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The Front level domains. In all, there were 35,318 pageviews

e ———— (which includes online PDF reading and support ga
DOlng the N um berS es) in 137,609 sessions. All of those numbers are up

slightly from 2011 (about 5% for sessions, 2% for

G sgs_jjw bm _ ngcac mml pagdviewsand20% fordP agdees).b cpqgf gn | s

bers for Cites & Insights_ j r f msiacteasiBg®k PDF: Full issues

uncertain what the numbers actually mean. That Tnhere were 68,877 PDF downloadm all, down

k_w "¢ rpscp rf_1 ctce _ghoutnfo@i@m IDMICS thdse, HA7 (RghlyEGHK |

cifically asking those who rea€&l in HTML form  \yere singlecolumn 6x9 PDF® but for the issues

to pay a little for the privilege. (How little? The  that have singlecolumn versions, the percentages

numbers show 132,761 pageviews for HTML @3S range from 12% to 42%, with most issues in the 30 to

during 2012® that is, only the essays, not any of the = 3394 range. Basically, roughly a third of wle-issue

other HTML pages. If 0.1% of those pageviétvene  readers appear to prefer the singbelumn version.

out of every thousan® turned into $10 contribu- The total since C& moved to LISHost is
tions it would cover the challenge.) 691,986PDF download® just under 700,000
| am also bemused by the ongoing story bf- . .
BRARY2.0 AND 2 (BRARY2.0«® where | moved the Inside This Issue
PDFs to other locations and substituted a ompage Intersections
blurb for the low-priced Library 2.0: A Cites & - Catching Up on Open ACCESB...........cccveveveveveuereuennsn, 3

sights Readebut included on that page the URLs
for the moved locations. During 2012, the stub ke
sion of issue 6.2 was downloadell844 times® but
only 36 of those 1,844 downloads resulted in a
download of the moved issue, the one with actual
content. Similarly, although perhaps less extreme,
the two 2011 updates were viewed 652 and 592
times respectively (and the issues containingem
were downloaded 426 and 337 times), but threal
essays were viewedl05 and 99 times respectively. Most Popular Issues
Oh, and the Reader? Two copies sold2012 o ) .
OQm gr©q nmqqg jc rf_r r@®Rc_18k=l®g* ¢ CPLI j Hympgce M
with reality® that some odd mélange of spiders and 2012and the most popular overall.
other software are frantically viewing and downlda For 2012, including both onecolumn and tra-

ing, and only a few hundred (or fewer?) actual human ditional PDF forms, seven issues had more than
beings actually read this stuff. | hope the truth is 1,000 downloads and nine more had are than700.

HTML essays

As already noted, HTML essays weregiewed

132,761 times in 2012, making the new total (since

HTML essays were introduced) 1,121,699. Is it-a

tually the case that people have se@&l in HTML

dmpk mtcp _ kgjjgml rgkecag-=
qcn_p_rc msr FRKJ cqgt w r1
offer a comparison.)

gmkcufcpc gl “cruagtad * " srFcd@S®Add "o ¢dpnkda’c 9! bcagacll
civeipdf - r f ¢ kmqr nsxxjgle* qggl
Overall Numbers stub issue
Cites & Insightgall URLs in that domain) was vised civ12i4.pdf- Public Library Closures 1982009, Fu-

by 26,784 IP addresses in 2012. | know there are quite tlfrism* Social Networks3
a few spiders, but surely nowhere near 26,784! Those  Civ12i7.pdf - The Google Books Settlement (Three
IP addresses came from 106 countries and other top ~ Years Later)
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civ12i3.pdf - Public Library Closures (recent), Social
Networks 2

civ12i2.pdf - Social Networksl and other stuff
civ4i13.pdf - Really? A mix of short essays
civ9id.pdf - The Google Books Settlement

civ10ill.pdf- Blogging Groups and Ethics, Legends
of Horror

Most Popular Essays

There are three ways to look at this: 2012 HTML views
only, all HTML views, or all views (adding HTML
views and PDF downloads for the sanssue).

Looking only at 2012 HTML views, there are
nine essays with more thai,000 pageviews each
and an odd lot they are:

o o . . v7i2c.htm Perspective: Conference Speaking: | Hay

civi5.pdf - Thinking about Blogging, Writing about : .

: a Little List
Reading, OA - - — -
25 0df - C oht: Fair Use ParL. F X v9il10c.htm | Perspective: Academic Library Blogging:
civ12i5.pdf - Copyright: Fair Use Parl, Forecasts A Limited Update

civ12i6.pdf - Copyright: Fair Use Parg, Give Us a v6il0a.htm | Perspetive: Looking at Liblogs: The

Dollar Case Study Great Middle

civ12i1.pdf - Academic Libraries viZi9a.htm |[Egt ¢ Sg Bmjj _pi

Civi2i12.pdf - Rapid Rout of RWA ad the SUNY v11i7b.htm | Copyright Comments: Public Domain

Potsdam/ACS story v9ida.htm | Perspective: The Google Books Search

Settlement
iv6i12.pdf - Pi Aj | h

civei12.pd loneer OA journals (and other stuff) v8ilc.htm | Perspective: Discovering Books: OCA &

civ2ix.pdf - Index to volume2 (Really?) GBS Retrospective

civ12i8.pdf - Thinking about Blogging, Public L v8i4c.htm | Old Media/New Media Perspective:

brary Closures (201D Thinking About Kindle and Ebooks
GOk njc_qcb rf_r 1glc md|V42him g;‘“gﬁf;’(rh%nzgmsﬁd%?vegel?ﬁaﬂ g ucp
amongthermqr ugbcjw pc_b &r fc mr flRefoughtand Expanded, ¢ | @y
too far behind, with one at 662 downloads and two Looking at total HTML views, there are a dozers-e
at roughly 590 each). | am admittedly mystified by ~Says Wwith at least 7,000 HTML pageviews each (the
civ2ix and civ4i13. Otherwise, these numbers seem four highest areover 15,000
to show that policy is a strong focu® including OA, v6iza.htm | Library2.0_| b @& 2 p _p w
copyright andGoogle Books. v6il0a.htm | Perspective: Looking at Liblogs: The

Mtcp_jj* gglac GOt an- c | pcireagMiddle e r f cqgc | s

bers, the picture is of course somewhat different and | v7i2c.htm | Perspective: Conference Speaking: | Hay
the numbers considerably larger. While there are a Little List
still only two issues with more than 10,000 dom+ v5i10b.htm | Perspective: Investigating the Bibliokde
loads, two more are within 100 of that levébne 24 osphere
away). Five issues have 9,000 to 9,999 total dow v5il3a.htm | Perspective: Life Trumps Blogging
loads (up two from last year), four more are over |y7iip.htm | Perspective: Book Searching: OCA/GBS
8,000 (same as last year but with two new issues Update
replacing two that pa_ssed 9,000), 14 more over [sisahtm | Bibs & Blather
E’OOO (Ic:ur Tg%é%ag n ZIOZ%Q A iOtaIfOf 62 Issuies v6il2d.htm | Open Access Perspective, Part Il: Pione

ave at least o, ownioa _up en from a year OA Journals: Preliminary Additions from
aga® but there are also more issues than last year DOAJ
with fewer than 1,000 total downloads: a dozen in ;

i Rf r | sk cpoq i gr rv6g4ac.html\ NPerspectlvqh Folksongmy and Dldlé)my gl aj s
two indexes (no longer available as downloads) and V7l!9a'htm Pérspective: On the Literaflre
theoneqf ccr 2fg_rsqg« gqaksc |Wrehyn Ol Megia/New Medig Perepgctive:
was on the verge of disappearing. It also includes L Thinking About Kindle and Ebooks
the first issue of 2013, which had only been out for | V6i6a.htm | Perspective: Discovering Books

rum b_wq “~w rfc clb md
with fewer than 1,000 total downloads, eight of
rfck* _pc dpmk O0./70* d-IDb
ership grows over time.

another23 have more tharb,000.
rFinallyr 1@oding cat gyapd tetalsrofvRDE dony 8
loads and HTML views,92 essays show at least
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10,000total. Of those,19 show at leastl 3,000 (the
top four are over20,000each):

v6i2a.htm Library20_| b 2 J2d p_pw

v6i10a.htm Perspective: Looking at Liblogs: The
Great Middle

v5i10b.htm Perspective: Investigating the Bibl
oblogosphere

v7i2c.htm Perspective: Conference Speaking: |
Have a Little List

v5i13a.htm Perspective: Life Trumps Blogging

v7ilb.htm Perspective: Book Searching: OCA/GB;
Update

v5i5a.htm Bibs& Blather

v5i10d.htm | ©2 Perspective: Orphan Works

v6il2d.htm | Open Access Perspective, Part [IDPi
neer OA Journals: Preliminary Addition:
from DOAJ

v6ida.htm Perspective: Folksonomy and Dichamny

v6il2a.htm | Open Access Perspective Part I: Pione:
Jourrals: The Arc of Enthusiasm, Five
Years Later

v6i4d.htm PC Progress, Octobex005-February
2006

v6i10b.htm Bibs & Blather

vdil2a.htm Perspective: Wikipedia and Worth

v6ide.htm Offtopic Perspective50-Movie All Stars
Collection 1

v7ild.htm Finding a Bdance: Patrons and theit
brary

v6i6a.htm Perspective: Discovering Books

v7i9a.htm Perspective: On the Literature

v6il2b.htm | Old Media/New Media: Books,
Bookstores and Ebooks

G k ufmjjw ~cksgcb "~ w

think | need to

mention whichone.

The HTML Challenge

H_ |

pw

o00* 0./1 gqg

issue in print form and make reisions before

copyfitting), this commentary is written well before

that date.
Wms ©|

j il mu

don® or just look at the C&l home page If the

challenge succeeded, the contents lines for this issue

will be hyperlinks. If not, not® for this and for fu-

ture issues.

rfc
Whether contributions to C&I are proceeding at a

pace adequate to keep doing HTML versions. Given
my leisurely editing process (yes, | do review the

rf cWatatdiRae-j r gl mdefvmg fpac _

Intersections
Catching Up on
Open Access 2

Gd wms f _tcl ©r pc_b rfec
in the January 2013Cites & Insights Without fur-
rfcp _bm* fcpc®©q rfc pcqr,

Upping the Anti

Qmppw* “sr rf _ro©q rfcec’
tion of anti-OA screeds and discussioraboutanti-
OA nonsense. (Yes, nonsense. The nesdction,
aAml rpmtcpggcqg*« bc_jq
that really are issues, not red herrings.) Some of
these are at least mildly surprising; others are just
the same old crap dressed up in new bags.

