certaintrends.In the appendixto the report, you can
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consultthe descriptionson howthe questionnairevasdeveloped howthe datawasgathered
and processedandhow representativethe respondingournalswere.

Thestarting point wasthe Diamond i } p (E viiran{ial situation.

Theinitial surveyquestionscoveredthe range of current situationsin which the Diamond
journalsare operating. The OA DiamondJournalsreport establishedthat the main physical
differencebetweenthe OACDiamondJournalsandthe APQournalswasthe virtual absence
in the Diamond population of very large journals publishing huge numbers of articles.
Unsurprisinglythe journalsthat respondedare ~ ¢ u oomes,publishinga maximumof 288

articlesayear(anaverageof 31andamedianof 22 articles),with averylow estimatedannual
budget(75%below | ii|«&hdaverylimited numberof paid employeeg85%with lessthan

the equivalentof 2 peoplein full-time employment).Thefirst two resultsof our surveyshould
be readwith this generaleconomyin mind; that is smalljournalswith limited budgets

We note that the journalslackfinancialautonomywhen they are includedin, or are
linkedto anentity viaaninstitutionalaffiliation (figure1). Inthisrespect they are no different
than the greatmajority of non-Diamondjournals,whetherthey belongto a scientificsociety,
auniversitypress,or acommercialpublisher.

Figurel. Thefinancialautonomyof Diamondjournals

o 56%
50%
40%
30% 28%
20%
10% 0,
6% 5%
. ] — S
No, it is part of a Yes No, it includes the No, it includes the | don't know No, it includes the
larger management print journal electronic journal and electronic journal and
(university, research other scientific other publishing
unit...) activities (congresses, media
conferences...) (books/journals...)

Indeed,of the 254respondentgo Q2.1,a majority (56%)of journalsbelongto amuch
biggerfinancialentity, suchasa laboratoryor a university.Moreover, 7%of all respondents
maintainan economyof online journalsalongsideother businessessuchasbook publishing
or organisingconferencesand seminars.Only 28%of journals were counted by us asbeing
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entirely autonomousin relationto other activities,meaningthatthe } EP v]e+ Sdlpiskue
isto operatethe onlinejournal. Tothis, we canaddthe 6%o0f journalswith amixedelectronic
openaccessandpapermodelthat haveto be paid or havecontrolleddissemination

Havingestablishedhat two thirds of journalsrepresenta non-autonomouseconomic
setup,we canturn to the questionof the financialobjectivesset for them. Indeed,the idea
that a highly profitable journal allowsscientificsocietiesto fund their other activitiesis very
present. Thisis basedon what is a financial reality for a certain number of companies,
particularly in the STM area, hence their recurring opposition to open archive deposit
obligaions, which they perceiveas a threat to their existence.Nonethelessthe Diamond
journalsthat respondedto us show very different economicsetups.Thisis highlightedby
figure 2 whichgathers254responses.

Figure2. Breakdowrof financialtargets
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This figure shows results similar to those representingthe finances of scientific
*} ] S]journalsup to the middle of the 20th century: either a breakeventarget (39%)is
shown, or the possibilityof makinga loss(34%)is conceded.Indeed, before this time, the
concept of academicyield being profit-making was very rare, particularly for academic
institutions!®. It was only after the SecondWorld War that there was any real financial
developmentof academigournalsand academigublishingcompaniesjn particularthrough

10 Forthe RoyalSociety seeFyfe Aileen,JulieMcDougalWaters,andNoahMoxham."Credit,copyright,andthe
disseminationof scientificknowledge:The RoyalSocietyin the long nineteenth century." VictorianPeriodcals
Reviews1.4(2018):597-615.
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the internationalisationof a subscriptionprone customer base, journals thus becoming
profitable merchandise'l.

Turningjournalsinto acommaodityis clearlya foreignconceptin the world of Diamond
journalsof our survey asonly 2% of them havethe aim of makinga profit. A little over a
quarter of respondents(26%)saythat they are unaware of this, which reflects the highly
heterogeneousature of organisationsvithin the DiamondecosystemThismakesthemideal
candidatesfor direct funding supportfrom the point of view of funderswho are seekingto
ensurethat their moneyis actuallyusedfor publishing.

Reportoutline: from modelsto implementation issues

On the basisof this assessmenof the Diamond i } p E vfiranEial situation, the report is

arrangedas follows: Thefirst part hasproposalsfor the funding of journals,basedon the

responsego the survey.Thisisalsobasedon what we haveread,andon previouswork. What

we end up with is four models of direct funding which are more or less coupledto the

publicationyield. In order to outline the practicalchallengesf fundingjournals,the second
part examinesvherefundinggoeswithin the publishirg processWe presental list of the acts
that makeup scientificpublishing,in order to identify the actswhich are currently paid for,

andthosethat would be paid for in anidealworld where there were no financialconstraints
atall. Thethird partlooksat the technicalconditionsfor implementingthe models.It examines
the key factors involved in implementing a model, such as i} u G v [teehnical and

organisationaljability to conductfinancialtransactions,the possibilityof providing greater
funder visibility, and the legalbasisallowing fundersto provide direct supportfor journals.
Thisreport concludeswith the benefitsassociatedwvith direct fundingmodelsfor journals,as
well asthe challengesandproblemsthat they mayelicit. Theappendixto the report examines
the survey methods, specificallythe way in which the questionnaire was drafted and

circulated,aswell asthe waysin whichthe datawasanalysed.

Theteam, funding sourcesand surveycontext

We are researchersfrom the Centre de Sociologiede o[/vVv}A (Eehtreof Innovation
Sociology(i3, UMRCNR®217)).0ur work hasbeen funded by the Comitépour la Science
Ouverte(FrenchOpen ScienceCommittee)within the FrenchMinistry for HigherEducation
and Researchwith the contractbeingmanagedy the CNRSWVithin the OPERA&nsortium,
we participatedin the first OADiamondJournalssurveyin 2020.We would like to thankall of
the peoplewho havehelpeduscarryout this survey,aswell asthosewithin the OpenScience

11 Fyfe,Aileen."Selfhelp for learnedjournals:Scientificsocietiesand the commerceof publishingin the 1950s."
Historyof Sciencg2021):
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Committeeand the Ministry who have provided commentson the presentationsand the
interim versionsof this report.
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Fundingmodelsfor Diamondjournals

Thisfirst part coversthe funding models for Diamond
journals. In the first section, we highlight the empirical
results of our surveyof the models which the journals
themselveswere able to propose (1.1) These results
enableus to identify three generalfunding models,only
one of whichis direct funding. In the secondsection,we
focuson direct funding models(1.2) On the basisof the
surveyresults,aswell asour prior work, we are proposing
four direct funding modelswhich vary in terms of their
relationshipto the actualpublicationyield.
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Sectionl

Generalmodelsfor fundingpublishing.

In this first section, we organiseand analyseproposalsregardingthe general publishing
supportmodelsfrom the DiamondjournalsthemselvesWe usethe term ” ¢ 1 %o %bgCBIse
all of thesemodelsare not necessarilyinancialin nature. Amongthe answerso our question
5.2, three kinds of support models can be distinguished which take up the central
recommendationf the OADiamondJournalsstudyin identifyingthe Diamondecosystem:
publishinginfrastructures(1.1),availabilityof serviceq1.2),directfunding(1.3).

1.1 Providingsupportfor publishinginfrastructures

Thefirst modeltherefore concernssupportinginfrastructures- whether they be softwareor
distribution platforms.

ID12747276117 « Whatwe needfundingfor to keepgoingis the softwareand platform ».

ID12784421591 « Foroverlayjournalslike ours,the fundingsshouldgo to the hostingplatform
to enablethemto offer editorial services».

We would like to point out that tools of this type alreadyexist,suchassoftware that
exhibits OJS functionality, or platforms such as the Amelica/Redalyc,OpenEdition,
Episciencesyr OLHwhichintegrate software.

ID 12747678560 « Fundingshouldbe directedtowards infrastructure (central archivingand
metadatacollection managed OJSnstancesfree serviceprovidersfor copyeditingetc.)suchas
the épiscienceplatform that providetheir servicedreeto scholarlydiamondOAjournals».

ID 12773341792 «We are publishedand funded by the OpenLibrary of Humanitieswhich
operates with a consortial funding model in which institutions, including some funding
organisationspooltheir resourcesn orderto facilitate openaccespublishingwithout the need
to chargeauthorsor readers».

ID12781741225 « | guesghe bestuseof their moneywouldbeto fund platformssuchasSciELO
and Redalyc/AmeliCAThis platforms in turn would pay contractors for copy editing or
translation,xml productionetc. Thisshouldcomewith a commitmentfrom theseplatformsto
be forthcomingwith any journal currentlyindexedin DOAJor maybeLILAC8ndits equivalents
in otherregionsor disciplinesy.
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1.2 Making servicesavailable

Thesecondmodelis about makingservicesavailable It mayinvolvemakingstaff availableas
FTHEfull time equivaknt) workersby publicentities,ora %o ] S\(S (ke the one that
washighlyrecommendecdat the end of the OADiamondJournalsstudy.

ID12790655591 « | think a fundingschemeshouldbe channelledvia organisationsof journals
in a disciplineor a capacitycentre,who canthen distribute the moneyas needed,and would
accountfor it onayearlybasis Weneedto avoidthe riseof predatorybehaviouramongdiamond
journals. > Sret repeatthe mistakesof the %o *$.Y

ID12784967875 « Throughsharedservicesnstalledwithin the University t proofreading,DOI
requestingetcetera.

1.3 Directfunding of Journals

We haveidentified a third modelwherebyfundswould be directly allocatedto the journals.
Thevarietyof one-off sourcef fundingidentified by the 2020surveywasalreadyimpressive,
but when the journalsare askedabout new funding options, they revealthat these options
canbe appliedin verydiverseways.Thisdiversitycanbe brokendown betweenmodelswhich

areuncoupledfrom the actualyieldspublished- by far the onesmostfrequentlymentioned-

and coupledmodels.

Modelsthat are not coupledto the publicationyield

Modelswhichare uncoupledfrom publicationyieldsinclude first andforemost,seltfinancing
by the journalsthemselveghrough advertising fundraising,or voluntarydonations.

ID12749980911 « Bulkadvertisementt the prevailingrates € Y Sponsord speciakectionon
an areathat falls within the Aimsand Scopeof the journal».

ID12788598386 « Publicisingf ourjournalissupportecby NGO<£ : } p (E nvarod]swhichmakes
somefund-raising».

ID 12778607986. « | would like to solicit the main disciplinaryassociationsfor donations.
Obviouslythat is not sustainableput | think it would be a goodsourceof funds».

Next,the journalsreport on receivingfixed sumsof money- ayearly,twice yearly,or monthly
amount,thereby promotingbudgetarypredictability.

ID12789712473 « Themosteffectivewould be fundingon annualbasis with receivingfunding
in January(currentlythe journalreceivests budgetusuallyin May or June howeverit hasto be
spentby December.
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ID 12801450379 « Somehing that providedus with a predictablelevel of annualfunding so
that we could (ideally) contract appropriate administrative support, pay for hosting
subscriptionsand havea fund to usefor the purposesf generatingor enhancingcontent,e.g.
annualworkshopsor symposia».

Someof the respondentsvere keento point out that this modelis alreadyin operationviaall
sorts of stakeholderssuch as governmentfunds, or their university, scientific society or
publishernot to mentionconsortiumbasedarrangementssuchasthe OpenEditiorfreemium
or K>, fund allocations.

ID 12759546500 « In our situationwe havefundingfrom the ministryresponsibldor scientific
systemandthis fundingtogetherwith Facultyco-financingenablethe journalissuing».

ID 12803238097 « We are fundedby the OpenLibraryof Humanitieswhich operateswith a
consortialfundingmodelin whichinstitutions,includingsomefunding organisations pool their
resourcesdn order to facilitate openaccesspublishingwithout the needto chargeauthorsor
readers».

Othersmentionfundingentitiessuchasthe SSHR® Canadandthe NordicResearclirunding
OrganisationFundsearmarkedfor journals,irrespectiveof their businessnodel,canalsobe
accessedby our respondents.

ID 12794160585 « t [ CEundersucha regimealreadyin Canadathrough the SSHR@®id to
Scholarhydournalgorogramme(ASJ)Thisisimportant becauset both fundsthe journalbut also
involvesa commitmentto OAacrosshe fundersprogrammess».

ID 12803074154 «| think that researchfunding organizationsshould give direct financial
supportto journalslikemine € Yandin fact myjournalalreadyreceivegevery2 years)somewhat
lessthan half its fundingfrom a Nordicresearchundingorganization.

Thethird arrangementonsistf avarianton the previousexamplereceivingafixedamount
basedon applicationsfor subsidy(known as 4grants_ ewhich would guaranteefinancial
stability for the journalfor anumberof years(from 3to 5 years).

ID 128020®735: « | would hopeto seea granting agencysolicit applications,completewith
budgetsand pastcosts,andthen award multi-yeargrantsto journalspermittingusto plan».

ID 12777587588 « | think that there couldbe opencompetitiveconvocatoriegor pluri-annual
financialsupportof OAdiamondjournals,asisthe caseof researclprojects».

ID 12747596354 « Aid to scholarlyfund grant competitions,e.g., every3 years(with 3 years
funding)».
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Finally,someproposemore vaguelythe awardingof grants basedon visibility or recognition
criteria, somewhatcorrespondingo a subsidysystem.