The Chicago Way
Barbara Fisterjn this January 20, 201Peer to Peer

Reviewpost atLibrary Journal tells me something |
bgbl ©r i | mu dotipgrStuantSieiebgr q f ¢ ©«

[T] he new edition of the venerabl€&€hicago Manual
of Styleadvises writers to avoid open access ang-d
lay as long as possible complying with andates
such as that of the National Institutes of Health and
institutional faculty agreements similar to those
passed by Harvarsl farseeing faculty of arts and sc
ences. In solemn lawyerly tones, the manual advises
authors that open access is bad foretim, and bad for
the licensing opportunities that support important
scholarly publishers. ® terrible advice in so many
ways | hardly know where to start. Shieber does,
though, so go read his post.

dg

cqr

ugr

Gr©q Trpsc ® bBnd, drankdyg an _arean | |
erea style man al should STFU, to use_the oI|
bFewaf%ﬂ Aﬂp A Gne seetaort\bof the

aj_gkq rf _r epccl M? gq aj

pctclscqg« wufgaf afcjn qgsnn

gknmpr I g a®f najr ©mjfw  wngpoil «©

univengitiesrget lots of licéngirg feverta@sjfromish ¢ a g

gapgnrgml hmspl _j 0 uBgEOW O
Rf cpc©q _Imrfcp gcar gml r f
?q9g Qf gc  The mast swrgrising &hing

about the new Manual sections is thatstyle manual
is takinga stance on these intellectual property issues

in the first placex Y Cknf _gqgq gl rfec
br f ¢ -jbgtigcacc rfml

&Qf gc  cp©qbéi | _AlkwEielcd @ Wo»
?bbgle _Imrfcp jgli & GOk

column as ahome for several other sources you
might want to read):
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http://walt.lishost.org/
http://walt.lishost.org/
http://citesandinsights.info/
http://citesandinsights.info/civ13i1.pdf
http://www.libraryjournal.com/lj/newslettersnewsletterbucketacademicnewswire/888894-440/the_chicago_way__peer.html.csp
http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/pamphlet/2010/12/20/chicago-manual-of-style-on-open-access/

Dorothea Salo finds this a shabby wdgr a welt Gr©q d_gp rm gq_ ®an@kagsrwhyoq | m
respected manual to treat its own pubher, which in clear detail. GO | nmgl r Cooai rm (
actually hasa pretty OAfriendly policy, encouraging those discussions, all of which strike me as conein
authors to deposit copies of their work in instit- ing, and leave you with his closing paragraph:
tional repositories. Why then invite a lawyer to insert . . _ .
into a style manual such crummy advice? And since Allin all, this state_ment pr<_JV|des a model of partisan
when did publication manuals tell authors where dot_JbIe s_peak_, but it do_es_ Iitle to forward the corwe
they should stand on issues of publishing policy? sation. Llce_n5|_ng _negotle_ltlons are one of the few pla
. i es where institutions wield real power, the power of
Another section of the column relates to the idea  he purse, in their relationship with publishers. It is,
that university presses (perhapas part of libraries) therefore, a very appropriate venue to pursue the goals
shouldpAc A%6 » 0 0 » %38 U dsahgitipd-1 » | Aad febstiaidbdm@eh faculty authors and ithiasti-
mary clientele. And do so in an OAiendly way. tutions. Such negotiations may be complex, but they
Rf _r©q _ ~_b gskk_pw8 em pleaysthaverbéec Whatgsgevgs that jitations are
Double talk beginning to stand up for their own shared values.
Kevin Smith writes on April 21, 2011at Scholarly ~ PA response to Science and Technology Committee
Communications @ Duykaliscussing a proposed Inquiry” Commercialisation of Research
amk k ml k mbcj _srfmp©q ajTh sqgg nrff cr $RdJiveipage GOEigsuednp |
recommend thatinstitutionsuse to assure that ca- February 8, 2012, which is a response from theRu
pus scholars retain selfirchiving rights. He links to lishers Assoation (think British equivalent to AAP)
a sitewith the model language and backgroundand r m _ Fmsqgc md Amkkml g gl os
notes a similar UK effort. And then links t@ stae- point in the introduction:
ment from IASTM (the International Association of Publishers are committed to the widest possiblesdli
Scientific, Technical and Medical Publishers). semination of and access to the scholarly pulalions

G?QRK gqgq _egl © gr, Qs pnip@higrcwe mves? shd we pupportjzyjaiid allFss-pt _ p b
has considerably more clout than any given Harvard tainable access models that ensure the integrity and
schola® and the UC system of libraries has more permanence of the scholarly record. It is these sustai
ajmsr rf_1 _lw qggl ejwant_s r fbfpgccessgnedelGthafailkate shin eomgmercilis
rm 2amldj rc« _ stiofiahtpnteptg e f 0%y of Leqeqjch, §3 Wfrm@kf% clear. below. Making
licenses. This portion of a paragraph in the IASTM available the peereviewed archie-quality records of

statement is risible enough to bear quation: funded research to the widest possibleidience is an

o ; essential element of onward exploitation of the public
The publishing community has a strong track record investment made in the originalesearch.

of responsiveness to authors with respect to strly a .. L

use and reuse and journal publishing agreements Qsqr _gl _"jc« gq rfdaieecw um
generally address, and have addressed for many years, I f ¢ w©pc r _j i ghility of theimpsofits q s qr _
issues about scholarly use and-tuse by authors of rather than sustainability of scholarlyesearch, well,

their own work, including questions about comp! rf r©qgq hsqgr Kkwpposg. gqcb msr j mr
ance with research funder policies such as tRéH. You can read the whole thing yourself. It is, to my

21 b* g_wg G? QRK®welltlepgaww” mbWo®Yy f Ahwddgga gcr metialaj _gk
guage may notbthatqgr pml e  sr g r ©qpublishejsghat make fheschalagytresearch world go
jmler rfcpcO©g I m npm’j ckPmsdPo, | pc pdrespprditsiiat keyk § .t e «
summarizes the points being made by IASTM: role through ill-advised messing about, can we?
aAaml dj rgle« _srfmpqg pgef Xgnophphiescigntific publishegsmopen acaess aids! r
licenses would add complexity and uncertainty to foreign enemies

the process. Fcpc©q _ qfmpr _I b nmglrch
Publishers are already doing well in terms of respo posted March 6, 2012at it is NOT junk He notes

siveness to authors and in disseminating the results f ??N _ -bpen atcess ®C Prihciplgs

of research. epmsn« &r fcwOpc letearsgg fhe _ p ms |

Qafmj _pg #t_jsc dmp_ wnf _r Houpendppdsing FRRAA Mhef letleqis full ofathe
cp_ec md _ hilbigsttations arg pushihge  Uysual nonsense, but this paragraph is different:
repositories in order to enhance their own regations. [FRPAA] would also compel American taxpayers to

The impact of institutional repositories should be the subsidize the acquisition of important research irrfo
subject of objective research and assessment. mation by foreign governments and corporations that
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http://scientopia.org/blogs/bookoftrogool/2010/12/28/oh-chicago-your-freudian-slip-is-showing/
http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/search.php?id=77&fIDnum=%7C&la=en
http://blogs.library.duke.edu/scholcomm/2011/04/21/double-talk/
http://authorrights.wordpress.com/
http://www.stm-assoc.org/2011_04_19_STM_statement_on_licensing_and_authors_rights.pdf
http://www.stm-assoc.org/2011_04_19_STM_statement_on_licensing_and_authors_rights.pdf
http://www.publishers.org.uk/files/PA_response_to_Science_and_Technology_Committee_Inquiry_-_Commercialisation_of_Research.pdf
http://www.michaeleisen.org/blog/?p=996
http://publishers.org/_attachments/docs/library/aap%20-%20dc%20principles%20frpaa%20letter%20house.pdf

compete in global markets with the public and private somebody else for notlookie sn umpbqg rfc

scientific enterprises conducted in the Utad States. sl bcpagr _ I b* gm r f r a_| or
G jgic Cgqcl ©9 pcgnml gc, jo@nals gnd pngtltu'@oqal neppsnon@pmayd)e -spchb
clrgpcjw nnpmnp stofthe postqg m EGEW 0disimrigV el @& 06 0 s$ibldd 3akM G

Fsf= ngll _"msr uf _r v-rch%Vﬁhet'&er qX|§t§ Rfc SQ

ernment should not make the results of taxpayer he second thing | find remarkable: He 'mp“es

funded research available to all US citizens because it I f _ r roggr f@canyane to boycott journals &
would also be made available to foreigners, which  cause it could mean that articles submitted to those

would give them a leg up over Americacompanies hmspl _jgqg uml ©r ecr rfc os._
in the competitive global marketplace. And how are rfcw bcqgcptc, &Fc pcdcpq |
the publishers going to protect us from this looming uf gaf _jgm rcjijgq s q f c ©q

threat? By denying these nefarious foreign entities  ¢|aims: He alredy knows that the Elsevier boycott
access to the information they are going to use to ;g misguided ' Rf cpc gr gg8 ¥mr m

trounce us? No! The publishers want Gmress to mn- : .
. . . amrr Cj wrong {pcapyone @lse@aydo $his
sist that these foreigners pay them a small fee tolfaci is agnosticism with a vengeance!

itate their fleecing of America. .

g J - Fc bmcql ©r anyttingd promk  $2cl_npl
COME ON!' T is one sentence exposest e p.ubl?s.s gagclrgqrgq gl r dGoardianetity:  « &
who wrote and signed the letter either as racist idiots rial). Hc p ¢ © f canml c rm cli
who have no clue about how science works and what ) P q g q p. 9 _ 4 .
its goals are, or as craven liars willing to trot out xe I@ not comfortable with the big publishers making
ophobic claptrap to promote their agela. huge profits from the outputs of science, but | also

We are not talking about classified information recognise that good publishers (and their employees)

. . have done, and continue to da terrific job to ensure
here®uc ©pc r_jigle _ msr gld P efreetdvd Bhhmurichtion of scieh créP Pa
are willingly making freely available. And theserfo . .
eigness the publishers are deriding are not enemies. UC aj _gkg rm c gl d_t mj
They are our collaborators in scieneewhose ability Qagcl ac® ‘_SBFC | foc «<bmcqgl ©mr- r f gl
to build on work generated in the US benefitsusal. r gaj cq 9q 2qgsaf _ ~ge gqqQgs
This is how science works, you morons! 'mt c i Cj qcC* «repatofctheg _ j |
Earlier in the letter, these signers of the letter claim in crowd and already know about an article, you can
that they are2devoted to ensuring wide dissemin probably get a copy. Note the slant here: Any effort
tion of the results of all peereviewed research That for OA ispushing it above all other issues
they would then have the gall to put forward thera Rfc |l cvr n_p_ep_nf “cegl
gument that US interests are served by impedingto y g r f M?2* “srj« _lbggr ®d s mk
free flow of scientific information to scientists in clauses, especially when he seems to be saying that

other countries makes it clear that this is a complete the enormous costs of subscriptions are really
and utter lie. This is one of the most repulsive things a ol .
| have seen from the forces that oppose public access oiez Ito bag iln efor a%t?e(;}gxe_:‘zc(ﬂlsﬁjglrzﬂé:tssﬁpatc «
- anyone who signed this letter should be ashamed, P paying . P
gr ©q | mr bgddgaansd im aryrcase, a ac

and is deserving of our contempt.
the readership for the vast majorlty of papers P L

As poir cb mstr gl rfec amkkcy’<g ergsl©o dlrﬂgj s%_
anti-FRPAA stance; supporters of RWA used similar Fggq aml ajsqgml _gq Fy- r o f

nonsense. amrr Rf r©g fgg bcagggml,
Confessions of an Open Access Agnostic subset of antOA arguments with the twist that &

Rfgq mlc©q _qgrmlgqf gl e gforts toward OA® maptrof whiah mavelbeew lgukey, Gr ©q
Tom Webb and appearedn May 25, 2012at Mola most of which have been going on for a very long

Mola Heseems m ~ ¢ q_wgl e r f _r tinie® &€ somehpw smeuting andmtaking energy

M? " ca_sqgc fc bmcaql ©I’EJ g away fréngdthersssues. ncmnj c« _ | b

ing told what to do® but he trots out some stale The truth: The boycott happened because of

anti-OA arguments, albeit with new twists. RWA, which was arescalatiorof tactics by Elsevier
Dgpaqr rfcpc©q rf _r r g randadts friendls Savhat ¥Vebb js really sRying is that -

holds the view that the existence of operc@ess is  respondingto anescalatgrg upml e, G b ml ¢

slil mu_"jc, Cgrfcp rf _r* mpirtydgt b magk ®rc | r g mu Uo-©pc

a el mqr dgoaard inkthe cdnments he scolds  ponents are arrogant and unpleasant (which isree
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http://www.scilogs.com/mola_mola/confessions-of-an-open-access-agnostic/?WT.mc_id=TWT_NatNewNews

tainly true for some). Weof courseget the constant ~ Nuthing But NetHis introduction to the quartet may

implication that OA is 100% authoipays, period, Tc i rfc amkkclr rf_r©q | c
gnd of discussion. Webb Ste_ps right into it '|n _aS$,er Statements such as the following really chap my hide

ing that those author fees will mean the elimination and get my goatSome scientists and researches seem

of negative resul® since the Journal of Negative to think that the general public is too stupid to be

Result§ Ecology & Evolutionary Biologg Gold OA able to use scientific articles and information.

with no author-side f& q , Mf* rf _r©q per@AHHHH! Gr ©q M?* gm

I%r: qstreacmv |?1 ﬂarr dtco-lreg dccoloar Eolml?o r as it g N3 I)f (fhg four i% froﬁw-atso%rcessg tairWeId asrtof be ml
9 ( ) unmentionable; another is from somebody who

gan to devolve into a multisided fistfight seems to be pr®A while regularly tearing it down.

A success, and a long road ahead The general tone of all four may be captured in one

This June 4, 2012 piecby Kevin Smith atScholarly ~ from Chemistry Worl8 Héw much would the ge-

Communications @ Dulgenot, of course, itself anti eral public actually gain from access to complex,

M?, Gl qrc_b* fc©q amkk c ltechitaly writtén angl mrgdrhearvy adidleg?a 9 8 g |

this case, aeport release by the [UK] Publishers There are three answers to that:

?qgmag_r g ml anspnmprgl e rm Ig{gnbjcréqurﬂsdégp rb#agflcgq

to research articles after a siwonth emba- - ; e N
. . . e jga« ugrf mlc jctddit md s

emij umsj b pc-geal¢ subsaiptionjcan¢ee ¢ . eracy. There are nBIIi of nomesearchers .

T gthmt' .« Rfgq pcj_rcqg -~ _ai whro¥Pou|5 Eofh undé%%z\hd aRdPdAM -1 T 1

require that. many research articles.

Pu.bl'c access advouzs have been asserting for a 2. There are independent researchers and deho
while that the harm predicted by publishers if fa L i
ars at smaller institutions who might as well

payers could read the results of research they funded N d f 2 I
was overblown.So now the Publishers Association c n_pr m rtc eclcp_J

has offered us evidence of a soBut there are a co- have access to all the articles they could use.
ple of problems wih the report that should prevent 3. There are essentially no institutions left that
policy makers and the public from accepting itssa can afford all the scholarly resources their
sertions too readily.And even after acknowledging scholars should have. Once Harvard admi
that the report probably claims to prove too much, rcb rf r gr ©q sl “jcoorm
we might still ask,2so what« was over. - -
Rf ¢ npm | ckqjustde @aonsentqoc bRME pc ©q _j gregancefot supgdsiogetimt _ p
950 librarians (with 210 responses): Rfc Epc_r Slu_qfcb amsjbl or
aIf the (majority of) content of research journals was wu_w* “sr jcr®©q | mr em rfoc

freely available within 6 months of publication,
wouyy b wms amlrglsc rm qgqs°

?qg Qkgrf g_wg* rf _r®©qgq trm pm_ = osclg_ g ugr f
tle context. Oh, and by the way, very few said they Heré we have Dr~Douglas Fieldsn November 19,
would canceleverything Gr ©q aj c_p q49ki@tHyfinglon Besh ¢4 Ik y 9r ©q  _ pck_
bgbl ©r jgic rf c®aedhattngversr rAH"ONS§Nge. Theslastsenfgnce in the first parggra
were combined to paint the worst possiblegpirre. sets the tone:

Qkgr f cvn_| bg 2 Qm uef _r =Tkereigmo science without scholdrly publication, and
serves direct rading. In essence: the current biis scholarly publication as we have known it isythg.

ness model is unsustainat®e_ | b gr ©q9 | Bdigs Sibrs t6HOHPos®qg oscqgrgml - " j ¢

libraries or policymakers to support the current  c55italism in the next paragraph but, as in the first,
model. Failure of some, or even all, subscription  .gnflates two entrelybgddcpcl r nfcl mkecl

N
a58 %hage:s«of Grey in Scientific Publication: How
I

n?lg al I:;rtljbllghmg Is Harmlng SC|r%rllce Cmm

based journals would not doom scholarship. thefinalsentenc® | b u_raf uf _ro©q f _
§Q.m? Sta.t.eme\nts from ASC\IenHEEtS re..S?arCherS ., Scientific. publicatian is undergoing a drastic traa  _
Ela%E3S ud»UGu=U EuUu || 00 Wefok &s & Pakses de¥per Witdl dovertménandU
general public capitalistic control, while weakened from struggling

Joseph Krause (Joe) put togeththis compilation of simultaneously to cope wh unprecedented tras-
comment® with links® on August 24, 202 at formations brought about by electronic publication.
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Capitalistic control, as in the rise of the meg tions and thus income. In the opeaccess?author-
publishers? Perhaps a good po#®t s r ane mt cppys«financial model, the more articles that are jpu

kclrjamlrpmj«= 2f j lished, the more income the publishers collect.

We get a description of the peer review process, Gold OA is vanity publishinghere follow a bunch
perhaps a slightly mog positive one than it é- of other partially-correct, partiallywrong statements
gcptcqgi_Ilb _I mrfcp icw dagbbutpeerqeview ptotessesBand the nature of OA

Recent governmenmandated changes in scientific hmspl _jqg* _I'b ucO©pc rmjb r

publishing are undermining this critical process of @apbsknchb glrm Ns Kcb olb N

validation in scientific publication. kcbga | g | Wumpedg, « Umu 8
Governmental mandates are undermining peer review  Somehow, inthe next section, this all yields pe
Thcpe* rf _r©q _ gqgknjcp tnrogaphjcnliterature® and,ra bihlatercthepegstial a ms j
Fields mean™e spells it outmore clearly: assertion that OA journals will be full of géage:

The federal government has mandated that scientific Scientists and the public are rightfully outraged and

research that is funded in part by federal grants be we all suffer when flawed scientific studies are Ipu

made freely available to anyone over the Intetn As lished. Even with the most rigorous review at the

most scientific research receives some public &in best journals, flawed studies sometimes slip through,

ing, this mandate affects most biomedical science such as thetdiscovery of cold fusion published in

conducted in the United State and, through intean Sciencebut it is the rarity of this lapse that makes

tional collaborations, much of the science conducted this so sensational when it happens. With the new

in Europe and Asia. The welintentioned reasaing openaccess model of authefinanced publication,

of the mandate is that if the research is supported by the 2outstanding« is drowned in a flood of trivial or

public funds, then the public should have the right unsound work. Openaccess publishing threatens to

to obtain the published results free of charge. The become scientific publicatio® equivalent of blg-

idea sounds great, but nothing is free. ging. (Nothing wrong with blogging, but it is not the

Dgpgr md<hsrr upmoe, dQpa d_ pSAMe fhipgasgseiegiifc pyglication.)

mandate from NIH; FRPAA is not yet law. Second Rf cpc ©q kmpc* “~sr gr ©g r mm

mdd* al mrfgle gq dpcc« gW4df gk &) wmbvep of grgiaisd of [@evier GF |

said it was. _I'b grq gji, Qmkcf mu* rfc
Then we get a description of the journal is the OA publishersWho knew PLoS was theeal

lishing process that emphasizes both its importance Villain? Fields mourns:

_I'b grg cvncl gc, @nmknedfmu* A gotporake/governiedt@naridian fliance is repla

the print-relatedcosts go away as journals go online; ing scholarly publication once organized and run by

gl grc_b* uc f _tc t _qgr | ¢ usciettigfsergl acadpmica mq r q , ?l'b ucO©p

gldmpkcb rf _r rfc uedemtuts p | gdgelid FielisTHe thighpiofile journals you trea-

all the investment involved in validating and plor ure so much are, with exceptiongyot run by scien-

lishing the research studies it fundes. - tists and @ademics They are published, owned and
_Fields misstates the situation with gold O& controlled by Elsevier and its colleagues (not e

which, by the way, isnot mandated by the NIH or  petitors, since each journal is a minnonopoly).

any other U.S. government agen®both by assm-  Tne |ovely era of journals run by scholars because

ing that all gold OA requires autheside charges scholarship is important? Largely go@and OA
and that all such charges are in the $1,000 to $3,000 fforts are the baschance of seeing it return.

or more rangeThen it gets nastier: Rspl q ms r rfcpcog hcp
The funding model fueling operaccess publication  Fields cofounded a specialized scientific journal in
is @ modern rendition of the wetknown @vanity« 2004 that was published by Cambridge University
model of publication, in which the author pays to Npcqq Groq qfsrrgle bmul

have his or her work printed. The same well
appreciated negative consequences reswhen g-
plied to scientific publication. Because the income is
derived from the authors rather than from readers,
the incentive for the publisher is to publish as much

apparently going akdigital; just this one journal.)
From this incident® journals fail, do so with some
frequency, and always ha®we get this dystopian
essay that ends as follows:

as possible, rather than being motivated by a primary One wonders how many new advances in science will
concern for quality and significace that would n- never have an opportunity to take root now that scie
crease subscription by readers, libraries and ingtit tific publication is an increasingly corporate and go
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ernment business rather than the scholarly aglemic
activity that it was for centuries. Science isheanced
by scientific publication. These changes in publishing
will affect the future of science profordly.

Guess what? Fields spendso time attacking the
fsec ampnmp_rc QRK ns’ j
appears now and then to give extra zing to this-a
tack on OA publishing in general and on gover
ment mandates in particular.

Great Expectations For Scientific Publication:
How Digital Publishing Is Helping Science

This piece by Jalees Rehmaappearing November
22, 2012 on The Next Regeneratidnog, is a e-
sponse to the article just discussed, which Rehman
labels as a rant.

It was reminiscent of the rants that might have been
uttered by alligraphers who were upset about the
emergence of Gutenbe®printing press or concerns

of European aristocrats in the wake of the French
Revolution about whether commoners could ever
govern a country

Fc n_wq _rrclrgml ml jtw

He offers a specific exampld&lood a journal in his
dgcj b, &GOk _ qr mbog gctuallyp r m
charges asubmission feewhich Rehman fails to
mention.) He calculatesthat a typical eightpage
article with four color images (in this field, color
terd$ to Ipeaqnéressrg) mu A dafm supmementiweudd r
cost the author(s) $3,08® | b r f _r ©g- d mp
tion journal. (The journal costs $975 for an ind
vidual print subscription, $1,220 for nonUS
gs gapg cpq _Ib & _ ksaf fge:
ep_lrcb rm _ sl gt Glatgr-w j g
grgrsrgml _j p_r cqg$1,360 ¢tol ©Or r
$1,770for a singlesite U.S. institution.)
?7q Pcf k_I n mg | rygbadncenr *  r f

pared to the rates for the top OA journaie.g.
$2,900 per published paper foPLoS Medicinawvith
waivers for authors in developing nations. And, of
amspqc* mlac rf _r "0*7.. gq
libraries and individual readers have feeaccess.

Science was never meant to be conducted by the rich

for the rich. The goal of scientists should be to ©B

municate rigorous findings to as broad an audience

" G posSifleCopeR Sceds Publishiighis a tep lin thén's

statbgl e | cspmgagcl rgaqgqr _ | b righldire€iohgbéchuse & helps likate the s€ieptific8

It is very difficult to understand how someone who is
such an eminent scientist and has an extensive &ip
ence with scientific publishing would make so many
bizarre statements about open access putilig).