ID 12754720887. « An annual competition, includingcriteria related to the journal visibility
(positionin different rankingswith metrics t Clarivate Analytics, Scopus)ndex Copernicus),
number of indexationsetc., plus other criteria used to assessthe journal quality in such
rankings».

Modelscoupledto publicationyield

Aswell asthesemodels,other respondentssuggesimodelsthat are coupledto the amourts
published,i.e. modelswhere funding partly dependson the number of articles published.
Therefore, there exist funding proposals which dispensefunding in proportion to the
publicationyield postedby areportingsystem.

ID 12753610726 « Wewould suggesta contributionper article for everyarticle that publishes
researchfundedby the publicpurse,from an academicsource».

ID 12747041478: «As a small publisher, our running cost is much smaller than in big
corporations. Z %Ausuallychargesaround fi i1 jper piecepublishedIf we got that, we
couldcertainlypay reviewersand outsourcesomeother tasks,improvingquality ».

This arrangementalready existsin Switzerland,and is promoted by the SNFdespite the
difficulty in settingup a suitablereportingsystem.

ID 12762191352 « Especiallyin Switzerland,we currently seethe SNFfunding APCto the
authorswho needto havetheir paperreviewedby the SNFbeforesubmissionForthe authors,
this is a long and risky 2-acts processwhich could easilybe switched:authors directly submit
their papers. Once the papersis acceptedthe funding institution receivesan automatic
notificationfromthe i} u € wsofitfvare(e.g.0JPlugin).Fundingwill bepaidto the journaltwice
peryearaccordingto the numberof papersacceptedoer funder. Thejournal on the other hand
needsto publiclyreport on managingand productioncostsand incomesin order to publicly
documenttheir not-for-profit status(asin DiamondOA).In our casethis is between500and 800
SwisgFrancsper paper. Thestandardizationof sucha report is difficult. The APGmonitoring by
JISAn UK was somewhatunsuccessfuin these terms and did not succeedin setting up a
standard».

Finally we needto mentionauniquemodelbasedon PCAspnlyfor authorswho are solvent.
Thisis the casefor the Indianjournal Conversatior& Societymentionedby one respondent,
which invoicesthe authorsfor publishingif their universityis in one of the ™ 1 %o %idte
income } uv S &k defined by the World Bank. The payment of APCsis waived if the
universityis alreadyfundingthe journalor if the authorisa studentor onalow income.
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ID12749980911 « It is possibleo imaginea modelthat Conservatiorand Societyhasadopted
recently.lIt crosssubsidisepapersfrom the global southby the feesapplicableon papersfrom
the globalnorth ».

Thisis a much-mentionedborderline casebetween authorsbeingobligedto pay (subjectto
different exceptionsor waivers)andvoluntarycontributionsfrom the authorstothe i}pEv of-
generalfinancesif they are ableto do so,comingfor instancefrom the fundingof a project.

In our view, the abovementionedredistributionmodelfalls outsidethe Diamondframework
becausesomeauthorsarerequiredto pay.
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Section2

Fourdirect fundingmodels

We havereferredto proposalsfor Diamondjournalsin connectionwith modelsthat provide

publishingsupport.In line with the OADiamondJournalsstudywhichwaspublishedin 2020,

we intend to focusin particula on the third proposal,whichisdirect funding. Theaim of this

approachis not to underestimatethe contributions made by other meansof support, but

ratherto developthe ~ ] E (Sv ] wBctor.Inthis section,we drawonthe surveyresponses
together with our prior work in order to organiseand refine the direct fundingmodels.The

refined

fundingmodelsshouldbe in a better positionto addressthe issuesof predictabilityandlack
of certainty (2.1). In the end we propose four models where the link with the actual

publicationyield varies(2.2).

2.1 Fundingof scientificpublishing:from
predictability to uncertainty

Our previoussurveyexaminedthe ~$ E v« (} E ag@eents.Theseagreementswere

signedfrom 2015 onwardsbetween national consortiumsof university libraries (at leastin

Europe)and publisherd2. What distinguishestransformative_agreementss that they bring

togethertwo fairly different approachego researchpublishingwithin the samecontract: the

classisubscriptionbasedapproachprovidingaccesgo contentfor alimited audienceagainst
apaidfee;andmorerecently,an openaccessapproachwhere, by definition, accesss free of

chargebut producingarticlesis chargedto institutionsin the form of publishingcosts.Two
lessonscanbe drawn from joiningthesetwo worldsviatransformativeagreements.

First of all, a confrontation between two major financial configurationscan be
identified within the 4ransformative_ agreements. On the one hand, there is the
configurationthat pursuescompletepredictabilityin the amountsexchangedy both parties.
Thisoriginallycomesfrom the print model, where a specificnumber of issuesor articlesis
bought, with the material costsand the amount of labour being strongly correlatedto this
amount. Thisis characteristiocof the way subscriptionsvork. Onthe other handthere isthe
N Ytu% opy  (ES fperiGuration,whichis characteristioof openaccesgin the goldcAPC

2 Dufour, Quentin, David Pontille, et Didier Torny.Contractera o[ Z déHa publicationen accésouvert. Une
analysesystématiquedesaccordgransformants Diss.CNRS202110.52949/2
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variant), where a reduction in publishingservicesdraggedthe concomitantcostsdown to
those of an individualarticle, ultimately makingfinancialmodelsentirely dependenton the
amountspublished.Thediscussionsround PLOSNEandits incrediblesuccesgwith a peak
of over 30,000articlesper annumthat wasfollowed by a reductionin the amountpublished)
have clearlyshownthe financialconsequence®f uncertaintyin the yield. In a similarvein,
suspiciongthat some publisherswould be preparedto sacrificetheir editorial integrity in
favour of the profit generatedby acceptingan article - rather than rejectingit and incurring
costsbut no revenue- have highlightedthe risksassociatedwith the financialincentivesto
publish.We shouldalsorememberherethat the growth of the " %o E % p @0 ] *CAte@ory
stemsfrom the existenceof the APCeconomicmodel. One of our respondentshighlighted
onerisk that is inherentin paymentper article: ~ Ho not think individualarticlesshouldbe
supported,asthismayleadto Diamondpredatory i } 4 E v TheDixdmondi } p E wespdnses
to thissurveyby sometimesproposindgixedfundingandsometimesmodelswhichare coupled
to the amountspublishedreflect this confrontation between predictability and uncertainty.
We will proposedirect fundingmodelsbasedon all of this.

Secondrarelydo the Aransformative_agreementspresenta headon confrontation
betweenpredictabilityanduncertainty.Novelwaysof arranginghesefinancialconfigurations
are usuallyfound. Put otherwise,the agreementsve havestudiedexhibita continuumfrom
completepredictabilityto completeuncertainty.Buildingon this continuumconcept,we have
put together, not two, but four direct funding modelsfor Diamondjournals. Thesemodels
representa refinement of the binary confrontation between predictability and uncertainty,
specificallybecausehey providethe option of progressingrom oneto the other. We will see
that they are partly inspiredby originalwaysof structuringpredictabilityand uncertainty that
we identified in severaltransformativeagreements.

2.2Fourmodels:link to publication volumesand
managinguncertainty

The four modelswe have constructedproposea continuum rangingfrom predictability to
uncertainty, with the model increasinglycoupledto the publishedyields. We assumean
annualpaymentoncethe journalis publishedfor two reasonsfrom an administrativepoint
of view, we wishto limit the number of transactionst costlyfor the funder andthe journal;
from a political point of view, we want to clearlydistinguishthis kind of supportfor Diamond
journals from the APCmodel, where paymentis demanded,in advance,for each article.
Obviouslyit ispossibleto envisaganoreregularsupport,dependingonthe amountsof money
involvedor other constraints.
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A Yearlyflat-rate funding models

Al1The ~ A Z]&] «(Basedon criteria)

Many publishingstakeholdersand researchinstitutions draw up lists of journals.Inclusionin
the list is basedeither on a quality certification policy, a financialincentiveto publish, or
associatiorwith recognisedrofessionabr academicentities'®. Asaresultof the controversy
triggeredin particularby the work of JeffreyBeall4, the DOAMhasstrengthenedits inclusion
criteria. Since2016,it hasfunctionedasa ~ A Z]&] «i88 the open accesgournalsfield. This
filtering notion amountsto drawingup "lists of journals” (basedon interest criteria) which
would receive support simply becauseof their presencein sucha list. Asan exanple, the
following could be crossreferenced: * %o E eirvthe K : + ~l]vof 0] v+ }uvsSEC
wherecarried } p S Thisfirst modelensurescompletepredictabilityfor the journal (giventhat
it meetsthe criteriafor inclusionin the list), with a fixedannualsumof moneyallocatedto it.
Thesamelevelof financialpredictabilityoccurshere asin the classicsubscriptionapproach.

A2 Thethreshold

Thehistory of library sciencejncludingthe computerisedera, is constantlypervadedby the

issueof selectingrelevantsupportbasedon * s Z (E -« Zplaneteredusage citation, or user
demand).Comparedto the previousmodel, it is the funderswho define a minimum usage
criterion. By way of example:for a researchfunder, these would be journals which have
publishedat least one article coming from a researchproject which has benefitted from

his/herfundingin the lasttwo years.Thereis an elementof unpredictabilityin this model,as
the journal is required to publish a minimum number of articles coming from a research
projectin orderto benefitfrom funding.

B Fundingmodelsdependenton the yearly numberof articles

Bl Thetranches

In our researchon transformativeagreementsye analysedhe modeldevelopedasa means
of supportfor librariesby ACM(a publisherin the ITfield), when shiftingfrom subscriptionto

open access.lt divided publication volumesinto 10 different trancheswith the highest
allowinganunlimited numberof articlesto be published the lowestto 1to 3 articlesperyear,
eachtranche hasa fixed price. Usingthis model for Diamondjournals,the highesttranche
would be the maximumamount of supportfrom a funder, whichis grantedif the publishing
yieldexceedsa certainlevelandif predefinedinterestcriteriahavebeenmet. Thereisahigher

13 Pontille, David, et Didier Torny. "Excellenceinternationalepertinencdinguistique:les classementde revues
enSHS." /18 Q LY tdritdhteitgplurilingue dansla dynamiquenumériqug(2016):221-227.

14 Mounier, Pierre. —ZW p o]( A]dvbiliBdiversity? Open accesspublishingviewed from a European
perspective.'LearnedPublishing31 (2018):299-305.
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levelof uncertaintyherethan with the previousmodelsbut it remainsframedby the tranche
systemand the existenceof a maximum tranche representingthe maximum amount of
supportfor a givenjournalfrom afunder.

B2Theyield

Thisinvolvesthe journaltotalling the numberof articlesof interestfor afunderandreceiving
in return an amountof moneythat dependslinearly on this numberof articles. Thismakesit

a direct equivalentof the APCfor a Diamondjournal. Asan example AmsterdamUniversity
allocatesa givensumto all DOAJournalspublishingarticlessignedby its lecturers.Thereisa
maximumlevel of uncertainty here becauset dependson the actual publicationyield. This
configurationis closeto the "W &S you pp o] e@dodel that we have establishedfor

transformative agreements.In the context of the funding of Diamond journals, we find

ourselvesn asymmetricalsituationof * (p\asyou %o 0]eZ_X

*k%k

Obviously,t is possibleto have other modelsthan those mentionedhere, particularlyall of
thosewhichderivefroma ~ (pv ] wmBdelreservedfor Diamondjournalswherethe annual
sumis setin advanceln the sameway asall fundsalreadydevotedto APCsthey applyrules
ofthe ~ (] @we first « E Atype or, converselycalculatinganallocationbasedon realised
publications.In this sense althoughthey guaranteemaximumpredictabilityfor funderswho
grantatotal lump sum, they setjournalsagainsteachother or, at least,makethe amounts
they actudly receiveuncertain.
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Whatarethesemodelsfunding?

In the previous section, we presented the general
publication support models. By crossreferencing
responsedo our questionnaireaswell aselementsfrom
the literature, we haveendedup with four fundingmodels
with varying levels of couplingto the publication yield.
Regardles®f the model selected,similar questionsare
posedby eachof them, andtheseare coverednextin the
report: the precisedestinationof the financing(part 2) and
the implementationconditions(part 3). Inthe secondpart,
we will take a closelook at the destination of funding:
whenwe claimto fund Diamondjournals,what exactlyare
we finding?

Theanswerto this questionrequiresprior deliberation
on the content of the publishingprocess.n the following
section,we will begin by identifyinga seriesof actswhich
are part of the publishingprocessalongwith anumberof
entities which carry them out (3.1) Based on this
representation of the publishing process,we can then
proceed to examine the current monetisation of the
publishingacts within the Diamondjournals(3.2).In the
third and final section, we will be exploring i}pu@Ev o]
funding needsin an *] A} E d.e. id a hypothetical
world without anyfinancialconstraints(3.3)
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Section3
Exploringoublishingprocesses

Althoughsomeforms of financialsupportfor Diamondjournalsalreadyexiston the basisof
generalcriteria (e.g.how well it fits the editorial line, expressingnterest in a specialissue,
involvingresearcherdrom the institution), openingup to other forms of funding requires
identifyingthe different operationsin the publishingprocesswith aviewto transparencyas
especiallypromoted these daysby funders (https://www.coalition-s.org/priceand-service
transparencyframeworks/). Thisdemandspreciseidentification of the transformationacts-
from a submittedmanuscriptto a publishedtext (e.g.scientificarticle, editorial, minutesetc.)
- which are likely to be ~ ] o oby the journals. Although the focus here is on Diamond
journals,the issueunder discussionn this sectionis a more generalreflection which applies
to all scientificjournals:the seriesof actsrequiredto produceandcirculatearticles.