At first he thought the article might be satire, but
later realized that Fields might actuallyneanwhat

he said. So Rehman decided to respond. Hehhig
jgefrgqg rfpcc icw dj _uqg?9
Pcfk | ©q amkkclr_ _pw &ufg

Conflating digital publishing, open access publishing
and selfpublishing

Open access publishing and rigorous peer review
Open access publishing and corporate interests

That third is in some ways the oddest (the first is
mostly just insulting). Unfortunately, in reponding

enterprise from corporate interests of pdgr-access

publishers that impair the broad dissemination of

scientific knowledge to readers who cannot afford

the high subscription fees.
The remainder of a fairly long post responds toesp
cdga rcvr gl rfc Dgcjbg _prog
Open access: why academic publishers still add
valie | j mddcp rfc dj _uqg wugrfrn
gt owms cbmejflyqpcgcha'r8gNo- ugr f
vember 22, 2012 piecén The Guardia@q 2 f gef c

cbsa_r gml l crumpi, « ®@p mul
«k | _ecp md ampnmp _rc a mk k
kgefr mp kgefr I mr kc | a NP
rm rc_af sq ufw @& jj amd rfc
gm tgr _jjw lcacqgq_pw rm 2fc]

The ill-conceived notion frequently advanced by

rm gr* Pcfk_I d_jja gl r m cdnhekcial publishihg d&ridioris thdk Al wddei@ S g p € g

author-ggbc n_wkclrg« rp_n*
discussion is appropriateHe provides the context:
Why the concern of possible corporate profits from
OA when traditional publishers make suclenar-
mous profit margins already?

The truth of the matter is that the current pafor-
access model is catering to corporate greed and is
impairing the free sharing of scientific results. Inda
dition to generating revenue from subscription fees,
current payfor-access publishers often also charge
fees to the authors of the manuscripts.

_ polisif amrariskript,piit & onldeCadidr thendiél back 9 q
and wait for the next sucker to submit ararticle.
This is highly misleading and inaccurate. So what are
the roles and costs that justify the fees we charge?

Oddly enough, | haveneverseen that notion put
forward, not even by the most extreme opponents of
commercial STM journals and journals imeneral.
Not once. | must be reading the wrong iterf@sor,
just possibly, Brown is making it up.

He refers to all thosenew costs of publishing
mljglc* _I b rf_r rfcqt amqgr
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gle _I'b gqfgnngle, « Pc
costs of digital dissemination equal the costs of
npglrgle _I'b qfgnngl e=
Weg* _q fc qgq_wgqg*
and for peer review. (Although the actual effecav
ness of editorial work on scholarly papers is open to
some qustion, at least according to Mike Taylor in
_ amkkclr B ?2r jc_qr
mit that peer review is done for free, but wait:

Yes, editorial board members and reviewers are by
and large unpaid. However there are still scores of
people whosefull time jobs are managing this -
cess for a growing body of scientific literature. Fiha
ly, countless man hours go into helping customers
learn how best to find what they need, along with
rigorous efforts to acquire content and publicise the
brilliance of our authors. Besides the absolute neee
sity of this work, effectively outsourcing these fun
tions to publishers allows scientists to focus on
discovery and innovation.

It takes scoresof people (just within Springer) to

manage peer review. Ah, but thatext sentence is
rfc icw8 rfc 2amslrjcmggq
tent and publicize author® | b * I mp-b
ing customers learn how ‘to best find what they
l ccb, « GOj j _bkgr rm
Mf * ' b 2arcl q
tems and platforms for digital publishing.

Uc _pc gldmpkcb rf _r
mncl _aacqq*« ufgaf ggq
Springer managed to buy BioMed Central. In which
case, the next paragraph is disingenuous at best:

It does not take a huge intellectual leap to see how
all of these activities benefit science and research. It
is, however, hard to imagine how anyone with an-i
ternet connection could do this with the speed, éff
ciency and added value with which publishers
operate, while still maintaining the integrity of the
scientific record. In short, all of the activities du
lined here cannot be done without the large inves
ments in people and technology that we make via the
fees that we charge.

Qm Emj b M? ¢ hygne with argintecnet
amll cargml «= Gql ©r r fp-r
parently the message is thainly traditional publib-
erscan actually handle the publishing process, thus
justifying whatever fees they charge and profits they
make. A case that, to puit bluntly, Brown simply
does not make.

G Imrcb Kgic R_wjmpO©q
he does a pretty good job of fisking the article. The
comment stream includes some interesting back

d@p mud p&pgr; itfs not my jgbr

_J )] angld @pmful ©gq aml gkgmkekcl-rcpr

tors spend hours dozens of them) on every single

N_pbaoghj kcr § dwGid ks folforwedjimyngrd ¢ jb «
rf®pec @)@;ely &y agcpmment from Adam Tutl witp ovebB g r mp

ns jgqfcb hmspl _j
two journals), who says:

| have never, as an editor, helped an author ®arite
cl msef rm
| have never, as an author, had any comments from an
editor to help me rewrite any of my papers. Nor would

G cvncar rfck, Rf c kmgqr G ec
149gq | mr agrchb gl rfc rcvr* ¢

The next one says Tut writes for scientific journals

and is a native English speak®rthat the situation

in the humanities and for norREnglishrspeaking a-

thors can be different. But, of coursé, i & U ET 0
talking about scientific journals heféhe discussion

goes back and forth among various people. There

are other discussions, including a predictable attack

on PLoS ONBby a pseudonymous source engaged in
general OAbashing.

k I f mgpMdtroversiesaosgpc

ml c* 2af cj
If the section above was about ar®A stuff that

_prgajcq

am

"% gyosly fgreais e olfmyihs, s secton i mogty |
md devglppjsg m1 FOUM BOSSPiigaiimaje (QA Gopjjoversied and

yes, such controver3|es do exist.

JPpngAceess@ndyintegventiopigm p  ac b
rbosercOog | qusgedi*

e gy enFebivgfy §.008 fqngp
piece by Steve Kolowich atnside Higher Edrather

than the longer web page title. It relates to monents

mil rfc emtcplkclr®©q npmncp
availability of federdly funded research, with those
commentspostedon January 30, 2012. ¢cording to

|l mj mugaf * rfc a mk dbate avey
open access broadly and [stoke] contragy in one

pct

bggagnjglc gl n_prgasp-_p, «
rclb rm pc_b' rfc 155 pcghn
gskk _pw _I'b amkkclrqgq ml d_

this quick summary washottrue:
A casual survey of the letters suggests that thedfe

_ P ack Jargely breaks along familiar lin@slibrarians

parguint for uicker and gagier abcessparesearch=and ?
publishers offering suggestions for better access
while discouraging measures that might threaten
their subscription revenues.

Id r f _r @aqd: By posv,dshouldiiro@entirely or
primarily librarians; it should be scholars thaselves.

a m3omkeguates are alp tpogpregiclableg duch ds thasr *
from Alice Meadows at WilesBlackwell about a-
propriate embargo terms (you already know what |
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considerappmnpg _rc8 | m ck _ pe mergthata@h®sdo mtcome tp underktamd the wo

" _nnpmnpg_rc®© ck® _pem ncp¢ theydave basedyn the kact thay ey hold allpfg mb
is a dramatic shortening of the period of copyright the rights under copyright and can leverage those
npmrcargml _ddmpbcb _jj ddsipdpyhatishestiothemee pmuqg j gm
g _ g b -réviblned gapers are not the result of the Statements like the one from Wiley Blackweéflect, |

Federal Goverk c | r ©q gl t cqr k c| r * tink g ingreasipggsense gf pagicdn the pulisg
statements that may be literally factual but fuad community. Disinformation is seen as one way to fight
mentally nonsense. the growing realization that they may become as irre

So which field stands out? Anthropology eve_mt in the Internet_age as blacksmith a_nd buggy
ufcpc rfc cvcasrgtc bgpec awhlﬁwrgaker%bc?can}epQeag?eg‘e’?aumqqog"%’ b 2Uc
know of no research that demonstrates a problem Rf ¢pc©q kmpc* gsaf™ _qi- Mvdmp
with the existing system for making the content of ~ ZaTe claim that essays in edited volumes are work
scholarly journals available to those who might made for hire and the newish contracts from_ Elger
“clcdgr dpmk gr, « Rf _r ©q—_|<t;br g 7IARQYYY 0 gngke jauthorreteniion pfy | o ¢
see here, move alongut it gets worse. He also said:  "9hts, or not, dependent on the kind of internal pd-

icies that e?dst on the authof@universi canpuses«
aK_Ib_rgle mnecl _aacqgqgq rm s a npmncprw ugrfmsr
just compensation ad lawful procedural limitations In all of these cases, the publishers are looking for a
constitutes, in our view, an unconstitutional taking legal lever they can push that will stave off inel
of private property® copyright materia® an expio- vance. But the law does not work that way in ge

npg_rgml ugrfmsr d_gp k_pi &@ aAhPeRyrght i witey f bengfit authors and

A number of anthropologists were appalled by this

give them control over their works, not to prop up a
] particular business model.
_rrgrsbc gl néthdt culy mirks with g g a

gorr}uﬁa es that survive

. S re_those that adapt to ltec
necmnjc« &uc) ] Lo Rf c pc ©q ﬁolog"rl: I Eﬂbnﬁe, not%hétsél hat §B£a§élyt Qomk
AAA and its members, none of it terribly encougeng. use legal coercion to prevent the change. Thevie
Grasping at straws industry learned this when their attempt to prevent
Rf rog lctgl Qkgrf* aikk clomegvdeo regording faled; theywere forced {9 ¢
cle in a February 14, 2012 posit Scholarly Comnr adapt, and they found new ways 1 flourish.

nications @ DukQk gr f u_qg _nn _j j PlnS ONME: from the Rublicdibrary of Sloppiness?
commen®gncagdga_jjw rfc qc Btepbdn &ary postesl thisd April & 20322t Recp-

ck™ _pem ncpgmbj «8 rocal Spaceand maybe the post date is significant.
This statement strikes me as deliberately misleading. G| d _motA's pgprw@yq mngl gml 9 f c Oc
Publishersare not affordedany period of copyright argument with a colleague:
protection by the copyright law, anymore than | had an argument with my coktague in the teaoom
plumbers or ophthalmologist areThis kind of misin- the other day. Gratifyingly, | learned he had been
formation is intended to create the illusion that m} reading my b|ogposts on the Subject of open access,
lishersobusiness models are somehow favored by but it soon became clear he did not entirely share my
federal law andthus inviolate, but that is not true. enthusiasm for the topic. Specifically, he criticised
Only one group is afforded copyright protection and open access journals sh asPLoS ONBboth for their
the term for which that protection last®® authors lack of subeditorial services and for creating a home
(under section 201(a) of the copyright law, Title 17 for poor quality science.

of the U.S. code)lf publishers hold any rights, they
hold those rights only because they are transferred to
them by the authors whose works they publistAnd

if those authors choose, they can transfer less than
the full copyright, and for less than the full term of
protection. [Emphasis in the original.]

This got my goat, not least because | had made my
first submission to PLoS ONE just the day before. We
spent some time arguing back and forth andy cd-
league was kind enough agree to let me lay out the
dispute in a blog post. | want to do so becausesgite
the evident variety of opinion within the blgosphere,

Smith thinks the traditional bargai® scholars give it can be easy for the likeninded to coalesce into
away copyright in order to get distributio® now groups where positions are not sogorously tested. So
agcckg jgic _ tcpw ~ _b = _ pl@se gee wh@t you tiynks & my«case (since amplified

Now there are many other options available taia by further reading) and feel free to take issue.

thors, many of which publishers are anxiously trying Gl rfc dgpqr a_qc *c bsglrbnppgqrj <
to undermine. It is very important to some publig- ggqg uf _r uc©b a_jj amnwcbagrg
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correct: PLoS ONEloes na copyedit. Curry justifies lishers pay for peer review? Yes, but technically
rf_r j _ai "w q_wgle 2rfgd_g®gml omr mdf rrf cf cd _gargnbp,q r
iccng rfc M? @fbutpene ofrusn " /Rf3c pcc ©q kmpc fcpc* &saf
think $1,350 is still a lot of money, especiallyif tion of a number of myths. Why here, under ¢o
rfcpc®©g I m amnwcbgrgl e, t®esy Bec@use af mckg wadnd sb a8 that wms
colleagues to proofrea® and | take it that Curry above® and because some expense issues (discussed
equates copyediting with proofreading, which |1 g | rfc _prgajc’ qr gjj _pcl
bml ©r* ~sr GOk | mr _ qag thé se@mdrcgmment is from the Guru of Green OA

As to the second chargewell, PLoS ONEs dif- uf m gl dmpkqg sq rf _r 2#Cjqgct
ferent (or it was when it was founded), since itsbar 9 9| ac r foodai@yt greeq @A. Inote with
dmp ns jga_rgml gq 3rgafd@lcjpivc gmsSP®«M fugh f_dmcmhs®
mer md gknmpr _| ac, Baisp p &g takes himhaf togaeme exte@pircluding this
down to what | regard as a certain fact: Mediocre final paragraph:

gafmj _pgfgn cvgagrq _ I b M? FihallgsStevan, ij reglly dogsithélp@hat yau $oca- a _ S g C
gr , Ftellipgs f&rg PLoS ONEejects about 30% sistently position Green OA as a competitor, rather

of the submitted mawiscripts® and half of those end than a complement, @ Gold OA. Your*don®do that,

up being published elsewherguite possbly in non- do this insteack rhetoric achieves nothing more than

M? hmspl _jq, GOt eynicajlyuthatw g q’l|fr’@tlﬁg* youn o yur fallle? cPsplitting the

open access vote | think your Green OA campaig-

eer review does not detmine whethersomethin ) o
P g ing would be much more effective if you took the

gets plbli§hed, onlywhere anq there are .fOUI’th’f’:lte line @while we@e waitng for Gold OA, her® what we
journals in pretty much eery field that will publish can usefully do now. That is a message that other
pretty mucharyr f gl e, &Rf _r ©q kc* daRdvocdes dBubiWet on board with.

Rf cpc©q k mp@and 68 momments. By happen. Those pigs flying outside my
One notes that PLoS offers a list of scientific editing 44y seem to be doing aerial acrobatics these days.

services for authors whalowant copyediting; figure s follows up with a commentthatcldiq  f w©q | c
that a 17page paper would cos$340 to $425 for . D pesch e gl qir@seappe e dr
copyediting. Another commer® from Curry® entj W GOk 9 K eql gl e rfoc am:

nmglrqg sn _ | glrcpecarigl ¢ gLhaugrefm pbSchhehmhgd@pn
clac« | cj8 Ufcpc 37# mfacksdtdny eAeigd Belnd Sfitidd oflgald GAP 0 —

not cited at all within five years of publication, 83% Attacki blish ill not K
of the papers published irPLoS O in 2010 had acking pu ',S €rs Will not maxe open access
any maee sustainable

been cited within two years. A number of people

who have published inPLoS ONEpeak to the high U¢ ©p ¢ The &uardianthis time with another
quality of its peer review. Taylor: Graham Taylor, director of academic, edac

) o tional and professional publishing at the Publishers
Persistent myths about open access scientific  association writing on May 25, 2012 Wms ©p c e
publishing rm gcc 2qgsqr_gl_"jc« _1Ib 2
Mike Taylor posted thison April 17, 2012 in The kc gd G r_ic rf_r rm kc_I
Guardia®®q 2 Lmrcq $ Rfcmpdcgrpmdgamreq _Rfbc _qsr'pf_cbgrgml _j |

gle gg _ egtc_u_w8 2?a_bc kRpmarkabl, Tayprgclaing that thefiscdssion n _ w
peer reviewers, and lack of funds is no bar to pitbl  over scientific publishing has been orgded:

a_rgml gl _1I mncl _aacqqg MichsaPbeen hrittefs abdntGo&ehl publishErslodet b g |
to other items (linked to in the post® but in at the past few months but unfortunately this has{
jc_gqgr mlc a_gc* R_wjmp©qg kugeq girookt excldsiely @ one sidk sfjthe delpaie:b g |
the claim. To wit, the chief executive of the Pubhs the desire for greater access to peeviewed research

cpgq ? qqgmag _r bemslshoulderwttie d2 n s “oytpytgy especially journal articles, which publishers
ministrative burden of filtering three million are painted as somehow resisting and restricting.

submissions to 20,000 journals « R _ wj mp Thatdsof mdursdpllowed by the claim that publit-
thattheydono® sr f c©q kggqgl ecpfipédsi¢w wgmmbhgndr cvba_| bg
a r fadministrative spbcl , « Ns dothg q flcjpwg Ol ®cb pcgc_pat dgl ?lgag
filtering, but they doadministerit. Do | believe that gsqr _gl _"jc« ml rfc ns’jgq
the PA person is hoping readers withink that pub- stuff about walkin access at libraries, with nothing
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http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/blog/2012/apr/17/persistent-myths-open-access-scientific-publishing
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said about the cost to libraries of providing those
resources. Andof coursewe hear about how terr
bly expensive and complicatethe publishing pto-
cess i® oh, and that the UK makes serious money

apublic access is not the primary driver of naella-
tons* gr gg
lishing executive« asked how Smith knew this and
accused him of making an ungyported asssion.

by selling overpriced subscriptions ot R_ wj mp Qs a fair question, and | am happy to report on how

wording) overseas.

Uc _jagm 2jc_pl« rf_r r
access thanks to Big Deals, which are great bargains
that cost almost nthing® _ I b 2 md amsp
can choose either to subscribe to these broad colle
tions (against substantial discounts) or to purchase
gl bgtgbs _|j rgrjcq, «
against attack, saying they derive from efficiency,
drive innovation and are taxed.

I know that public or open access is nohé prind-
f galp ¢ @en a signiffagntk daver @f jojirmaltcandakq
tions; doing so gives me the opportunity to link to a
q €ouple f valgablgyrepatirges.
| know that public access is seldom, if ever, codsied
by librarians when dealing with subscription canceH

large number (larger than | would like) of cancellation

cvacqgqd@gtdomprkiEeEga nsg

R_ wj ntipns, frst, decabise ighavenbsen p (iprgriancfqy oven p md g
twenty years and have been involved in or aware of a

All of this surrounds a frontal attack on ma processes. Never once have | heard app _ —w s
b _rcb epccl M?8 2k _I b_rec bcanga@cﬁ {neaonerbecaqjeall bbentﬁntr%% Ve:i}np gcg
is not a publishing model, has no associated revenue er be true. Second, deciding on that basis Woquqnét gp
stream and, worse, threatens to erode the revenues - . gcptgle msp n_rpml g© | ccbg
deriving from the subscriptions on whictthe model to do even when our budgets contract.
b JC Jn ¢ Ir ? 2 ' E%tll:él;glztgnfghri?rgcle,g}lei;svr\;l_te; His second re@sfs he remﬂ report by pr(;BareE byr f c d
- a Igll%t(i\/lgx\/vell rthqu itteef r Eco omic l
gle n_p_ep_nf rf_r pctc IS r
important aspect of scientific publishing. Or at least ve pment
it reads that way to me. :jn that r?g;);jtl Max;v&ell takest r? SL:stainedban? (k:]aréw
Quitc _ dcu amkkclraq, G b gtcetgfhat Wc?ljjlg)be]E:’:ﬂaIl opro t?utt)ﬁn ?n O;JJa eb
you may be more patient Th? other Taylor. does the National Institutes of ?—Iealtf? public gccess ma
comment, and yowet the tone right off the bat: date.His overall conclusions are, first, that there is no
As we discuss the access crisis and Academic Spring, evidence that such policies have adversetypacted
it® great that the Guardian is allowing a platform to the STM pubishers who complained so vofgrously
repreentatives of the academic publishing industry. about them and have twice tried to push legislation to
It gives them a chance to demonstrate how utterly have them reversed. Maxwell makes two salient
bankrupt their position is, and i® kind of Graham points. First, it is increasing prices, agpled with flat
Taylor to oblige. His article is a catalogue of disto library budgets, that account for any rising rate of
tions and mispresentations from start to finish. cancelations (which is the same point | made in my
G ra@isking that takes three comments in all. blog post). And second, that at the same time they
) Lo L were predicting disaster to policy makers, farofit
The Publishers Association is hallucinating STM publishers were painting a more gling picture
This May 25, 2012 posat Sauropod Vertebra Picture of the future to financial analysts about the prospeuf
of the Weeby Mike Tayloris, in essence, the fisking a return to 45% growth rates as we move past the
md Ep_f _k R_wj mp©q _ pm-gaj economic gpwngum. AsrMeaxyed saysiyhi last fayrl qgg

gle long blog post rather than three comments (split
because of commenting wgr ck j gkgs-q'
ier to read in this form, reason enough to give it a
separate link.
Nodsprfecp
really good fisking!

How do you know?

Rf gg ml c ©q
Scholarly Communications @ Duken email lig to

amkkcl r,

Gr ©q

years [he is referring to 2008 2011, a period which
act@py@ﬁludes th? Weyst ofcthe downturn] have
been marked by an increase in both the numberdan
subscription prices of STM jownals« (p. 15) While

this may not be ood news for libraries, it certainly
caits— t on't glogn%%ﬁd&[n Belngr?ol(reecast if
public access mandates grownd it is further eu-
dence that such mandates do not lead, contrdoythe

d panKune 18t 2912at QK gA,LI}SP report, directly to library cancellations.

r f

?qg gd _r ©q lansurveyoccomms-e f * r
which Smith does not subscribe had a discussiaa r  sioned by the publishing indust®asking librarians

j_rcb rm 2?2 qgsaacqdqqsussetl b aboutjachal eecipions kather fthan & kypotadtical

earlier in UPPING THE ANTI) and his assertion that  question.

February2013 12

Cites & Insights
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When asked why they made a particular decision to
cancel a specific journal, the thousands of librarians
queried listed four principal reasor@ budget cuts,
low usage, faculty recommendations and the desire
to end subscriptions to the same content in different
formats (cancelling print to focus on electronica
cess).These four reasons were cited for over 60% of
the cancellations, while free public access wasme
tioned less than 5% of the time.

Seems prettyconvincing. But, as he notes (and why
G bgbl ©r cknf _qgxc rfagq
nmgr ' * -igsue@ngyway orgfydu will, a phony
controversy.
As | said in the original post, even if public access
reaches a scale in which it does imperdyrnal sib-
scriptions, that does not mean we should not pursue it.
The evidence for the value of open access ésdming
overwhelming, and the claims that it will harm sae
tific research (as opposed to fgofit publishing) or
prove unsustainable are ineasingly easy toefute.

He offers three broad principles for future convexs

rgml g _ " msr qaf mj

lent principles. Go read them

On publishingsEU E9 T HU=E s

with ecology?

This post® by C. Titus Brown on August 13, 2012 at

Living in an Ivory Basemeédis a copy of email

Brown sent to the Microbiology faculty mailing list
r Kgafge | Qr _rc

mdPLoS ONHy q | or

L mr rf _r
those who do.

Brown notes that theactual importance of @-
ncpg a_| ©r _ju_wgq
that sane studies suggest that attempts to makae-p
ncpgqg kmpc @ gknmpr _|
ence. And, as he note§LoS ONBb mc g | ©r
game, since it ignores importance.