In a first part, we suggesta way of specifyingthe journal publication processby
identifyinga setof discreteactsandthe entitieswhicharelikelyto performthem (3.1).Todo
this, we havedrawn up two lists (one with the actsand one with the entities)for which we
indicatethe methodologicalsafeguarddo be adopted and the limitations that arise.In the
secondpart, we presentthe resultsof our surveyusinga breakdownthat showshow different
entities sharethe work - how different entities share executionof the Diamondjournals
publishingacts (3.2).

3.1 Twolistsfor exploringthe publication of scientificarticles

Alist of acts

Thefirst list coversthe publishingactswhich are usuallyperformedto ensurethe publication
of scientificarticlesin a journal. We have compiledit basedon literature describinghow
scientificjournalsfunction. Althoughthis literature is scarcejt doesoffer severakaxonomies
for the tasksperformed within a scientificjournal. The most extensivetask consiss of 102
operations®. Ourwork is basedon thesepropositions aswell asour experienceof the wayin
whichseverajournalsfunctioninternally (with two team membersbeingpart of the editorial
board). The list of operationsthat we have put together has a very specificobjective: to

15 Anderson 2018, Focusingn Value t 102 ThingsJournalPublishero (2018 h %,  § SchalarlyKitchen Feb
6,2018, accessed 6/03/2021.
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identify the very clearlycircumscribedactsto which researchfunderscanconsiderallocating
funds.

In this respect,the list has severalspecificfeatures. Firstly, it is designedfor open
accesgournals(Diamondor otherwise)giventhat researchfunderswho will be contactedare
those funderswho are alreadyprovidingfunding or who would now like to be fundingthis
publishingmethod. Therefore it doesnot includeaspectselatingto paperpublishingnor the
specificgelatingto subscriptionsSecondlyit focusessolelyon operationswhichare directly
involvedin the progressiverransformationfrom submitted manuscriptto publishedarticle,
voluntarilyeliminatingaspectghat aredefinitelyimportantfor ajournalto functionbut which
go beyondthe processof strictly producingscientificarticles. Theseaspectsincludedefining
an editorial line, the makeup of the editorial board, developingassessmenprocedures
dependingon the kinds of texts, managingeditorial flows, researchand managementof
funding,longterm archiving,etc. It mustbe borne in mind that someof theseaspectshave
alreadybeenconsideredvithin the OADiamondJournalsstudy. Thirdly,the listisdesignedo
be a processof discretetaskswhich flow in a linear fashion. The reality of the publishing
procesds definitely more convolutedand complex,sothe challengesto presentthingswith
enoughclarityto makeit easierfor fundersto becomeinvolved.

We have ended up with a list of 26 acts, ranging from receivingthe submitted
manuscriptthroughits assessmentp to its disseminationasa publishedtext (e.g.scientific
article, editorial, minutes, etc.), describingalong the way how it is evaluatedand how its
physicalformat is produced. We haveselectedthe actswhich are widely sharedby scientific
journals,regardlessof whether it is a Diamondjournal or not. Furthermore,we will seethat
someactsare more commonthan others.Asisthe casewith all selectionprocesseswe could
come up with a different categorisationln order to identify any potential gaps,eachof the
guestionsgiverespondentghe opportunity to respondfreely, thus providingdetailsthat did
not fit the formal structure of our list. Someacts suchaswebsite maintenanceor archiving,
were left out. Theaim of our work, howeveris not to exhaustivelycovereverysituation nor
the specificsituation of eachand every journal, but insteadto define clearly identifiable
publicationacts Thisshouldmakeit easierfor fundersto supportthe publishingof Diamond
journals.In sodoing,our approachdisregardsomespecifican favourof more generaltrends.

Thethree questionsQ 3.1.Q 3.2 and Q 3.3 havemultiplesanswers,e one per task,hencea
variablenumberof answers somejournalshavingansweredfor eachtask,othersfor certain
ones only. Consequentlythe different answersto the questionnairemean that the final
resultsare presentedas percentagegather than in absolutenumbersof journals:we have
counted between 216 and 232 responsesfor Q3.1, between 203 and 231 for Q3.2 and
between 202 and 231 for Q3.3.Thenumber of responsegemainshigh, yet this part of the
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surveyenablesusto identify trendswith respectto the executionand fundingof publicaion
actsperformedby journals.

Theinitial list of 26 actshasled to the developmentof three levelsrangingfrom the
mostdisaggregatedo the mostaggregatedTable2). At the first level,eachitem corresponds
to asingleacts Thisfirst levelisdesignedo be alineartrackingthe processof publishingtexts
in a scientificjournal, stageby stage.Thisis the versionof the list to whichthe surveyshave
hadaccess.

At the second level, we have grouped the acts into seven distinct groupings:
manuscript handling, manuscript assessment,author information gathering, document
production, rights managementmetadataassignmentand dissemination Thissecondlevel
was not made visibleto respondents,asit was aboveall a tool for processingrespongs.
Althoughit is less exact than the first level, it makesthe list easierto work with when
identifyingthematictrends.

Finallya third level of aggregationaround three major categoriesgraduallybecame
apparent, i.e. certification, physical production of the document, and distribution. The

distinguishingfeature of this third level is thatit is inferred inductively from the s u@EA C |-

empiricalresults.Indeed we will seein the restof thisreport that the distributionof responses
to the questionson publication actsis systematicallyorganisedaround these three major
categories.

Table2 Threelevelsof aggregatiorof productionacts

Act Actno.| Group ofacts Major categories
Z %S]}v }( u vieeefHd¥os ~" 1
Formatting the manuscript before entering the
15} E] o %opieformatting: e 2
_ _ I. Acceptance of
tuupv] S]tv AJSZ authd}Ee ~" the document
communication_ 3

Finding reviewers and monitoring their work,
* Z po]vP Und&igXevieners o 4

Reviewing (definition of criteria, written evaluation
(J&u U SC&E 1018 C réyiewagZe v P 5

Decision of the editorial board (procedures and
E Z]Abedae detision e 6
Il. Assessment

Response to the author (acceptance, rejection,
revision) and management of the-seibmission
% E} resperfse to author 7

Wo P] &]euplagiarism ¢heck ¢ 8
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5 5 . 5 o
[vs](l §]}v }( SZ ayhor Hentiieation 0 1. Gathering of

information
about the author

Conflict of interestheck (declaration form and

& Z]Agorietof interests check 10

}%C ]S]vP ~PE uu EU «%opyo]V
editing_* 11
> vPu P | BahguRge éditing 12
Checking Ju% 0] v A]3Z 3Z témpléeo |
compliance e 13

Graphic work (figures, graphs, tables, photos,

SE ve E]%3]}v }VAgephicsetd 3§ X 14
IV. Content
Proofreading and checking the integration of chang production
~proofreading_ * 15
Translation (summankeywords, full article, etc.)
~translation__ 16
Production of specific format (PDF, HTML, XML)
~cbding/conversion e 17
A u vs]l 8]}v }( E (ef@ence s ~~
semantization 18
lu P &E] mage rights_ e 19
D v P]JvP o] ligenee management ¢ 20 V. Rights
t
Z]PZ8+ UV P UVSE v WSZIE[- } managemen
~rfghts/contracts_ ¢ 21
18]1}v }( u § asSigniny metadata ° 22
ee]PVv]vP as&igninga DOl 23 VI. Metadata
Integration of the manuscript intan issue
~iftegration__ 24
Putting the document online and making it accessi
sting online_ ¢ 25
“posting — , VII. Propagation
Wp o] S]}v }( 8§ ¢} 18 Ajside
data publication_ e 26

Alist of entities carryingout the acts

In parallelwith the list of 26 acts we havedrawn up a list of the entities likelyto undertake
them. Henceour question: » & Jaiy given act, who does ] § Mhe entities selectedare as
follows:

MEditorin-chief, assistant
pHMember of the editorial board
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pCopyeditor

HReviewer

pSoftware

pContractor(specify)

pHOther (specify)

pl v [Ihow

Similarlyto the first list, drawingup these categoriesa priori to embracethe multiple

realitiesof the way in which Diamondjournalsoperatepresentsmajor codingchallerges.For
example we expectin responsethe entity that most often performsthe indicatedtask,thus
excludingmultiple response®r weighting.Thefree responsdinkedto this questionenabled
usto expandthe numberof entitiesandto put our resultsinto context. It isworth mentioning
three thingshere. Firstly,in relation to the number of entitiesthat are coveredby » ] u}v
: } 1 CE vTbereare respondentsfrom modestlysizedjournalswhere the team sometimes
consistsof just one person:

ID12747246985 « Onepersondoesall thesetasks».

Ao[]vA E uVUEEveessontorganiséeselonunedivisiondu travailéditorialentre
plusieurséquipes:

ID12747276117 «We havea lot of specialisedstaff members layout assistantsand editors
(typesettingand formatting), sectioneditorswho are responsiblgor reviewin their areas,an
lllustrationsEditorwho dealswith imagesandrights and a proofreadingteam »

Thisrangeof different organisationabrrangementscorrespondg€o multiple job titles
attributed to positionswithin the journal. Therole of editor-in-chiefremainsconstant,but it
isaccompaniedy other different rolessuchaseditorial assistanteditorial teams,managing
editors, sectioneditors, scientificeditors, and technical editor. Thisvariationin namingwas
alsofoundin the OADiamondJournalsstudy.Inthis survey carriedout in sixlanguagesthere
were no lessthan 70 different respondentjob titles for the journalswhich took part in our
surveys,

16 AssistantEditor, Assistenteeditorial ,AssociateEditor, AssociateEditor in Chief, Chairof the EditorialBoard
and TechnicalEditor, Chairman,Chargéde le valorisationde la revue, ChiefEditor, CoAssociateEditor, Co
directora, co-directricede la revue, Coeditor, CoEditorin-Chief,Coresponsabled’'une rubrique et chargéede
la miseen ligne, Codirettore,Commissionindeditor, consultante,Coordenacadeditorial, CoordinadorEditorial,
Coordonnatricede rédaction et de production - ManagingEditor, Curatore, Deputy Editor, Desingan editor
junior, Directeur de la publication, Director, , Director of Open ScienceStrategy& LicensingDirectrice de
publication, Directrice éditoriale, direttore, Direttore scientifico, Editeur principal, editeur scientfique, Editor
and JournalManager,Editor AsociadoEditoren Jefe,Editorin Chief,Editor Jefe,EditorChefe Editora,Editora
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Furthermore, the acts (performing the assessmentas part of the reviewing act,
interaction with authorsas part of the author communicationand responseto author acts
checkingfor plagiarismas part of the plagiarismcheckact, etc.) and the statusescan vary
significantlywithin the organisation,asin this journal where the editor-in-chief is not paid,
unlikethe productionmanager:

ID12803074154 Manuscriptggothroughtwo phasesf copy-editing: onebyoneof the Editors
in-Chief(not paid)and one by the ProductionManager(paid)>».

Severajournalsalsomentionthat mastersanddoctoralstudentsgenerallyassumehe
role of editorial assistantsand sub-editors in their publishingoperation We realisethat in
order to faithfully reflect the diversity of organisationalarrangements,we should have
conductedanothersurveywith more specificalljtargeted questions.We havechosento use
genericcategorieqeditor-in-chief, editorial board, etc.), in order to enableusto explorethe
entitiesinvolved,while still beingableto easilylink them to questionson financing.

Secondly,in their free responsesto Q3.4.1, several journals pointed out some
shortcomingsThemostfrequentlymentionedisthe author (37 occurrences)whoisinvolved
in a wide range of acts (translation image rights, preformatting, copy editing, graphics
proofreading etc.). Furthermore,manyof the envisagedacts(imagerights, assigninga DO|
preformatting, conflictof interestcheck andplagiarismchech are sometimesnot undertaken
within the journals (29 occurrences)Almost systematically these framing problemswere
resolved by respondentsticking the other or I } v [EBnow answers.As will be seen,the
percentagedor thesecategoriesarerelativelysmallin relationto all regponsesandarethus
unlikelyto alter the trends we observed.Aswell asthe role of the authorsand the *v }v

Z] A u vwe khould point out the occasionalmentioning of the "puv]A Eanl C _
%o L 0] eftiti@s. Althoughtheseremarksmay be important regardingthe limitations of
our study,they shouldnot detractfrom the mainaim of thesetwo lists:to explorethe actsin
the production of an article for which funding is possible.Our approachdoesnot intend to
reflect all of the aspectghat makeup the reality of a dailyjournal.