Despite this, ®e heard a number of misunderstan
ings about PLoS One circulatq here at MSU, and
talked to several faculty that had been told that PLoS
One papers would®2count«® even going so far as
to claim that PLoS One papers a@reviewed or e-
jected, which is objectively false (speaking as e-r
viewer who has rejected PLoSr® papers :)-- the
acceptance rate is high, but not 100%, and marg-p
pers go through multiple rounds of review. | would
be happy to further discuss such concerns in private
if people are interested.

@p mu | dccjq

Which made a paper he received from an ecologist gl aj sbcq _ r _
_would®not fallow to reuse my copyrighted mater

particularly interesting® a paperj mmi gl e

gq cRpealiya pglo- h m
ny controversy, but one that continues to emerge. ﬁgfrom jan VeIte

r f

r «i- k

increasing tendency of high profile journals to reject
n_ncpg rm k_glr _gl gcn-carg
ey quote:

aThe result that stads out is that ecological papers
published in PLoS ONE on average have a corapke

or greater impact to those journals that havecgptance
rates of 1520%, despite rejecting only a imority of
submissions. Indeed the only journals whose ecological
papes consistently have a much greater impact than
those in PLoS ONE are Science andtll)te «

é’oédcs{uﬁ. \Rll%c akdsd ttgr’e first comfment truty PJ g
q _ by8ah,&he head of an ecology department told

me recently that papers from PL0OS journals dbn

really count. Sadstate of affairss & Rf ¢ mk cvr

kclr gg dpmk gmkcmlc af mOg
ncpq« pcRLoSaONEENd calle the review
npmacqgqg 2%a_npgagmsqg, «'
JOuU-8TEQOJEV d00a» ueée=0 Eu

This one is a legitimate and ongoing controversy.
Paul Roystempublished thisin JLSC the Journal of

_pj wl-a mkikasidnghip and Gaholarly Gdimnuwicipenfled-v a ¢

ling Gold OA journal (as of this writing, there have

O UE v PeeEN,WP dssugsywith,no aytiesidg fges. KRqyster is

on the ediorial board.

Royster runs an institutional repository housing
more than 40,000 documents and articles; hes-b

gctchb fc u_q aump|g|e rm
a_bckag m&
Slgtec p\_ﬁeﬁt_{o%e Mar(l 901295{3;\@8 meetlng an:Jl ran |nto ms

rop, WhICh Royster seems to feeI is
g @Y

cosg

c
abt[)ut tlme-to S op calllng a(ahythlng Ope a%tess tha
is not covered by CaBY, CCx ¢ p m* mp

“®&andb ¢ 'ﬁa@/ ekegtfs through the de aratlo s that seem

™e terfl OA and gs—to aarge that they
caII for. egsentlal Cy thlg IeveI of@:es@ and resBonds a

nj St\l/gh rqeuse requwements exceed What is in my &bi

Tty to deliver for our repository content; more m-
portantly, they exceed anything that | wouldeven
recommend or desire to deliver.

If an unrestricted license to reise, redistribute, and
create derivative works is to be the sine qua non of
open access, then there is little hope that the instit
tional repository | manage can ever present itself as
an outlet for open access

He expands on tha® and while | fundamentally
sympathize (I believe Velterop and others are indeed
trying to narrow OA in an unhealthy manner) I

f _tc kggegtgleq _ msr Pmwq
" janizatiorg th&t Nc mn j
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_ ] ®a«table that manages to place Microsoft on a

level with Al Qaeda and the Ku Klux Klan.
G uml ©r amkkclr

you or your institution can afford to buy articles as

needed), then you must be at a place deemed good
dsprfec penoquﬁ]@ad M@e@ gCientistgnay |ngt evep pgst

reen Vi ns jof their articlegventl ug\ he-
pc_b rfc amkkclr _pw grqec JW? rthpud

Clubs and cliques in STM publishing and the
impact on Open Access

This one is particularly interesting, dealing with

gmkcrfgle G f_bl Or
amspqgqc* GOk I mr

appeared October 11, 201@n NuthngTBut Net

pc_

| know that one the major reasons Open Access has had

a hard time getting a foothold into the publgng world
is because of the clubishness of science aagntists.
People often do not know about the socialzects of
scientists and their workThis is one of the reasons that

associations, societies [like clubs] and conferences play

such an important part of a sentist©career.

Kraus notes that the des to belong to some Group
is fairly universa® and scientists are no different.
Some clubs are more exclusive than others, e.g. the
club of scientists educated at Ivy League schools. He

offers a set of cluls® people who
Work at an ivy league school
Are a tenured professor at an ivy league school
Got 1600 (or 2400) on the SAT

Published multiple times in SencéNature/Cel/PRL
JACS

Were award winners in a society like the ACS or the

American Physical Society

Received a grant &§1M plus from the NIH

Are membes of the National Academy of Sciences
Carry a public library card

Are short, slightly pudgy middleaged balding men
with two dogs

Make beer at home

Some of these clubs are more prestigious than others.

(Note, | am a member of two of the clubs noted
above) Scientists generally try to join the clubs that
are the most exclusiveln other words, they want to

be members of groups that exclude the most number

of other people, so that they look good in compar
son. (Side note: Some science fields dbhke whis-

tleblowers too. They may not be seen as playing well

with others within those clubs.)

| think the implications for OA are reasonably
clea® and Krausspells them out. Some scientists

like to appear inexclusivgournals:

If you work for a rich institution that can afford a
subscription to a journal like Tetrahedron Letters
($16,773 list price for an annual subscription, or if

gagecl

Rf ¢ pnor®@ @nd Kraus is making a good point. A

couple of anonymous commenters (or one person

in its attack on both librarians and OA:
Their strident push for OA is manifestation of their

ideological commitment to the most base notions of

collectivism. They own nothing and produce littl®

which is why they dor®mind giving the store away.
Primarily plucked from the arts & humanities, these
bleeding hearts seék for the most part® a safe place

to squat until retirement. It has been my experience

that residing deep within their owr?professionak as-

sociations and memberships is an abiding hatred, fear,

envy, and ignorance of the pure maths andiexsces
and practitioner® which is reflected in their library
programming, services, subject unit mergers, and-co
lection development allotments and allatons.

Wow. Just wow.

One Size Fits All?: Social Science and Open Access

| have alot of trouble with this lengthy November

14, 2012 postby David Mainwaring atThe Disorder

of Thing® not because Mainwaring is a SAGHEne
ployee, but becausef librarianship is a social se
cl ac* G bml ©r ksaf

and humanities, so libraanship has to fit there
somewhere.)

To read Mainwaring, except for Peter Suber and

Qrct | F_pl _b*
everhasbe@g q g/l QRCK, Mf *
The fact that, as far as | can tell, theery first OA

journals were (ae) in the social sciences anduh
manities? No such thing, | guess. The dozens of |
brarian bloggers who deal with OA and have for

ctcpw®arb w
|

years? Charles W. Bailey, Jr.? Dorothea Salo? Hell,

Walt Crawford?P Gv i Ei 00 C%6 0
Gl rfc clb* G dglbrie a
ajc, K_ w’ ¢ ®mostly @ defensd of traal gr

tional subscription publishing for social science
rfcwpc

hmspl _jqg* q_wgl e
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commentj t\Nlcef which seems more édly) take,

JJKP’é{us fo ta 8 nlgrat gentlsts {ﬁc he ma

rtgggtgl or Ch rial qpsyp—psq

augrf d_p dcucp _ dgbcaq

anpcrclggmlg md eclrgnj-grw

ggk, « Rf _r amkkclr gq _ars_|]

_nnpcag.
ignorance Mainwaring shows for the history and
current status of librarian work on and advocacy for
OA. (Actually, Mainwaring explicitly includes arts

uf |

b

r

©

b g
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http://blogs.bmj.com/bmj/2012/10/10/richard-smith-a-successful-and-cheerful-whistleblower/
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expensive (generally true), and bringing up the us peer review and stasterds for acceptance. Oddly
] I ml gc!| gc approprstefor fibraties g re@qggh, nobody sems to be talking about those.

to subsidize nonpublishing activities of scholarly a g5 v U0 [A8cRSS BGhdlAhrl?/E'Publishers

societe®u mpr f uf gj c, 2?29 mlvc urﬁ.m(?q m, F A5 0b pW. £
: . . is article by Jefirey Beal eared ithe Charle-
er written or talked about OA, just like everybody ton Adyisorfo? April 29010..The{:OApdvisorisF1 sulscrip:
ric a

crac g ! 19 P_P9_ lqf gne M Rion-access jo%rrr'l]a"il; the fink nard & fo'aVétston of GO]
main silent. Seething, but silent. the article ateLiS

Academic putshers need better defenders The severpage comparative review looks at nine
Rf _r©g rfc mngl gml md a X cpublidberss Adadergic Journals; dagemiq Jotirbals,g |
November 22, 2012 posat NeuroDojo Faulkes starts  Inc., ANSINetwork, Dove Press, Insight Knowledge,
from the Alexander Brown artile discussed at the Knowledgia Review, LibertaAcademia, Science Pu
end of theUPPING THEANTI g ¢ a r g ml cc&s%: Mnlications_and Scientific Journals Inteational. Beall
ufw _a_bckga ns’jgqf cpaqi published?aaezienobBertham Qpen inDw@0g. i ¢ q *
d@pmul bmcg I mr fcjn rfc nal hing PplibisRefisCaredGofl AOA, with po-

How so? Faulkes quotes some of the services cessing chargeé® some fairly low as these things go
Brown asserts. Consider the claim that editohelp (e.g., Academic Journals charges $550%750; St
aglgspc rf_r pcqc_pqaf mab leatificJousmdlsgliiteenationalj chavgess$iLod o $200

By that criteria, editors are failing miserably@ a plus $100 per additional author). Some of them also
working scientist, and | have problems reading many  Sell print subscriptions. They publish dot of jour-
journal articles in my own field. | have neverhada | _j g8 _ r mr _j md 26/* gd
journal editor who has recommendedyr made, sb- probably not nine different companis; more likely

stantial changes to the text of one of my articles for  npine brands of five or six companies.

readability, and particularly not to the point where it Beall calls them all vanity presses and dumping

could be understood by someone who was not@pr 44 nds and says this of these publishers as a group:
fessional scientist. Any suggestions for improving my

manuscripts have come from resivers, not editors. These publishers are predatory because their mission
- . . is_not to promote, preserve, and make available
?q _ lgrngaiw amnwcbhgr mp* s&PRnipaisteal, i nfisdiof is fo lex@idithe U mP b

“apgrcpgml *« " sr rfdngorums jabhbrfays, Qpedrdcesd hodefidr thef dWwA drofit.
readabilityatall, D_sjicqg bmcqgl ©r agHefeworkss 8phmmihg sth&laly-endill lists, with
creating new journal® « Rf ¢ pc dage of ver q f rogls for papers and invitations to serve on nominal

scq rm morinbooding agdural. editorial boards. If you subscribe to any pfessional
Rf cpc©q kmpc9 D_sjicq s Eemadlstk you ikely havgpreceivedysome sf ghese
every clain® except maybe for metadata and typ solicitations. Also, these publishers typically provide
setting. All in all, a pretty good quick takedown of little or no peerreview. In fact, in most cases, their
' er_aview proc ig a facade. None of thesé-pu
@ mul ©q _qqcprgmlq, Rfc a rI‘illls e‘rﬂj{sﬁmzsnt(i sﬁd?gita% presemtion. Indeed, any of
Publishers, if Brow@ giving the best argumen_ts in rfcqc ns jgqfcpg amsjb bggq_
your favour... youge in worse trouble than you think. tice, resulting in the loss of its content. While we
were researching this review, one publisher, Acade
Predators ic Journals, was hacked and the site replaced with

Rcknrcb _q G u_gqg rm fc_b rfad]xcaéIalamlapéoga]gaa%icaboutgjvbe%.l g* Rgec
and InRcaf * Mf Kw « G bghbl ©Bealgouaeg StevangHaimad] gn@ as usual Waizad j j

gcc “cjmu* lctgl Qkgrf f _hbslitlegooddo skyaboutGeld N, saying b highc ©q
crrcp upgr dhe areaofdantdpesie®q r ghjpjmngmpr gml md Emj b M? hmsp|

“sr fcpec rfcpc©qg sdmeDApub- j mt bmd | bms vy crthmspl _jq rf _r
lishers are not doing OA or science a whole lot of everybody wants and needs the most
good. And one librarian seems to be making a career Beall states as one of the negative impacts oflpre

msr md gnmrrgl e @saegnmndlyas mpwmpws MpPpggscpgqfcpg 2rfc _t
the only aspect of OAworth writing about. | suspect r f cw _ pc ap c _sulpdrigignpublisheyst c |
there are hundreds, perhaps tligands of subsaption manage to publish something like 1.5 iifion articles a
journals that could be conslered predatory, charging wc _p* G b ml ©r me & hgndful ofgam©q d
page charges and subgation fees and haing dismal kcpg* gd rf_r©q uf _r rfcw
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Wms kgefr amlggbecp

ri-f g dhe pettet appears, a little ha@to _rejad (ug yoccanp |

er Bentham review as Baseline Beall. He was justclick through to a larger versioh but certainly g-

ecrrgle qr _prchbj
In-tech and Lazinica at it again
Also an old item, this one from Dorothe Saloon
December 1, 201Gt Book of Trogopl Gr ©q
gf mpr _Ib rm rfc nmglr,
about every true predatory publisher, nether OA
or subscription:

This is by way of a publieservice warning.

DO NOT PUBLISH WITH INTECH, OR ANY OH-
ER SOCALLED PUBLISHER RUN BYLEKSAN-
DAR LAZINICA Do not send these outfits any
money. Do not. Ever.

Lazinica has the dubious distinction of being thene

ly (as far as | know, anyway) publisher to be told by
OASPA to take their logo off his site. Looking
through the current In-tech offerings, one is bm-
barded with nonexistent copyediting and appalling
typesetting. | can only guess acquisitions and review
standards are equally low or lower, especially the way
the outfit goes around trawling for authors.

This is not an outit that will do your academic a-
reer any good. Stay away. Can | interest you in a nice
PLoSor BMCinstead?

Lastlchecked,lr caf ©q hmspl _jq
DOA] Gd G ucpc BM?H* GOb
I mr , ?2lb mrfcp rf | M? QN?
sgc rfcgp j mem* r fbepet©t c

So | do what | can to spread the word. Somebody
should.
One or two commentes with mixed English skills
disagree with Sal® ¢ , eThefrea8ons you presén
ed earlier are illogical, and | cajust listen to ary-
one who say anything about something | can
evaliate by myselk

| Got the Wrong Request from the Wrong Journal
to Review th Wrong Piece. The Wrong kind of
Open Access Apparently, Something Wrong with
0»%OUu2E» o6 EOAE)|

That long and perhaps sekxplanatory title is onan

August 27, 2008 postat 9 U3%A Ui 6 U by av 9 Faebfudng 12, 201Qost*

Jacqueline who writes as Laika Spoetnik.

Yesterday | screened my spdiwider. Between all
male enhancment and lottery winner announe-
ments, and phishing mails for my bank account,
there was an invitation to peer review a paper in
aSCIENCE JOURNAL OF PATHOLO®Y

Such an invitation does®belong in the spam folder,
doesr® it? Thus | had a closer look andjuickly
screened the letter.

P bleghedsipkeer reliew? npm” j c k*

\ CPEIBMG& Bkt % loﬁ thé“ihter

palling enough. Sme of what tipped her off:

I don®know what alarmed me first. The odd harcer
turns, the journal using a Gmail address, an insfion

p c for ajogjct(agitisny ! knew nothing about, an abstract

at @ﬁl@mqu senge ang i@%ngtl"aﬁg tq dgwitaP
thology, the odl style of the letter: the infomal, but
impersonal introduction How are you? | am sure you
are busy with many activities right nogombined with

a turgid style the paper addresses issues of value to our
broadbased audience, and that it cuts throughthiick
layers of theory and verbosity for them and makes sense
of it all in a clean, cohesive nm&r) and some misspél

ings. And then | never had an invitation from an éd

tor, starting with the impersmal 2Colleagues;

q_gt

But still it was odd. Why would somene take the trai-

ble of writing such an invitation letter? For what pu
pose? And apparently the person did know that | was a
scientist, who doe® or is able t® peerreview medical
scientific papers. Since the mail was send to my Laika
Gmail account, the maslikely source for my contact
info must have been my pseudonymous blog. | seldom
use this mail account for scientific pyposes.

Qf ¢

rgml

uml bcpg
a_sqgcq

ufcrfcp
_srggk«

ré&-gq

gq
os_aic

u c might he apingidental. @stillcabking Bpseutianymous

“sr GOk

r $oJ shd Iboked Into*ti¥e jSith@ u t G ad - ' P41 or
#eft. Wit &n editor but

no editorial board or other staff. And she looked

further, apparently revealing a scam journal, one of

45 from Mc b ga _ | Qagcl ac Hmspl _j «

the story and the suggestion of various forms of

phishing, not simply predatory OA.

The Strange Case of InTech, SciYb, Inl » s U %4E U (0 »

This one is asetof articles by Richard Poynder (and

others) atOpen and Sh@tYou can enter via a®c-

tober 26, 2011 post Gl rcpt gcu ugrf Lg
Gl Rcaf ©q®psmgnmf qc @gponsdopecj w

an_ October 25, 2011n mq r a Rfc M? Gl r
Gl Rcaf ©q L®whl in turl Winkscto | «

aRfc M? Glrcptagc
?jciq_Ib_p J_xglga_, « Qgl ac

are moderatdength posts linking to much longer
NBDgq* rfcpc®©q _ d_o®mandlkmsl r
admit to not having read all the way through all
three. (The middle pece is &7-page PDF)

InTech (or SciYo or IARc a f j ' gq
not only publishes Gold OA journals with a -
acqgqgl e af_pec rrf _ro@it ml
publishes books consisting of chapters from various

ncas,j

r f
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scholars, each with its own processindharge. And Qcrrgle _ggbc 2 uhow doesitins k _ |

it does, or at least it used to, send out lots and lots phrase not describe Elsevier with its 2,000+ journals

of email asking people to submit those chapters. and very high authorgqgbc af _pecq= Mf*
Gd wms©pc glrcpcqgr cb-* [Ecayse Eleevigr is afugelyopyofitable commerchla r

ber 25, 2011 PDF in full, and maybe trying a few of publisher and thus, clearly, above reproach.

the links. That will get you to one of he most g& Or the next one, MedKnow Publications, which

"jcb Qapg'b bmaskclrqg Gapparentythaspa pfoblem with wagsiatog loreits j mr

of letters from words. It will lead you to a series of website. The first portim of the description:

contradictions between apparentiglear statements This publisher was on the main list last year. It is the

d p mk ml ¢ amkn_| w mddgag _ jublishdr for mafywéhrespecteti ladiankprofesdior
u_qi« dpmk _I mrf cpthepins aal bocieges antl is elisaeminating abundant, high

lisher® website InTechOpen, and see what it cu quality research. However, its business model is

rently says about itse®® with, supposedly, 2,013 vague and unproven: it prodes free HT_ML versions

“mmi qg* cgefr hmspl _j g 5. ofarticlesbutchargesfgy e BDF vergiog.  a | g
"cp md bmuljm_bcb dgj cq«Solackof a @eyven pusieeps mpodshowkegiderjcggan!l
c g r f ¢ the dgngnhicCcounter it looks like or e- "cgle npcb_rmpw= Pc _jing-w= Dr
djcarqg _ j _ai md asppcl ringabundapicigrosgj gGWRepafqCg paf pec

InTech/Sciyo (the latter name still appears on a thing in any definition of OA that requires thatall
website but notes that its 273 books are now read Vversions of articles be free; if MedKnow wants to
on InTechOpen) holds one distinction: It is, appa  charge for prettier versions, that should be its pHv
ently, the orly publisher that was told by OASPA to  lege, just as charging for print versions liggitimate.

remove the OASPA logo from its si®ewhich it did. At about this point, Beall started a new blog,
Is it a predatory publisher? Dorothea Salo ctea ~ Scholarly Open A&es® but as | look at the blog, it
ly thinks so. I find it hard to disagree. seems to be almost entirely about those publishers

Lo LA N . .. -Bealklabels as-predatory or questionable. Surely there
3 =

f’Lhis l[J)e’&ce’)i\nlbe? f goflopg;::\ (It\;l::;ﬁ:ggb |'qSthCU lmeé:{:%e moreTfF))O than predatory publiers?

2012 list® and the post itself, along with the many, —Aséess?ng the scamminess of a purportee open

many comments (I admit to not reading them all), 2Ccess publisher _ _
increasingly make me wonder whether Beall igd ~ This useful post is by the Library Loorposted April
liberately expanding his listto include publishers ~ 11. 2012at Gavia Libraria She notes that, unfout-

rf r p ¢ |@aand, far phat nattern pramder nately, OASPA has not become a clear mark of gual
ufw rfec pcogq amk k dr c &y foQq o) @ubl}shﬁ@,@nd that there arelots of

The list is much longer. It still includes pblish- tcpkgimsqg qgaskqgsaigle qa_
ers who appear to have reasonably good regigns also not convinced that Jeffrey Beall has Tha-A
I'b _pc gl M?QN?, FfguW®? u Evyera$o(l;s @q,s ler s, seko;ﬂglénstl%s._ The Loon
especially since it leads off with Hindawi, a publisher USes a CEBY license, and this is greatarticle, so
whose credentials have been fairly well established G © kotir@ ghe whole thing:
overtmeHcpc©q fgg n_p_ep_nf rfPmMmpngatiagns piagiees

Based in Cairo, Egypt, this publisher is now on its Is their website competently designed and functio
own after its collaboration with the publiser Sage al? If not, assume a scammer. (Caveat: Many Open
ended in 2011. This publisher has way too many Journal Systems sites are remarkably ugly, but still
journals than can be properly handled by one blish- belong to reputable efforts.)

er, | think, yet supporters like ITHAKA boast that the Are they sending out masemails asking for editors
prevailing low wages in Egypt, as well as the cour@ry and submissions? Often a sign of a scammer (though,
large collegeeducated, underemployeavorkforce, d- it must be said, a couple of legitimate OA publishers
low the company to hire sufficient staff to get the job f _tc bmlc rfgq9 rfcw gfmsjb
done. Still, this publisher continues to release new has ceased the practice). Is thelgect matter of the
fleet startups of journals, each group having titles with journal(s) advetised in the email appropriate to the
phrases in common: Advances in ... (31 titles) and recipient? If not, assume a soaner.