Adjunta,Editoraejecutiva,Editorageneral EditoraresponsableEditorial Assistant EditorialManager,Editorial
office assstant, Editrice, Editrice en chef, ExecutiveDirector, Executiveeditor, Executivesecretary,Founder,
Founder and chief editor, Founding Editor, GeschaftsfihrendeHerausgeber,Gestor da Revista, Gestora
Editorial, Herausgeberin, Information manager, Jounal Manager, Leitender Herausgeber,
manager/webmaster/maquettiste,Managing editor, Managing/ExecutiveEditor, Managing/senior editor,

manuscripteditor and editorial assistantMarketingOfficer,Membrede la direction, Membre du comitéde suivi

de la revue, membre du comité technique,OwnerEditor, Publisherand scientificdirection, ProductionEditor,
Redakteurin,Redattore, Responsableadministrative de la maisond'édition, Responsibleof Communication,
Web, and SocialNetworks, scienceeditor, Secrétére de rédaction, Secretaria,Secretario,Secretary,Section
editor, SeniorEditor,SeniorPublisher Sraff, Submission&ditor, Technicakditor.r’CopernicusAPQnformation,

https://publications.copernicus.org/apc_information.htppageconsultéele 16/03/2021
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Thirdly,the free responsedo the questionon the completionof taskshaveenabledus
to clarify certainaspects.Thus,amongservicegrovidersthere are alsocompaniesvhichare
ableto take over severalacts and freelancerswho often specialisan one act, (for example
copyediting, website managementetc.). Similarly,and unsurprisinglywe encounteredthe
[familiar] namesof the main infrastructuresused by Diamondjournals t Amelica, Erudit,
JTCAMLode| OJS,0OLH,OpenEdition,Ubiquity t as well as certain providers of specific
servicesuchasCrossRéor articlemetadata,or Lockss/clockir archivingandconservation.

3.2Whichentities for which acts?

Theway in which the acts are distributed in Diamond journals, arisingfrom responseso
guestion3.1, showstrends which can be groupedinto three major categories Asshownin
Figure7, afirst category(actslto 10)ismarkedbyastrongpreponderanceof editorsin-chief
and the editorial board. There are alsotwo acts where there is a significantpresenceof
external assessorg5. Reviewingy and software (8. PlagiarismchecR. Thisfirst category
corresponddo certification work which includesprocessinghe manuscript,assessingt, as
well asgaheringauthorinformation.

Figure 3 also highlightsa secondcategorygroupingacts 11 to 18. Editorsare still
present, but new entities are appearing,such as sub-editors and service providers. This
categorytherefore coversall the actsdedicatedto the physicaproductionof the document.

Finally,the third and final category(acts 19 to 26) also showsa preponderanceof
editors-in-chief. However there are severalentities workingelbowto elbow, suchasservice
providers,membersof the editorial board, as well asthe categories”}S$Z &B&d ~/ }v|[S$
lv}A mémbersof which have taken on the unfinishedtasks. This categorybundlesthe
disseminatioracts i.e. the actsperformedoncethe scientificarticle hasbeenproducedsuch
asrightsmanagemen{rights/contracts licencemanagementetc.),the addition of metadata
andthe distribution itself. In the following, we proposeto organisethe way in which results
arepresentedbasedon this emergingcategorisationThiswill then enableusto exploremore
specificallythe trendswithin eachof thesethree categories.
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Figure3. Distributionof the 26 actsby entity
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Categoryl: certification

Byfocussingon the first categoryi,it is possibleto get a clearerpicture of the wayin whichthe acts
relatedto publicationare distributed (for acts1 to 10, seefigure 3a). Thiscanbe brokendown into
the processingof the manuscript,assessingt and collectinginformation about authors. Broadly
speakingthe majority of actorswho mainly carry out these acts are internal to the journal: the
editor-in-chief or his/her|assistantgop the list of almostall responsea (between 38%and 69%),
followed by membersof the editorial board,especiallyfor authorcommunication27%)andfinding
reviewerg38%) Furthermore the percentageof contractingis verylow (from 0%to 4%).

In additionto the prominenceof the editor-in-chieffor the handlingof the manuscript,we
note the importanceof the other categoryfor the secondact (2. Preformatting. Fromreadingthe
commentsin the free fields, we see that it is mainly the authors who do the preformatting
themselvedor many journals.

Therole of externalreviewerspredominatesfor reviewingmanuscripts(46%),evenif the
editor-in-chief and editorial board membersoccupy a significant place (28%and 17%).In the
responsdo author act, the decisionto acceptor reject texts and replyingto authorsare generally
doneinternally, first by the editor-in-chief (66%),then by editorial board members(27%).Finally,
the plagiarism check is shared between the different entities: while the editor-in-chief
predominatesn this act(30%),t is delegatedto a software packagdan 22%of casesandin 13%of
casest isperformedby entitiesthat arespecifiedn the responsegjivenin the othercategorywhich,
basedon the free responsesagainoften correspondto the authorsthemselves.

Primaryinformation processingon manuscripty8. Plagiarisncheck 9. Authoridentification
is alwaysone of the actswhichis mainly carried out by the editors-in-chief and membersof the
editorial board (respetively 50%and 20%).Heretoo, the * u S Z dle canbe seenin the other
responseshecausat variesbetween7%and12%Iln asimilarwayto other certificationrelatedacts
the percentageof journalsthat perform the contractingactremainslow.
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Figue 3a.Distributionof certificationactscertification

Category2: physicalproductionof the document

Thephysicalproduction of texts encompasses largegroup of acts(11to 18) which are shownin
Figure 3b. Copy editing (11), language editing (12), template compliance(13), graphics (14),
proofreading(15),translation(16),coding/conversioii17),andfinally referencesemantization(18).

Thefirst five actsare dominatedby amainactivity of the i} p E vintemal staff: copyediting
andlanguageeditingare mostlydoneby sub-editors (44%and 38%) followed by the editor-in-chief
(23%and 24%)and member of the editorial board (13%et 13%).Templatecompliance graphics
and proofreadingare primarily undertakenby editorsin-chief (37%,26% and 37%),or by sub-
editors (28%,25%,25%).We note that graphicsis taken on by the other categoryat 19%,where
once againthe free responsesreveal the author role. Translationplaysa specialrole: i}pEvV o0«
internal members(editor-in-chief, sub-editors and board members)accountfor slightlylessthan
50%o0f the responseswhile the other categorypeaksat 29%.Thefree responsesndicatethat this
percentageis shared between the authors who directly undertake the translation work, and
situationswheretranslationis not doneby the journal.
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Figure3b. Distributionof the physicalproductionacts

A greater spreadof responseds seenin the formatting of the text (to html, pdf, xml via
coding/conversiopandin referencesemantizationCoding/converisnisundertakenbythe editors
in-chief (27%) by an externalserviceprovider, (22%)or by the sub-editors (20%).Asfor reference
semantization this is done by editorsin-chief (26%) and sub-editors (19%), although service
providersandauthors(asindicatedin the otherresponseplayasignificantrole here (10%and13%).
We alsopoint out that 13%o0f respondentsare unawareof who undertakesthis act

Generallyspeaking,actsinvolvingthe physicalproduction of the texts are more likely to
requireexternalserviceprovidersthanthosein the first major categoryrelatingto certification.Acts
that are outsourcedto serviceprovidersoften representbetween5%and 13%o0f responses,and
canevenriseto almosta quarterfor coding/conversiori22%)asalreadyhighlightedby us.

Category3: Dissemination

Thelastmajorcategorywhichbundlesacts19to 26,isdisseminatior(figure3c):the actsassociated
with rights management assigning metadata, and distribution. For the most part, rights
management, which includes image rights, licence management and rights/contracts is
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undertakenby the editors-in-chief (between 40%and 44%).Thisgroup of actsis also managed
internallyby the editorialboard (at alevelsomewhatabovel0%)and sub-editors (between7%and

12%).Thereis significantsharingof thesethree actswith the otherresponsecategory(betweenl16

and23%) Freeresponsesndicatethat theseactsare sometimesundertakenby authors,or are not

doneat all. Anothersignificanttrend is that the shareof respondentswho } v [lihowthe answer
variesbetween 9% and 14%.We also showthat the shareof servicessubcontractedto external
serviceprovidersislow: the higheg percentagereaches4%.

Figure3c. Distributionof disseminatioracts

The text publishing processalso involves assigningmetadata: textual metadata (title,
abstract),assignmenbf a DOIl,andincorporationinto a broaderdocument.Hereagain,the editor-
in- Z] (rpte isthe mostimportant (respectively35%,24%and 49%),with other membersof the
journal (editorial board and sub-editor) together accountingfor between 19%and 26%0f journals
for eachof theseacts Softwarehasaclearrole in integratingmetadataand DOI(11%and 19%) but
the role playedby externalsenice providersis alsomore prominent,asthey undertake12%of this
part of the distribution work. Finally the prevalenceof the other category(23%)for assigninga DOI
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(accordingto the free responsesyeflectsthe statementmade by somejournalsthat they do not
assigrDOlIs.

Textdistributioninvolvesputting it onlineandpublishingts metadata.Onceagain thiswork
is dominated by the editor-in-chief (44%and 37%),and supported by the combinedinput of the
editorialboardandthe sub-editor (28%and20%) Servicgrovidersareinvolvedin theseoperations
to the respectivdevelsof 14%and10% aswell asthe softwaredevelopern8%for both acts. Finally,
in 9% of cases,respondentsare unaware of who undertakesto publish metadata. The free
regponsesparticularlyshowthat this work is sometimesnot carriedout.

Toconcludethis inventory,we shouldpoint out that we are unawareof actuallywho hasanswered
this set of very precisequestions.We have used the contact provided when the OA Diamord

Journalsstudywascarriedout in 2020,but we are unableto be surewhetherit isthe sameperson,
someoneelse,evena collectivewho actuallyresponded Nonethelessbasedon the statusgivenby
the respondentsof this previousstudy, over 80%of them were editors-in-chief or membersof the

editorialboard,whereasonly 15%0f them camefromthe ~§  Z v ]sideof the teams,particularly
the sub-editor, with the remaindercomingfrom the distribution platformsor editors. Therefore,it

is possiblethat theseresponsegeflect the vision of these samestakeholdersand that they have
elevatedtheir role to the detriment of others. Despitethis uncertainty about the exactnature of

the respondentswithin the journals,our surveyrevealsa rich, diversefield of stakeholderswho

participatein the publishingprocess.
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Sectiord
Monetisationof the publishingacts

We have describedscientific publishingas a production processthat setsin motion differently
organisedentitiesin order to perform a seriesof specificacts Thisfirst explorationnow allowsus
to examinemore closelyhow the monetarytransactionsare distributed within Diamondjournals,
in orderto assessheir currentfundingarrangements.

Thefirst sectionlooksat the distribution of the sumsof moneyby publishingacts It reports
the answerggivento the question: * & p@€hact, isthere amonetarytransactionor v } S §4.1).The
secondsectionlooksat the different entitieswhichareremuneratedwhenagivenactisthe subject
of amonetarytransaction(4.2).

We havechosento usetheterm ~u}v § &E ve 3dtherthan "% C u ind&rderto
clarifywhat appearedto be ambiguousatfter the resultsof the 20200ADiamondJournalssurvey
were posted.Someof the respondentsnadecostcalculationscalculatedmonetaryequivalentsin
terms of supportor consolidatedbudgets,for example but this did not necessarilyepresentthe a
disseminatiorof moneyrequiredfor the functioningof the journalin its current organisation.The
conceq of a monetary transactiondispenseswith these issues,sinceit refers to the effective
disseminatiorof sumsof money,regardlesof wherethey comefrom.

4.1 Publishingactsand financialtransactions

Theprevalenceof work without any financial transaction.

Theanalysisof the monetarytransactionds primarilybasedon the responsego our questionQ3.2.
Thenumberof responsesegardingthe completionof eachactvariesin the samemannerasit does
for Q3.1(between203and 231),but remainshigh. Fora givenact, the responsesare broadlysplit

in binaryfashionbetween ~ C #or a act subjectto paymentand v }for a act executedwithout

explicitdirect finandal support. Thethird possibleanswer ~* }vI\&} A issfound fairly rarely, up

to 5%for the first 15actsandbetween2%and7%for the followingacts AsFigure4 showsaninitial

generalresultseemsto emerge:in our sampleof Diamondjournals,the majority of publishingacts
are carriedout without anymonetarytransaction.Herewe are in a situationwhichistypicalof the

generaleconomicsetupof scientificpublishingwherethe work performedby the academicsvithin

the journalsisanintegralpart of researchwork andisnot directlymonetised.Converselypublishing
work isindirectlyremuneratedviathe salariegpaid by institutionsto researchers.

45



Thisis supported by the free responsegivenin relation to this question (Q.3.4.2)which
particularlystressthe importanceof unpaidwork. Thus severarespondentsstressthe factthat the
work is done completelyon a voluntary basis,and that there is no kind of monetisationat playin
the productionprocess.

ID 12744888020 « All the activities are performedby volunteersAll the activitiesare performedby
volunteers», ou encorelD 12754720887: « Editorial board membersare acting as volunteers.All
softwareusedis free (or licensesare acquiredfor the entire researchinstitute editingthe journal)»

Certain people questioned say that by definition, Diamond journals do not make any
monetarytransactions:

ID 12767648092 « We do not chargeany fee from authorsor readers.It is an openaccesgournal
without anyfee».

Furtherto thispostion, the voluntary,non-monetisedaspectof workin journalsispresented
in a particularlyradicalway by one respondentwho saysto be " %o Z] 0} ¢ } %d 2} %0G &€& any
kind of paymentfor scientificpublishing.

ID12781517408: &m philosophicallyopposedto payingto publishand sowould not beinterestedin
externalisingfor payment)anyactofthe % E} < X

Nonethelessgautionmustbe exercisecheresinceeventhe useofthewords *"A}o pv §
or *A}opuv §is @etwidely shared.In the OA Diamond Journalssurvey,only 60%of journals
declarethat they make use of volunteers,but it is likely that almostall of the people holding a
positiondo not receiveany moneyfrom the journal or its owner. Certainposts,particularlythose
held by academcswith a permanentstatus,are part of the % E } ( **1by[E ¢ v} u Chebkce
the lack of a referenceto "A}ouvs Byha®ng¥ur studyfocuson the opposite conceptof
monetisation,we are hopingto obtainresponsegrom a similarperspective.
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Figure4. Existenceof financialtransactionsy publishingact
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Someactsare neverthelesssubjectto financial transactions.

Havingsaidthat, the publishingprocessdoesnot just involve work where there is no monetary
transaction. The production of publishedtexts for each journal involves human and technical
resourceswhich are basedat a minimum on some monetary exchangesMoreover, the free
responseqQ3.4.2)provide somedetails on the originsof fundsin dissemination The monetary
resourcesoften comefrom publicinstitutionslike universities universitylibraries,laboratories,and
other researchinstitutions. Someresponsesmakeit possibleto explicitlyidentify the organisation,
such as the INSHSof the CNRSn Franceor the SSHR@ Canada.Furthermore, one of the
respondentamentionsOpenEditiorasan indirect form of publicfunding,againnot monetised:

ID1279033835: « Beingacceptedon the OpenEditiordournalplatform is a kind of publicfunding».

Scientificsocietiesas well as publishers- some of which are universitypresses- are also
mentioned.Twoopenresponsestandout. Oneof the journalsstatesthat it makesauthorspayfor
anytranslationsrequired,eventhoughthe chargeis optional:

ID 12799240359: « Only translationsare chargedto authors, when needed(about 25 to 30% of
acceptedmanuscripts)andthe authorsare not requiredto contractthis servicethey canarrangefor
translationson their own accord».

Another particular responseconcernsa journal that publishesconferencepapers.In this
particular case,publishingis funded by the institutions organisingthe conferenceand they are
responsiblefor publishingthe issue.

ID12753821473 « Proceedingss fundedby specialissueorganizerss.

Howarethe monetarytransactiongdistributed betweenthe different actsin the publication
process.Thebreakdownof negativeand positiveresporsesshownin Figure4 makesit possibleto
further explorethe specificcharacteristicof our sampleandto qualifythe first overallimpression.
In order to clarify the terms used, we have organisedthe presentationaround the three major
categoriegreviouslyidentified.

In the certification acts (acts 1 to 10), Figure4a showsthat the negativeresponsesare
particularly high (rangingfrom 74%to 90%).Theypeakat the finding reviewers the review itself
and the responseto author (respectivelyd8%,90%and 90%).Converselythe positiveresponses
rangebetween9%and24%.Thestrongesttrendsare plagiarismcheck(24%) preformatting (20%),
author communication(15%)and checkingconflictsof interest(15%).Thepercentageof responses
of the people questionedwho are unawareof the existenceof monetarytransactionsis minimal,
not exceedingh%.
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Figureda.Monetisationof the certificationacts

Actsin physicalproduction of documents(acts 11 to 18) havethe highestpercentageof
responsegangingbetween 25%and 43%(figure 4b). Actsdeclaredasbeingthe most monetised
relate to coding/conversiorat 43%,copyediting (38%),languageediting (36%),aswell asgraphic
work on the text (graphicg (34%).Theseresultsare consistentwith the possibleoutsourcingof part
of physicaldocumentproductionto serviceproviders.Havingsaidthat, there is still a majority of
negativeresponsegangingfrom 54%to 71%.The least monetisedphysicalproduction acts are
template compliance(27%) proofreading(28%)and translation (25%)Thereis alsoa low number
of respondentsdeclaringthat they are unawarethat financialtransactionsexistfor this group of
acts rangingbetween1%and7%.
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Figuredb. Monetisationof the physicalproductionacts

Finally,for acts 19 to 26 that cover dissemination(rights management,assignmentof
metadata, and disseminatior, the percentageof negativeresponsess between 64%and 81%
(figure4c). Twosub-groupscanbe clearlydistinguishechere:on the one hand,rightsmanagement,
which getsthe highestnegativeresponsegbetween77%and 80%);on the other hand, all of the
metadataanddisseminatioracts wherenegativeresponsevarybetween64%and69%.Monetary
transactionslinked to publishingacts are therefore higher for this secondsub-group, assigning
metadata (30%),assigninga DOI(31%),integration (30%)and postingonline (34%).0Onceagain,a
low numberof respondentss unawarethat a monetarytransactionexists(between2%and 8%).
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Figuredc. Monetisationof the disseminatioracts

4.2 \Whichentities are remuneratedfor which publishingacts?

Gaininga clearerpicture of the generalbreakdownof the monetisationof the actsmakest possible
to identify which entities are involvedwhen respondentssaythey pay for certain publishingacts

Todo this, we havecrossreferencedthe answersto quegions 3.1 (Who carriesout the acts?) and

3.2(Dotheseactsleadto a monetarytransaction?)

A first possibleway of visualisinghis crossreferenceisto breakdown the percentagesf
N C #n_the total population by the entities carryingout the acts (Figure5). The benefit of this
visualisationis that it servesasa reminderthat the number of positiveresponsego the question
A Ythe publishingactsleadto monetary S E v S JrpmaMslow comparedto work without any
monetarytransactionsWe seein particularthat the entitieswhichare fundedto carryout the acts

neverexceed21%of the total population,whereasthe majority of responsesare between0%and
10%.
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Figure5. Thebreakdownof monetisationof actsin relationto the total population
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Asecondpossiblewayof visualisinghisisto focuson the breakdownof monetarypayments
by entity within the more limited populationof ~ C rsesponsesi.e.the populationof paid entities
(Figure6). Obviouslythis kind of presentationdistortsthe graphcomparedto the previousone, as
the relative weightingsof the responsesn relation to the total population are abandoned.Letus
take an example In the previousgraph,the editor-in-chiefis paid in 8%of casesfor act 6 (board
decision. Furthermore,the sub-editor is paid for graphicalwork in 13%of cases(14. Graphical
work). However,editors-in-chief alone dominate act 6, whereasact 14 alsogivesprominenceto
the contractor(also12%).Thusjnrelationto the ~ C population,the editor-in-chief,whoisalmost
alonein act 6, is paid in 90%of the paid populationcasesConverselythe sub-editorsand external
serviceprovidersare neckand neckwhenit comesto graphicalwork: in relation to the sizeof the
N C  population,eachof themis paidin 36%and 35%o0f cases.

Despitethe magnifyingglasseffect, some significanttrends emerge. > S g#art with the
certification acts category. This is dominated by editorsin-chief. The highest remuneration
percentagesoccurfor author communication(69%),finding reviewers(81%)and the responseo
author (90%) In contrast,remunerationof editors-in-chiefislower for preformatting (38%)a major
part of whichis delegatedto the sub-editor (27%) reviewing(32%)sharedwith externalreviewers
(27%),and plagiarism check (23%);for this act, ~+} (8 A Bnstitutesthe biggestnumber of
responseg42%).

Physicaproductionacts(11to 18)aremarkedbythe significantpresenceof sub-editorswho
are paid for copyediting (57%)and languageediting (54%),and that of the serviceproviderswho
areinsteadpaidfor translating(43%)and formatting documents(49%).

Finally actsrelatingto distribution (acts19to 26)showanevenmorediversifiedoreakdown.
While rights managemenis dominatedby the sub-editor for imagerights (37%) both the editors
in-chief (who perform the licencemanagementand rights/contractsactsrespectivelyin 41%and
39%of casespndthe serviceprovidersdominatein the remunerationfor actsrelatingto metadata
(assigningnetadata) and disseminationbetween28%and 37%).
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Figure6. Thebreakdownof the monetisationof actsbetweenstakeholders
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Section5

Fundingpublishingactsin anideal
world

Thise Sy @ifristo explorepossiblemeansof fundingfor Diamondjournals,followingon from the
recommendationof the first OADiamondJournalssurveycarriedout in 2020within the OPERAS
consortium.In this light, we would like to clarify the funding needsof Diamondjournals.We are
goingone act further comparedto the previoussection.As well as looking at those acts which
currentlyinvolveamonetarytransaction the aimisnowto look at what couldbe funded, if funding
were available.lt is not immediatelyapparentwhat the fundingneedsof the i} u E vpubtighing
actsactuallyare. Toachieveour aim,we turnedto the conceptofthe ~#] A} & whichisdefined
asa situation without financialconstraintswhere unlimited funds would be avalable to journals.
Onthe basisof this hypotheticalsituation,we questionedthe Diamondjournalsaboutthe likelihood
of them payingfor a givenactin the publishingprocess Of course,an idealworld wherethere are
no financialconstraintsshouldnot be viewed as a realistic possibilityfor the scientificpublishing
economicsetup. Instead, it servesasa usefulfiction for drawingattention to the preciseactsfor
whichthe journalswould like to haveadditionalfunding.In short, the idealworld is a proxyto help
usgraspDiamondi } 4 & were§.

Thefirst part presentsthe resultsregardingthe needsexpressedy the journalsin anideal
world (5.1). Thesecondpart of this chapterfocuseson the expensedeingkept on paidfor certain
publishingactsin anidealworld (5.2).

5.1Financialrequirementsof journals

We askedthe journalsto indicate which actsthey would be preparedto pay for if there were no
financial constraintsat all (Q3.3). Thisquestion givesthem the opportunity to reveal Diamond
i } 1 & vaatudlfundingneeds,noting specificallywhere the fundingis needed.Asfor the previous
questions3.1 (Who carriesout this act?) and 3.2 (Do you pay for this act?), the total number of
responsesangesbetween 202 and 231. As Figure7 shows, the responsesshow markedtrends
betweenthe 26 acts which againbreak down into three major categoriesas describedabove:
certification (acts1 to 10), physicalproductionof the document(11to 18),and dissemination(19
to 26).
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Figure7. Fundingpublicationactsin aworld wherethere are no financialconstraints
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Certification

The majority of journalsdeclarethat they would not be inclinedto pay for the certification acts
evenin aworld wherethere were no fundingconstraints(Figure7a).In this respect,the decisionto
acceptor reject (6. board decision reachesthe highestlevelwith 74%saying”~ v} _TKenthere is
the author communication finding reviewersand reviewing aswell asrespondingto author and
author identification with negativeresponsepercentagesangingbetween 59%and 65%.While
lessmarked,conflictof interestscheck(55%)andpreformatting(47%)are consideredo be actsthat
do not require funding. One notable result, the checkingof plagiarism(8. PlagiarismchecR is the
only wherethe negativeresponsesare lower than the positiveresponseg37% " v }comparedto
45% " C < Thidtesultis unsurprisinggiventhat in 22%of cases8 is performedby software (see
section2.1.,Figure3a).

At the sametime, severaljournalssaythat they are in favour of funding those publishing
actsrelatedto certification. Thesepositiveresponsevaryoverallbetween21%et 27%for receiving
manuscripts author communication finding reviewers reviewing and managing conflicts of
interest Thetwo highestscoresarefor plagiarismcheck ashasalreadybeenmentioned(45%).and
preformatting (33%).In contrast,the two lowestscoresare for author identification(18%)andthe
responsdo author (15%).Thelatter resultisa goodindicatorof the issueof editorialindependence
claimedby journalsandis reinforcedin the free responsego question3.3whichinsiston the non-
monetisationof the decision asa guaantee of independenceTheproportion of respondentsvho
are undecidedis fairly low at under 5%, exceptfor author identification and conflict of interests
check whichare 8%and 6%respectively.
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Figure7a.Fundingcertificationin anidealworld

If we look closelyatthe ~u C responsesvhich breakdown to 8%and 15%,we cansee
that the spreadof potentially supportedactsfollowsthe sametrend (with lower scores)yasthe acts
alreadyfunded (Figure7b).
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Figure7b. Breakdownof fundingopportunities ~*Cof “u C .

When the results obtained from both responsesare added together, we can see the
potential fundingscoreper certificationpublishing. Twoexamplesof this are: preformattingwhich
becomesa for which fundingis more apparent (49%),while plagiarismcheckhasincreased(to
58%).

Physicaldocumentproduction

Forthe processof the physicalproductionof texts,the trend is reversedcomparedto certification,
with positiveresponsesiominating.Thisresultis consistentwith the two previousresults.Onone
hand,this part of the publishingprocesds wherethe majority of journalsreport payingfor external
serviceproviders.On the other hand, the openresponsedinkedto the Z] Ao} (E poifit in the
samedirection. For instance,respondentsstate that these are technicalacts which are easyto
outsourceunlike the rest of the editorial work.

ID12772112368 « In an idealworld, we would delegatea lot of the jobsthat are relatedto design,
productionand copyediting,in orderto focusonthe managemenof the editorial processandeditorial
selection/ management».

60



Oreven:

ID 12797718435 «In an ideal situation, all formal and technicaltasksrelated to the publishing
processesvould be out-sourcedin oderto help the editorsto focuson organizingpeer reviewand
communicatingwvith authors».

Thereare alsoargumentsin favour of professionalisatiorand therefore better quality of
servicewhenresortingto specialistserviceproviders.

ID 12747407738 « Externalizations unavoidable At the present,we must teach peoplefor these
servicesbut in anidealworld we couldaskfor professionabkervicesalreadybuilt for this purpose».

In an ideal world without any funding constraints(Figure7c), the actswhich the journals
would be most willing to pay for are copy editing (60%), language editing (59% and
coding/conversion56%).The rest of the responsesrange between 43% and 50%for checking
compliance graphics proofreading translation and referencesemantization Negativeresponses
vary between 29% and 39% for acts 13 to 18 (checkingcompliance graphics proofreading
translation coding/conversionreferencesemantization. If the *C and *u C responsesare
addedtogether;the majority of responsesre positive,between58%and 73%.
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Figure7c.Fundingphysicalproductionin anidealworld

Dissemination

The disseminationacts (19 to 26) exhibit a more diversified breakdown (Figure 7d), although

negativeresponsesdominate. The highestlevel of negativeresponsess for rights management.
Journalsare more againstthe idea of a monetary transactionfor image rights (46%),licence
management(48%)and rights/contracts(53%).Thetrend for integrating metadatais even more

nuanced,with 41%of both yesand no responsesAssigninga DOIgets more negativeresponses
(45%) asdoesintegration(49%).Theresponsesegardingarticledisseminatiorare alsomixed,with

journals stating that they are fairly willing to pay for this (43%).0n the other hand, publishing
metadatareceivesmore negativeresponse$45%against37%o).
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Figure7d. Fundingdisseninationin anidealworld

The ~ }v [} Aresponsepercentagesrary between3%and 11%.Aswith the two other
major categoriesof publishingacts the *u C responsesare relativelystable,rangingbetween
9%and14%.Addingthe *C and "u C resultstogetherbooststhe shareof positiveresponses
(Figure7e).
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Figure7e - Fundingdisseminationn anidealworld, cumulativeYesand Mayberesponses

Thus,imagerights, assigninga DOI integration, or article data publicationall havemore or
lesssimilar scores(48%against45%;48%against49%and 48%against45%).By contrast, licence
managementand rights/contractsalwaysshow a large majority of negativeresponseg48%and
53%).Converselyassigningnmetadatais more dominatedby positiveresponse455%) asis posting
online(55%).

5.2.Continuingpaymentin anideal world

Havingpresented i } u (E vwilinfjnessto pay for publicationin an ideal world, we now turn our
attention to the smallsub-groupthat respondedto question3.2.Doingso enablesusto look more
closelyat the conditionsfor continuingthe current paymentin a world without any budgetary
constraints.To put it another way, it enablesus to graspthe extent to which some current
expenditureisincurredbut not necessarilwelcomedby the journals.
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Thevisualisatiorbelow (Figure8) showsthe number of journalswhich, out of the group of
current payers,would continueto payfor a given in anideal world. By way of a methodological
caveat,we would like to point out that this visualisationfocuseson a small part of the overall
population of respondents (solely the population of journals that pays for a given ). One
predominantresultcanbe seenin the graph:for the greatmajority of the acts the currentpayers
would gererallylike to continuewith this paymentin anidealworld where there were no financial
constraints.> Slpekat this graphfrom the point of view of the 3 major categoriesof acts

Thefirst categoryon certification certainly hasthe least clearcut responsesOn the one
hand, although there are more positive responsesthe gap between the positive and negative
responsesis smaller than in the rest of the graph. Thus, reception preformatting, author
communicationreviewing plagiarismcheckand conflict of interestcheckaccountfor between47
and 53%of positiveresponsesTherangeof negativeresponsedor thesesameactsis between32
and 37%.However,we should point out seveal specificcases:ithe editorial } & decisionis
always overwhelminglyassociatedwith a lack of a monetary transaction (62% ” v } responses
against29% " C «sesponses)whereasfinding reviewersand author identification get a small
majority of ~v }responseq44 and 46%).Finally,the journalsare split as regardsrespondingto
authors:the number of journalsthat are in favour of continuingpaymentfor this is, in an ideal
world, the sameasthe number of journalsthat are againstit (42%).The ~ }w [l v} Aresponses
still constitute a smallshareof all responsesbetween5 and 10%.Finally,the percentageof those
who areundecided~"u C varkesbetween5%and12%.

Thesecondmajor categoryof actscoversthe productionof the documentcontent. Thispart
of the graphshowsan overwhelmingmajority in favour of continuingpayments.Thehighestscore
is 78%for languageediting, whereasthe lowestscoreis 63%for proofreading Thereis arelatively
low level of negative responses,between 16% (copy editing, language editing) and 25%
(compliancg. ~ }v[Bv} A answersremain low (between2%and 8%). D C responsesare
between6%and8%.Byaddingthemto the total numberof Yesresponsesthiswould onlyincrease
the prominenceof Yesresponsesn this part of the graph.

Thethird andlastcategoryisdisseminationHerewe canobserveasimilartrend to that seen
in the previouscategory,i.e. a clear preponderanceof journalsin favour of continung monetary
transactionsalbeit in a more measuredway. Positiveresponses/ary between 54%(imagerights)
and 66% (DO), whereas negative responsesrange from 19% (integration) to 51% (licence
managemen}. The samepercentageof responsesasfor production acts canbe found for the */

} v [ Bv } Aresponsegbetween9 and10%)aswell asforthe ~u C responsegbetween4%and
9%).
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Figure8. Pursuingpaymentin anidealworld
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Thetechnicalconditionsfor implementinga
directfundingmodel.

Thefirst part of this report proposeddirect funding modelsfor
the Diamondjournals.Inthe secondpart, we wereableto define
the potential destinationfor this fundingdependingon the acts
makingup the i} p & wub[ishingprocessin this third part, we
will be looking at the technical conditions for implementing
directfunding.

We explorethree conditionswhich are fundamentalfor the
implementationof direct funding. Onceagain,these conditions
are required, regardlessof which model s selected.Firstly,the

i } u CE valolty to handlemonetarytransactiong(3.1),whether
it be receivingor spendingmoney.Next,the i}y E vaholity to
identify their fundersin their publicationsthrough the useof a
reportingsystem(3.2).Finally for the researchfunders,the legal
basisunderlyingthe direct supportfor journals(3.3).
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Sectionb

Theabillity of journalsto carryout
monetarytransactions.

This section is devoted to the Diamond i} u E vability to transact - a crucial point when
implementingdirect funding mechanismslin particular,we differentiate betweenthe direct (6.1),
indirect (6.2),overall(6.3),and potential ability to transact(6.4).

6.1 Capacityto carryout direct transactions

We asked the journals two separate questions regarding their ability to execute monetary
transactions.Are they able to receive money? And are they capableof making expenses?As
illustratedin FiguresQaand 9b, the responsepatternsto thesetwo quedions are extremelyclose,
which would suggestthat the answerto one of them generallyimpliesthe sameanswerfor the
other. Indeed,the largemajority of the 254 respondentss capableof receivingmoney(70%),and
averysimilarresultisfound, albeitslightlyhigher,for the ability to spend(73%).Theflip sideof this
isthat a sizeableminority (21%)is not ableto receivemoney,while 19%of journalsstate that they
areunableto spendmoney.We shouldalsopoint out the smallproportion of journaswhichdo not
knowwhattheir i} p E vtramnpeactionakcapabilitiesare. 9%for receivingmoney,8%for spendingt.

Figure9a. Directfundingcapability- receivingmoney
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Figure9b. Directfundingcapability- spendingmoney

6.2 Indirect transactionalcapability

Theprecedingfiguresregardingthe monetaryexchangecapabilitiesof journalsare important, but
incomplete.In fact, althoughsomejournalsare not capableof directly managingsumsof money,
they sometimeshave the possibility of carryingout transactionsindirectly via intermediaries.
Therefore we askedthe journalsthat did not givea positiveresponseo the two previousguestions
if 1)anintermediarywasableto collectmoneyontheir behalf,and?2),if anintermediarycould make
expensen their behalf. We received72 responsedo thesetwo conditionalquestions.What we
noticefirst of all in this subsetisthat the responsepatternsbetweenthe two conditionalquestions
are not the same.Theproportionof » C sesponsess higherfor receivingmoneyand,conversely,
the proportionof ” v }responsesshigherfor spendingnoney.Thereisamajorityof ~ v }responses
for both questions(FigureslOaand 10b): a majority of thesejournalsare unableto receivemoney
via an intermediary (42%)nor are they able to spendit (50%). Slightly more than a third of
respondentsanswered”™ C #or the capabilityof receivingmoney(35%)andlessthan a quarterfor
spendingt (22%) Finally,24%0f the respondentsdo not know if the journal canreceivemoneyvia
anintermediary,and 28%do not know f the journal canspendit.

FigurelOa.Indirectfundingcapacity- receivingmoney
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FigurelOb.Indirectfundingcapacity- spendingmoney

6.3 Totaltransactionalcapability

Basedon theseinitial results,it becomespossibleto calculatethe overall transactionalcapability
(both directandindirect). Thisinformation canbe obtainedby addingthe positiveresponse®nthe

direct and indirect exchangecapacities Let us look first at the ability to receivemoney.Out of a

population of 254 individuals,178 gavea positive response(Q2.3).Furthermore, 25 journalsare

ableto receivemoneyviaan intermediary(Q2.5).Thus,a total of 203 journalsare ableto receive
money. In relation to the overall population, we increasefrom 70%to 80% positive responses.
Similarly,as regardsthe ability to spend money: Out of a population of 254 individuals, 185

respondedpositively(Q2.4).Furthermore,16 journalsare ableto spendmoneyviaanintermediary
(Q.6).Thus,atotal of 201 journalsare ableto makeexpensesin relationto the overallpopulation,

we increasefrom 73%to 79%positiveresponsesTable3 presentstheseaggregatectlements.

Table3. Thetotal ability of journalsto carryout financialtransactions

Receipt Expenditure
Directtransactioncapability 178 185
Indirecttransactioncapability 25 16
[
Total 203 201
%out of 254individuals 80% 79%

Therefore,about 80% of the Diamondjournals surveyedstate that they are capableof
acceptingnoneyand of makingexpenseseither directly or indirectly.
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6.4 Potential transactionalcapability

Ofthe 72 journalswith no direct transactioncapability,50 of them haveindicatedthey would be
preparedto implement a transaction accountingsystemif the funding allocatedto them was
sufficientfor the purpose.Asshownin Figurell, 30%of the journalswould be readyto implement
this kind of accountingsygem, 42%would refuseto so,and28%saythat they } v [i&how.

Figurell. Potentialfinancialcapabilities

Asthe population size here is fairly small, the resultsregardingthe willingnessof those
journalswithout anaccountingsystemto adoptone should be treated with somecaution.However,
the 30%o0f positiveresponsesor 15journals,canbe consideredo be a conclusiveresultasto the
ability of thesejournalsto put in placeaccountingarrangementsn order to receivemoneyunder
certaincondtions. Therefore whenthisnumber(n=15)isaddedto the journalswhichhavedeclared
that they are ableto receivemoney(n=203) the total numberof journalswith the potential ability
to perform monetary transactionsreaches218, or 86%of the journalsin the surveypopulation
(n=254).Theseelements,exhibitedby a largemajority of journals,are shownin table 4.

Table4. Thepotential monetarytrading capabilitiesof the journals.

Receipt
Directtransactioncapability 178
Indirecttransactioncapability 25
Potentialtransactionalcapability 15
Total 218
%out of 254individuals 86%
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Section?7

Whatisthe visibility of researchfunders?

Thedevelopmentof funding channelsin a world structuredaroundthe principlesof transparency
and opennesgoeshandin handwith the ability of journalsto maketheir variousfundingsources
visible.Thissectionprobesthe readinessof journalsto ensurethis traceabilityof researchfunders.

Thefirst part providesan overviewof the currentabilitiesof journalsto provideguarantees
of visibility to researchfunders, particularly through reporting practices(7.1). The secondpart
focuseson the journalsthat lacka reporting capability,and reflectson the possibleincentivesfor
journalsto do so(7.2).

7.1 Reportingcapability of journals

Thevisibilityof (pv  @nmfributionsstartswith individualarticles.Foragivenarticle,the challenge
isbeableto trackthe fundingbasefrom whichauthorshavecarriedout their researchrandproduced
their manuscript.Out of the 232responseseceivedfor questionQ4.1,56%o0f the journalsdeclare
that they perform minimal tracking of research funding (figure 12). Similarly, a significant
percentageof journals(42%)do not do anytrackingof thiskind, while 1%of respondents areunable
to providearesponse.

Figurel2. Trackingunding

Whileit isimportant to ensurethe traceabilityof fundingby article, it doesnot fully address
the visibility of journal funders.To ensurethis visibility, it is usuallynecessaryo producea funder
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report that collects,per funder, the articlesit helped produce.Asshownin Figurel3, the trend is
reversedhere: out of the 136responsego Q4.2,only 36%o0f journalsstate that they were ableto
produceareport of this kind, whereas40%statethat they are unableto do so.Thelargeproportion
of regpondentswho do not know whether it is possibleto providereportsto fundersis worthy of
note here (24%).

Figurel3. Ability to produceeffectivereports

The outright inability of the majority of journalsto provide reports is not necessarilya
problem asregardsthe implementationof fundingchannelsindeed,asthe breakdownof the 183
responsesn figure 14 shows,half of the journalsquestionedstate that they would nonetheless
havethe technicalability to issuea report of this kind if it turned out to be required (Q.4.3) Alittle
under a third (31%)would currently be unableto do it, while the remaining19%saythey }v|[$
know.

Figurel4. Technicateporting capability
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7.2.Whatincentivesare there to havea reporting system?

In order to widenthe explorationof the conditionsunder which journalswould be ableto acquire
technicalreporting capabilitieswe addressedhe questionof potential incentives Here,we asked
whetherthe prospectof a regularincomeprovidedby funderswould be enoughof anincentivefor
thesejournals(Q.4.4).In order to makethe responseseceivedto this questionmore meaningful,
let us comparethem with the responsedo the previousquestion. Q4.3askedwhat the current
technicalreportingcapabilitiesare.Outof 183responses51%of the journalsor half of the surveyed
population, gave a positive response.Q4.4, which usesthe hypothesisof regularincome from
funders, considerablyincreasesthe positive responsesalthoughthe number of respondentsis
slightly lower (n=175).Underthese conditions,73%of journalswould agreeto adopt a reporting
system(Figurel5). Negativeresponsesare extremelylow (7%o0f the population).Alsoto be noted
isthat the proportionof ~ }v [[¥ } Aresponsesemainsunchangd, at afifth of the journals(19%).
Putotherwise,the increasen positiveresponsess overalldueto the reversalof negativeresponses
to question4.3.

Figurel5. Generatingeportsin exchangdor regularfunding

If thisincentiveis present,what would be a sufficientlevelof incomein order for journalsto
adoptareportingsystem?> Sdnalysesomeof the qualitativeresponseseceivedto this question
(atotal of 8). We noted, foremost, a wide range of disciplinesfrom mathematicsto computer
sciencesincludingbiology, history, literature, law and linguistics,alongwith a range of different
countries (France,South Africa, Italy, Australia,as well as other international journals). Of the
responsesvhichmentionsumsof money,the annualamountsvaryenormously startingfrom 2,000
dollarsfor the lowest threshold,to a rangebetween 8,000and 20,000dollarsfor the majority of
responsesTheseamountsof moneyare subjectto severalassociatedconditions:the importance
of not foisting additional work and costsonto the publishingprocess.Somejournals therefore
advocateprovidingtechnicalsupportin order to facilitate the generationof the report. Theoption
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of employinga personwho is capableof producingareport, for examplea * }yo ]S} @aléba
stronglypreferredoption.

Despitethe opportunity to receivearegularincomefor the journal,a smallminority refuses
to consideranykind of reporting (atotal of 13 journalsor 7%of responsego Q18).9 of thesewere
willing to provide explanationsby replying to the open question Q4.5. We mainly want to
underscorehe diversityof the disciplinegpostcolonialstudies socialsciencesgeographybiology,
material science getc.) and the nationalitiesthat makeup this sub-sampk group (France Jtaly, the
USAand severalinternational journals,includinga group of Middle Easterncountries).Thereare
three main argumentsput forward to explainthe refusalto implementa reporting system.First,
somejournalsconsiderthat they do not need extra funding and that they only rarely deal with
funders,or that the researchunderlyingthe article proposalsis not very dependenton subsidies
from researchfunders.Moreover,somerespondentshighlightthe financiallysustainablenature of
the journal, suchasa journal which is integratedinto OLH.Secondthe reporting prospectis not
attractive for somejournalsbecauseof the extra expectedadministrativeburden, and the risk of
losingthe i} p G vinddpendenceThird, one respondentarguesthat the researchergather than
the journalshouldbe funded.
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Section8

Theability of fundersto providedirect supportfor
journals

Aswaspointed out in the OADiamondJournalgeport, there are manydifferent stakeholdersvho
all contribute to the Diamondecosystemand the fundingmechanismghat we are proposingare
genericand could be implementedby many of them. Neverthelessasindicatedabove,we chose
first to explorethe contributionsof researchfundinginstitutions, becausea number of them (1)
alreadyfund open accesswith APCand (2) imposedtransparencyrequirementsfor publications
fundedby their fellowships.Todo this, we havebeenin contactwith CoalitionSvia JohanRooryck
andwe havedesigneda two-stageapproach.

We first provideda seriesof preliminaryquestionswith a view to understandingthe legal
andregulatoryconstraintsweighingon funders.Theseissueshavebeenstudiedwithin CoalitionS
and have been addedto other issuesthat relate in particularto books,and a surveyshould be
preparedamongthe variouspartnersonthe currentstatusof their fundingfor publication,andtheir
regulatoryconstraints.Oncethis first stagewill be completed,we shouldwork togetherto build an
information workshop and a surveyfor its members,which should be basedon the following
framework.First,we shouldpresentthe empiricalresultsof our researchasdescribedn thisreport
in summarisedform. Next, we would present the proposed funding mechanismstaking into
accountof coursethe resultsgatheredfrom the funders,and in particularthe need or not to go
through third partiesto finance publications.Finally,the secondpart of the workshopwould be
devotedto questionsandanswerdrom fundersin orderto assesshe realisticanddesirablenature
of this direct funding, in addition to the funding of Diamondplatformswhich alreadyexiststoday
for a certainnumberof them.
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Conclusionadvantagesndchallenges of
the directfundingmodels

After we have presentedthe funding models- the specificdestination of funding flows and the
technicalconditionsof implementation- we will give a short conclusionon the advantagesand
limitations of direct funding supportto journals. Thisconclusionwill fully leavethe floor to the
journals.Thishasenabledusto identify manyadvantage$ut alsoseverabpitfallsto avoidregarding
the implementationof direct funding.

Theadvantagesof direct funding modelsfor journals

Onegeneralnotion that emergesis that this fundingwould provide supportfor journalsand would
ensuretheir continuity,whether carriedout by fundingsoftwaresuchasOJSa * %, ]SV (o _
accesservicespr by subcontractingcertainactssuchascopyediting, proofreadng, etc.

ID12778866676 « It would be fantastic! It would give us (editor and scientificsocietyresponsiblegor
the journal)the certainof continuityof the journal ».

ID 12744892513 « | think direct financial support by fundersof OA diamondjournds is an ideal
mechanismlt would supportOAdiamondjournalsto provideopenaccesgublishingwithout charging
feesto authorsor readers.Direct funding of OA diamondjournalswould allow fundersto directly
controlthe systemiacostsof OAdiamondpublishingand incentiviscOAdiamondjournalsin waysthat
alignwitha (pv @blectives i.e.to supportthe publicationof high quality researchs.

ID12744971226 « Thatwouldbe excellentOurjournalhasbeena OAdiamondjournalfrom the start.
We havehadto changehostinguniversitieghree timesbecauseof fundingshortages Meanwhileour
only funding needs have been from the technical publishing process(copyedit, proof reading,
typesetting,drawingfiguresetc.,DOIsprinting & e-hostingon PKP).

Thisnotion of complementarysupportis consistentwith what manyof the journalssay,statingthat
they are not in needof a greatdeal of moneyto operate,evenif there is a wide differencein the
sumsof moneymentioned(between750and 20,000dollarsayear).

ID12796318042 « Findme $500-$750perannumto distributeas| seefit to reviewersvho are willing
to turn substantiverevisionreportsaroundin four weeks».

ID 12749362499 « Annualfundingof US$20,006.
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Beyondthis generalnotion, five more specificbenefits can be identified. First, the valuation of
currentlyvoluntarywork, assuminghat all or part of it couldbe remunerated.

ID 12797906214 « It would be a good opportunity to valuethe work of the peopleinvolvedin the
jouE v axfivities».

Secondthe outsourcingof physicalproductionacts therebyallowingeditorial teamsto refocuson
the scientificcontent, whichwould improvecontentquality.

ID12744911757 « I think it wouldbe a greatthing sothat we couldreally concentrateon the content,
andleavethe formatting / editingjob to professionals.

Third,compliancewith anumberof technicalstandardso ensuregreatervisibility of the journal.

ID12745091845 « | think it wouldbe animportantinitiative, especiallyto fund the part of converting
articlesto xml and all the programminglanguagesthat most indexerscharge publishersespecially
Scielo] believethat indexerswould improvethe interfaceof their systemdor the entry of preprints,
and final articlesin their respectivesystemstherefore, without funding, it is increasinglydifficult to
maintainthe regularityof publicationsand maintainthe requirementf indexersaswe advancen the
gualificationof the journal, moredifficultiesare encourteredin maintainingthe work pacerequiredby
the mainindexersin our case Scielcand Redalyd¢hat mostneedactionsfor the inclusionof articlesin
their markingsystems».

Fourth,the redirectionof financialflows awayfrom major commercialpublishers

ID12797921501 «it would be a great way to supportindependentand scholarled journals.Thatis,
spendingnoneywhereit doesnot profit big publisherdn a disproportionateway ».

Fifth, anincreasein the numberof Diamondjournalsasa result of the publishingmodelbecoming
more sustainable.

ID 12789684920 «| think it would remarkablyincreasethe quality and quantity of Diamond OA
journals,whichsupportthe mainideaof OA».

Potential pitfalls associatedwith direct funding models

Despitethese benefits, respondentsalso identify a certain number of disadvantageshat would
makethe implementationof potential direct funding more complex.Theseare expressedn two
different ways:either asa conditionto befulfilled in orderfor the fundingto be genuinelybeneficial
to journals,or asan impedimentthat it is difficult to circumvent- this is the positionin whichwe
find the 7 journalsthat are opposedto direct funding, one of which is deeply pessimisticabout
implementinga project of this kind.
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Thefirst aspectmentionedbythe journalsisthat of scientificindependencethe riskthat the funder
mayinfluencethe editorial P E } (sbdeftificpolicy.

ID 12748576478 « Anyfinancial supportcomingfrom researchorganizationgto helpthe survivalof
academigournalsis welcome particularlyif thoseorganizationsare not makingtheir fundsa tool to
alter the contentsor the academidiasof the journal ».

ID12748525054 « | donot agreeverymuch,perhapsreedomto investigateislost, justthinkingabout
money».

ID12798245985 « If it werefundedexternallyin anyway, the fundingwould haveto be offeredwith
few (or no) stringsattached.Thejournalneedsto beindependento ensureacademidreedoms.

Here,severakesponderts insistonthe needfor afundingchannelmaintainedby publicinstitutions.

ID 12798351507 « | think it is extremelyimportant to havestate fundingor organizationsnterested
in disseminatingscienceand knowledge without this supportfree openaccesgournalsare not viable
overtime ».

ID12765440532 « It shouldbe no conflictof interest,andfinancialsupportshouldnot limit the action
of Editorialboardandeditorin chiefin selectectinghe contentof the journal; | preferthe supportfrom
Universityand Universitybaseddiamondopenaccesgournals».

Thesecondaspectconcernsthe fear of an additionaladministrativeburden, which would extend
the alreadylimited time of researchersvorkingin journals.

ID 12749362499 « It would be brilliant. Butit shouldnot requiremassivebureaucracyand reporting
requirementss.

ID 12778009654 «it would be a dream...but it is necessarythat the processis simple,doesnot
generatepaerasseand bureaucracyaswe haveno staff andno meansto payatemporary A} E | XE Y

ID 12777865895 «Would be very helpful although | doubt we have the time to deal with admin
involved».

Third,somerespondentdearthe riseof ‘predatoryjournals_tbat would unfairly capturefunding.

ID12790655591 « | do not think individualarticlesshouldbe supported asthis mayleadto diamond
predatoryjournals».

ID12806809929 « I think it wouldbe a welcomesupportfor manyscientificjournals.However| think
it shouldbe carefullyallocated,onlyto journakthat are not predatoryandthat are not for-profit ».

Fourth, sevenrespondentsconsiderthat public funding is not an option, since their national
institutionsare not ableto directlyfund journals.
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ID 12785248384 « | do not knowif it is possibleto be acceptedoy our institution ».

ID12750244732 « | wouldwelcomeit andit wouldmakea lot of senseo meto supportjournalsfrom
the "sciencebudget,"yet | am skeptical Forinstance pur journalislocatedin a countrywherenational
fundingorganizationsseento beparticularlyinflexibleandtheir budgetseemso bealsounfortunately
decreasingat the moment(not their fault, it isa consequencef national policy)».

Fifth, uv] A E ep$ésarhentriteriado not promote publishingin Diamondjournals.

ID12778082527 « 1. Fundinga networkof younguntenuredscholargo allowthemto cooperatewith
the DiamondOAjournalsthey prefer2. Fundinguniversitiesput providedthat (a) they usethe money
onlyfor DiamondOAjournals;(b) they modify their researchevaluationcriteria ».

Sixth,investorsmaynot be interestedunderanycircumstances.

ID12762191352 « Thisisan interestingideaanda goodcounterpointto the DEALcontractsbetween
universitiesand publishers.We currently see a couple of publicationsthat cover publicallyfunded
projects. Weare basedin Switzerlandand mostlycoverGermany Austriaand SwitzerlandOnlyfew of

the fundersrequireto explicitlynamethe fundingorganisation.Sothe interestof fundingDiamondOA

journalsby the fundersmight be verysmall. Thesecondsourceof fundingare OpenAcces$’ublication
fundsby universities».

Finally,the fact that the majority of the work that is done for journal articlesis not funded by
researchentities. Theywould then not be ableto benefitfrom funding.

ID12777951732 « We think is a good idea. However this would probablynot be applicableto our
journalasmostarticleswe receive/publiskare not externallyfunded».

All of the advantagesnd pitfalls mentioned here are summarisedn table 5 below.
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Table5. Benefitsand pitfalls of direct fundingof Diamondjournals

Benefits

Pitfallsto be avoided

Continuityof the journal

Valuationof work that is often done
voluntarily

Outsourcingand professionalisingertainacts

Refocusinghe editorial boardon certification
work

Complianceawith varioustechnicalstandards

Redirectiorof financialflows awayfrom
major commercialpublishers

Increasen the numberof Diamondjournals

Riskingossof the editorial } & dcientific
independence

Newadministrativeburdenassociatedvith financial
transactionsandwith providingfunder visibility

Developmenbf predatoryDiamondjournals

Institutional or legalinability to attract direct fundingof
journalsin certaincountries

Universityassessmentriterianot in line with publication
in Diamondjournals

Lackof intereston the part of the researchfundersin
Dianond journals

Publicationdasedon non-financedresearchdo not draw
moneyto the journal
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Appendix:Methodsof gatheringand
analysingdata

Thiswork is primarily basedon a questionnairesurveyof Diamondjournals.Thisquestionnairewas
drafted between March and June2021, and aimsto record the current funding models of the
relevantjournalsandto explorenew waysof fundingthem. First,we presentthe wayin whichwe
have drafted the questionnaire(1.1). Next, we look at the way in which the questionnairewas
circulated and the data was collected (1.2). Finally,we describethe methods of analysingthe

materialgathered(1.3).

Thequestionnairestructure

In the first stage,we mappedthe work operationsthat haveto be performedby the journals,from
receivingmanuscriptso publishingthe articles. Theaim of this kind of mappingis to clarify which
resourcesare usedfor each,andthen to identify what kindsof supporta funderwould be likely to
provide.Thelist of actsdoesnot presupposevhat kindsof resourcesare used.Theycouldbe inside

or outsidethe journal,either monetaryresoucesor not. In orderto identify the operationsinvolved

in scientificpublishingin journals,we havedrawnon abodyof literature whichincludes%o i 0]*Z E|
presentationd’, text from the blog entitled The ScholarlyKitchert® and severalother academic

works on publishingcosts®. Thefinal versionof this surveylists 26 actswhich we have arranged

into 7 groupsand 3 major categories At the start of Chapter3, we provide a detailed presentation

of this list whenintroducingthe issueselatingto the publishingprocessHerewe alsorefer to the

7 Copernicus, APC Information, |https:/publications.copernicus.org/apc_information.htinl page consultée le

16/03/2021
18 Anderson,2018, Focusingon Value t 102 ThingsJournalPublishersDo (2018 h %, § SchblarlyKitchen,Feb#,
2018,, pageconsultée le 16/03/2021.
19 Brown, 2012, “Open access: why academic publishers stil add A op The Guardian
https://www.theguardian.com/highereducationnetwork/blog/2012/nov/22/openaccesgesearchpublishin
academicppageconsultéele 16/03/2021 ; Contat Gremillet,2015,« Publier: & quel prix ? Etudesur la structuration
des codts de publication pour les revuesfrancaisesen SHS», Revuefrancaisedes sciencegle | jaformation et de la
communicatiofEn ligne], 7| 2015, mis en ligne le13 octobre 2015, consulté le16 mars 2021.URL
[http://journals.openedition.org/rfsic/1716 ; DOI: https://doi.org{10.4000/rfsic.1716; Grossman,Brembs, 2021,
"Current market rates for scholarly publishing « @ A] Cepyight, Fair Use, ScholarlyCommunication etc.,183,
[https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/scholcom/1§3 Waidlein, WrzesinskiDubois, et Kazenbach,2021, MWorking with
budget and funding options to make open accessjournals *u*S Jv KIIGDiscussiorPaperSeries No. 2021-1,
Alexander  von Humboldt Institut far Internet und Gesellschaft  (HIIG), Berlin,
[http://dx.d 0i.0rg/10.5281/zen0do.4558790
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theoretical and methodologicalchallengesinherent in compilingthis kind of list, along with its
limitations.

In the second we finaliseda versionof the questionnaireon fundingmethodsfor Diamond
journals. The questionnairebeginsin a traditional manner by presentingthe study. It wasthen
structuredinto five sectionscoveringthe following areas:basicinformation aboutthe journal, the
financialposition,the actsinvolvedin the publishingprocessthe relationshipwith researchfunders,
andoptionsfor adirect fundingmechanism(Table6).

Table6. Thefive mainthemesof the questionnaire

Sectiontitle Content

1. Yourjournalidentification Basidnformation aboutthe journal (title, ISSNumber)

2. Yourjournaleconomicconfiguration | Positionof the journalwithin ana wider economicentity, its
ability to receive/spendmoney

3. Tasksn a givenmanuscript Who carriesout the publishingacts? Whichactsare paidfor?
Whichactswould be paidforinan #] A} E without any
financialconstraints?

4. Fundingandgrantreport Ability to identify the researchfundersby articleandto
providereporting

5. Opinionon fundingmechanisms Opinionof journalson the principleof direct funding,andon
the formsthat suchfundingwould take.

Out of the five different sections the third one is devotedto mappingwork. Basedon the
table of actsreferredto above,we askedthe journalsin the surveyto definethe actorsthat carry
out each, where the resourcesusedcomefrom and what the journal would do if it could access
new funding. Thefirst draft of the questionnairewas producedasa text file. Oncethe questions
were finalised,we imported the questionnaireinto an Excelfile in order to facilitate the future
testingstage.

Thethird stageinvolveda collectivediscussiorof the <u ¢§]}vv taatdnt. We tested
the questionnairetwice in order to ensurethat the questionswere relevant. First,we undertooka
numberof discussionsvith membersof the OPERA&onsortium.Theygaveus somefeedbackand
recommendationsvia a shareddocument.Secondwe had the questionnairetestedbya *S n§]

i } 1 E wiwm agreedto fill in the Excelversion.Thesetwo tests enabledus to identify elements
relatedto a properunderstandingof the questionsandto the choiceof vocabularyused.

Thefourth involvestranscribingthe questionnaireinto SurveyMonkey, an online software
for creatingquestionnairessendingthem out to respondentscollectingthe data,andanalysinghe
data generated. Thischangein format enabledus to improve the questionnairetechnicallyby
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introducingconditionalquestions.The transitionto SurveyMonkeyalsoprovidedan opportunity to
rethink the graphicand ergonomicpresentationfor the respondents.

Disseminationand the collection of data.

TheOADiamondJournalssurveywhichwascarriedout in 2020enabledusto identify a sampleof
1,252journalswhich agreedto beingcontactedagainfor subsequentsurveys.Thissamplegroup
hasone major advantage Sincewe alreadyhad information about the specificsof thesejournals
(suchasthe disciplineinvolved,the country and how longthe journalhasbeenin existence- all of
which wasgatheredin the courseof the OADiamondJournalssurvey),we were ableto focusour
surveyon the specificquestionsrelated to our researchsubject. The questionnairewas made
availableon 16 Jure 2021 via an e-mail sent out to the journalsin the sample.After two emalil
reminders,the questionnairewasclosedon 12 July2021.

296 individualsopenedand beganfilling in the questionnaire After we extractedthe data
usingExcekpreadsheetsye then cleanedit by deletingthoseparticipantswho ultimately failedto
provideresponsesandby deletingsomeduplicates.In the end we gatheredatotal of 260journals
whoseresponsegouldbe usedfor analysisTherenumberof responsedo the different questions
variedbetween200and 260for generalquestions then went down to lessthan 70 for conditional
guestionsandfurther downto only severalrespondentsn the caseof subsidiaryguestions.

Wewereableto matchdatafrom the previoussurveybythe title of the journalandthe ISSN
providedby our respondentsThisway, we were ableto identify 252 journals,enablingusto have
specificdata for the journals(disciplines)ocalisation size),aswell asoperationaldata which was
gathered beforehand (consolidatedbudget, annual number of articles, etc.). The 8 remaining
journals could not be matched. They probably respondedto our questionnairedue to our
correspondencéeingforwardedto them. We conclude this section on questionnaire
disseminaion anddatagatheringby reiteratingawarningmentionedin the introduction. Whenwe
state that we were able to analyse260 responses,the range of different people potentially
respondingon behalfof their journalneedsto be bornein mind. Theremaybe avariationfrom one
individualto another,from onerespondentto anotheramongthe differentjob titles within ajournal
(editor-in-chief, member of the editorial board, sub-editor), leadingto a variationin the level of
knowledgeof the publishingprocessandthe typesof funding. Theresponsedo the openquestions
are a testimonyto this diversity, asthis is where extremely detailed commentsas well as brief,
vague,or evennon-existentremarkscanbe found. If the respondentsare the sameasfor the OA
DiamondJournalssurvey(we contactedthe journalsusingthe emailaddresseshat were provided
in that survey) then 80%of respondentsare editors-in-chiefor membersof the editorialboard,and
this mayinfluencethe responsegprovided.
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Dataanalyss

In this last section,we describein detail how we processedhe data we gathered.We beginby
explainingour methodsregardingquantitativeprocessingbeforedevelopinghe qualitativeaspect.

Quantitative treatment

Most of the questionnaireis structured aroundclosedquestionswhichimposea limited numberof
predefinedresponsesin thisway,muchdataeasilylendsitselfto a simplequantitativeanalysighat
cande graphicallyportrayed. Theonline SurveyMonkeysoftware providesgraphicalformatting of
responsego closedquestionsfrom the start. Thatsaid,we preferredto work with the raw databy
exportingit directly into Excel.Therewere two reasonsfor this: the first wasin order to do data
cleansingasmentionedearlier),and the secondwasto ensurea uniform graphicalpresentation.
Some visualisationsin SurveyMonkey were unusable since the large amount of information
generateddense,unreadableimages.

In mostcasesluringquantitativeprocessingwe retrievedthe datasetrelatingto aquestion,
generateda table compilingthe information and produceda graphicalrepresentationof that. We
note that the graphsare usuallyhistograms Thenumberof responsesnayvaryfrom one question
to another, particularlyin part 3 of the questionraire involvingthe list of publishingacts so we
systematicallychoseto displaypercentagelevelsrather than absolutevalues.Foreachhistogram
foundin the report, the numberof respondentds givenin the body of the text.

Wehavealsodonesomecrossreferencingof datasetgyeneratedbythe responseso several
guestions.Let us take an exampleQuestion3.1 looks at which entities carry out the actsin the
production process.Question3.2 askswhether or not funding existsfor eachact Thereforeit is
possibleto know, for eachrespondentand for a givenact, who performsit and if the involvesa
monetarytransaction.For example,for the first acts (1. receptior), out of the population of paid
actors, 20 of them are editors-in-chief, only one of them is a memberof the editorial board, 2 are
sub-editors,and soon - ascanbe seenin Table6, which presentsthe information on the entities
paidfor the different publishingacts
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Table7. Paymentto entitiesfor publishingacts

Oncecrossreferenced,there are two options specifyinghow theseresultsare expressed.
Forall crossreferencing,it is possibleto consideran overallpopulation (in our exampletheseare
the entities that completethe different actg, a smallerpopulation which is governedby stricter
criteria (in our example entities who carry out the actsANDwho are paid for doingthem). Under
theseconditions expressingheseresultsin percentag termsmeansthey canbe comparedto data
from the overallpopulationor to datafrom a more restricted population.When presentingcross
referencingof thiskind in the remainderof the report, we specifywhat methodologicaprecautions
needto be takenwheninterpretingthe resultsin percentageerms.

Qualitative processing

Therewere severabpenquestionswithin the questionnairewvhichrequiredfree answersandwhich
cannotbe compiledandtallied. We havedifferentiated betweentwo kindsof openquedionswhich
we haveprocessedn different ways.

Thefirst kind involvesquestionswith a large number of answers(at least200). Thisis the
casefor the last two questions(5.1 and 5.2) which probethe E « %o} v opifioh on ways of
directly funding Diamondjournals,aswell asfor the free questionsassociatedvith publishingacts
(3.4.1,3.4.2,3.4.3).In order processthis data, we exportedthe responsedo atext file and used
qualitative data analysissoftware called ATLAS.tIATLAS.tinakesit possibleto perform inductive
codingwhile reading,andultimately organisethe materialinto severalifferent categoriesand sub-
categories.For example,question’5.2 examinesthe Diamondfunding modelsthat journalswere
considering.The codingwithin this software enabledus to identify severalgeneralcategories(a
model for a funding infrastructure, a model for service provision, a direct funding model,
implementationconditionsfor amodel,originsof funds,desiredfunding).Thesecategoriesarethen
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broken down into severalsub-categories(for example,a direct funding model with advertising,
fundraisingyoluntarycontributions fixedallocationsyield-basedfundingof publications Oncethe

categoriesare establishedandthe codinghasbeendonefor all of the text, it is possibleto retrieve
all the sectionsof text associatedwith a particular code and thus rapidly gather exampleswhich
empiricallysupportcertainelementsof the (E %o Ja@al/Ers.

Thesecondkind of openquestionarethosethat elicited few responsesgenerallylessthan
10. Theseare ancillary questions which we sometimes ask about sums of money that the
respondentsare considering(to financesomeactivity). Forexample conditionalquestion2.7 asks
the journals lacking transadional capability (receiving money/undertakingexpenditure) if the
existenceof sufficient funding would make them willing to set up an accountingsystem. The
possibleanswersare * C «~ W} AU} v [I& } A akd by respondingby ~ C sthdy would then be
aked to enter in a free text field the amount of money they think would be sufficient for the
purpose.We receivedfour relativelyshortresponsessowe processedhesemanually readingthe
responsesdirectly on the Excelspreadsheetand interpreting them. The value of this kind of
responsevarieshugely,sothey are not all mentionedin this report.
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