Case Reports in ... (38tles). It appears that Hindawi Are they sending out mass emails asking for links to
wants to strategically dominate the opesiccess ma their journal website? Scammer, just like any other
ket by having the largest opeaccess journal portfolio. linkbaiter.
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http://www.intechopen.com/
http://www.intechopen.com/
http://metadata.posterous.com/83235355
http://gavialib.com/2012/04/assessing-the-scamminess-of-a-purported-open-access-publisher/
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Are they in the Directory of Open Access Journabks question let howling typographic and content horrors

Lmr _ “clc* gd rfcw _pc* gr passiiteddo®is looking atyoki, Hawpréh), ang avfewk ¢ |
rfcwOpc jcegrgk_rc9 rfc B Meamhmebsare gmarGanough fo bawe fixed themigeo | w,
@sr gd rfcwOGpc | mr* gr ©q u mgphyam fajout (the Loon is looking at you, InTech),

Does the publisher offer usage statistics or any other but a pronounced lack is siindicative.

sort of metric, alternative or otherwis = & B b ©r  "Ifnyou have the disciplinary background, skim some

cp afcaigle dmp gkn_ar d_ atablepd contehts twchackakti€es forfcurrenegterm! ¢ ,
Lmr f_tgle mlc gql ©r _ qg e kst worth. The Moonfconfesses that this i quite lofeerlg g *
_lwu_w9 gr bmcqgl ©r rcjj wmseyont ner;, the tygicallp asksc Sigisdibrarian cd-

Rfc ns jgqfcpo©gq qr _ jc league with appropriateexpertise for his or her opi-

ion. When she looks at scammy journals within her

expertise domains, though, she typically sees work
rf_r®©q wc_pq “~cfglb rfrc qr_rec
ing the slow pace of normal scholarly folishing.

Is the journal stable in a coherent discipline or set of
disciplines? If not® if the stable ranges all over the
map, and this is a young/unknown publish&
assume a scammer. PLoS, BMC, Hindathe legits

tend to start disciplinarily small and expand (if they Does this publisher Bve anything on its site about

expand) outward. (The likes oPL0oS ONEre an &- its digital-preservation practices? Are they a

ception, of course but the Loon has yet to see a LOCKSS, CLOCKSS, or Portico member? Do they

scammy publisher try @LoS ONElone.) n_prgagn_rc g Hournal fpeser@&fibf H © g M ?

. o program? Are they partnering with a library for
Anything set your alarm bells ringing? The Loon has preservation? This is a basic schdiaresponsibility;

seen comically misspelled journal titles once or N
ns rf_r f_qgl ©r aml |

twice, as well as ludicrous journal mission st Seamm rj@agb%rfcr::c?f imesponsible heatfsthe
* a Y i -
kclrq, &Fcw ngNﬂ;rJggi@fagISSeSanrgosﬁtr%esg

Geographic InformationSystemgust so you know.)

Check journatlaunch dates. Did the publisher launch a People

flock of journals at once? This is logistically near Are editorial boards listed? If not, assume a scammer.
impossible to do well (or indeed at all), no ntter what If so, have you heard of any of these people? Again,
the underlying business model; assume arsaer. the Loml mdr c | f_g rm bcdcp rm
Likewise, are many of the journals empty shells, with knowledge here.

no or very few published articles? Classic scammy This is a tricky and often misleading one, but: do ied
sign; the publisher is throwing spaghetti ahe wall torial and author slates consist mostly or entirely of
to see what sticks. scholars from developing nationsRichard Poynder
How many of the journals publish regularly? The explains astutelywhy this is a scamminess indicator:
lower the number (that is, the more irregular the the developing educational/research iastructure in
journal schedules), the likelier this publisher is to be these countries often privileges theppearance of

a scammer. scholarly publishing over the actual ality thereof,

. . _— . leaving a huge market for scammy pag-n j _ wb- 2 n's
A particularly dangerous warning sign: the publisher i gqf gl e« ms.r dg iteton byBsall Nomr s q ¢

issues aj mr md 2cbgrcb tmjskcqgx f C rf LA r’s .
journals. This is really only a somewhat moreda a few developmg nations-are buitding Whong/ legit

vanced case of rot than the irregularyublished mate operaccess journal SbI?S’ in part becauseed
. i ! velopedworld scholarly publisf ¢ p g mdr c | a_|lc
journal. The scammer has given up on collecting

enough victims to publish something that looks even a}rsed to pubhs_h knowledge e developmgan
L tions or work with non-native speakers of English on
vaguely like gournal.

their prose® and more shame to them for it.
Often, the above criteria combine into a fairly strong

fslaf _ " msr rfec ns‘jgqfcp@&us'aegs_”koﬂeélcqq, Rf mgc qrgjj
unsure about a particular publisher may wish to p+ Has the publisher ever had any financial support at all
ceed to: other than author fes? Grants (including grants that
Production values have run their course; several reputable OAlgishers

have gotten their seed money via startup grants), an
existing reputable publisher applying ggtal, a mem-
bership program, an institutional oribrary or grant
funderb_ai gr mn= Gd idomersign.r f _r ©q

Download a journal article or two. Assess the writing
quality. Assess the copyediting. Assess the typesetting
quality. If any of these is markedly lacking, spaheck

a few more articles, varying the journals you look at.
Rfgg gqlor 1 gld_jjg jc qfd1 +fcpsgOgqgcbétmmpodgyer | @dq 9
plenty of publishers on all sides of theusnessmodel Journals, notimmediately skeevy?
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http://www.sapub.org/journal/aimsandscope.aspx?journalid=1053
http://poynder.blogspot.com/2011/10/oa-interviews-intechs-nicola-rylett.html
http://poynder.blogspot.com/2011/10/oa-interviews-intechs-nicola-rylett.html

Does the publisher run conferences? Are they excl

sively in exotic junkety locations? Are the conference
fees exorbitant, ompared to other conferences in the
field? Do they publish proceedings, and if they do, are

those proceedings any good? Just as there are scammy o ¢ *

Buffalo Libraries We should not be condemning all
open access publishing, or otherwise shouting about
the predators all around us, but we do need to answer
inquiries honestly and spend our mues wisely.

) “sr rfcl rfcpc®©q rfc mi
journals, there are scammy conferences that are pure apredator publishing is not exclusively an opena
excuses for expensive vacations and profitmongering. e proglepm nd gthe orobloms inélludedpin hat
RT s whatthe Loon |ooks at. Any scamminess exit overused phrase actually run the gamut from gen
pPg_ qfc©q kgaggchbs= ine attempts to defraud people to simple misma
GOk I mr gspc uf_r G ams] bgemerBefore therg were OA jqurnals fthere v@renm |
| mrcg* _ amsnj cfiremit® bufifaq ¢ joysnalg peklisheq i graditional fashion that were
journal or publisher shows a fair number of these, =~ Merely shills for certain industries or which othe
af lacq _pc gro©q ga_kkw, }/l\(lstedhad_tlrjlnacﬁn;)vvlledgec:_tseI%;:tlon_ Ctrlterla;[ht?]trn:-o
A handful of comments include one new sign |cees g}/'jousrzafsa;vérguiéy ; e”t\)'r'gr'i?: g/ho ese
& _j 1 f_ ms e f 9 r_©q f_pbc p_I- rm Zfa%e(a gubs@riﬁtif)ns tﬁaulmglaﬁe@ ﬁl-rsefvedjthgijr qafr
ars showing up on editorial board® where quick patrons and wasted scarce resources.
ck _gj rm rfc qgaf mj heardg ct 1.9 T . f,c© | ctcp .
rfc hmspl _j-shot R ﬂag:@lqless_theml'gfléb“gh over Zf,Oﬁdjour%als on 4 staggering earlety

gafmj _pO©gjmtcpfcfbomépl _j
Lions and tiger and bears, OA, or, scaring the
children, partl

Rf _r©q 1lctgl
Communications @ D@end it provides a refrds-
ingly different take on predatory publishing. Smith
begins with an incdent at Duke: A scholar applied
dmp dsl bgl e d mp
AMNC dsl b* " sr
that the journal must be inDOAJand the publisher
must be a nember ofOASPA Thise criteria may be
imperfect surrogates for quality, but they have
served us well in striving to be sure that we support
high-quality, sustainable OA publishing efforts. G|
this case, the journal metneither of the criteria,
which is fairly suspicious.

Smith forwarded to the researcher a link to a
discussion of whether or not the publisher was a
predatory publishe® an inconclusive discussion.
The scholar replied by thanking him for his ao
cern, but alsoindicated that she planned to proceed
with the venue.

Her response got me thinking about the wholeotion
of predatory open access publishing. How, | wondered,

should libraries especially, when theydaninister OA
funds, think about the predatory prblem?

First, | think libraries are right to raise the issue. We
have always had a role in helping students and even
faculty evaluate the quality of various publications, and
doing so is an obligation when we are making purchase
or other funding decisions, sincave are tligated to
spend carefully the funds our institutions entrust to us.

| really like the warning, couched in a modest ané-+
strained tone, found inthis blog post the University of

topics? Ch%rge very high Gold OA fees when that

choice Is%vailableKnownto have published phony
industry-sponsored journals? Nahtha a ms j bl ©r
e m

npcb_r mpw38 rf_r ©q hsaqgr

Qk g r f Schularly H ghink, what &rhith i€ reférrthg to. r

In an online age, criteria that are welistablished in
libraries for avoiding these predatory tetccess jou
nals now must be shared more widely because r

npmac qq g $eacherarhay ypeitingly speng radearchBiugds ond g
b g@whi€hrarek c c equally fowquakiypQg joernalg But to call this an

open access problem is to blind ourselves to its full
scope and is, | fear, often motivated more by thesite
to bring OA itself into disrepute, to®scae the chi-
drenkas | like to call it, than it is by a desire to protect
the entire system of scholarly commurations. We
should not allow FUD (fear, uncertainty & doubt),
which is often spread by institutions that are trying to
preserve the problem to wich they see themselves as
the solution (to paraphrase Clay Shirky), to narrow
our vision of a sustainable system of scholarly publis
ing. The problem weshould be addressing is predat
ry publications, OA and shscription-based, and
publishing ethics acros the board.

Rf cpc dmjj mugq
broad labeling and his fears of a panic over prealat
ry OA publishers, as though they were the only
predators. He ends with this paragraph, which is
also worth thinking about:

Finally, | think that there is a role here for deference to
researchers, who are likely to know best what form of
publishing suits their needsilt is perfectly possible that
the advantages of open access pufilig or any other
particular publishing venue will, in the mims of ind-
vidual researchers, simply outweigh some of theneo
cerns we might express about a plisher, especiby
when those concerns are subjective or in disputehe
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speed of research dissemination and the impact a Authors become the publishe@customers, an &
vantage that authors get from open assemay make it rangement that creates a conflict of irest: the more
a lot easier to overlook purely administrative problems, papers a publisher accepts, the more revenue it earns.

which probably plague any publishingréerprise in its Since subscription journalsegularly increase sb-
first few years.The aithors themselves, who know their o ition hrices based on an increase in the number
disciplines best, of course, and also have the respons . . )

of papers published, this is a myth in the sense that

bility to manage beir own careers, should ultimately ) . L2
decide where they want to publish, as the researcher | it applies equally wellto subscription journals. The

conversed with this week didWe need objective cré- next paragraph is simply an unproven attack:

ria and frank communication about real problems and Not surprisingly, acceptance rates at gold open

concerns when we arex@ending the limit funds of our access journals are skyrocketing, and article peef r

institutions. But that is very different from telling e- view is decreasing. Scholarly communication is now

searchers that the cannot publish somewhere, which we flooded with hundreds of thousandsf new, second

should never do, in my opinionlt is also quite different rate articles each year, burdening conscientious- r

from a panic or a witchhunt or a FUD{est, which will searchers who have to sort through them all, filtering

not serve anyone well. out the unworthy ones.
The Beallfest ? S gr j_rcp* @c _jj pcdcpqg |
The remaining three items, from July, August and _aacqgqgq ns jgqfcpg*« _i-rspl
September 2012, appeareth Richard Poynde® rectly implies thatmostOA publishers are unworthy.
Open and Sh@t The Scientistand Nature News & ~ Mf * I'b jg p_pg_Iqdg pc _aas
Comment Rf cwOpc _jj _ ®masdr mp_ b gur Hmold djp ¢ ws @chqupq, Ump
this Beallbst seems to include him paintinga brda onopen_aacqq k_I| b_rcqg*«o-ufgaf

er and broader swath of Concern about gold OAe ceeds to misdefine (since nearly all such mandates
essentially attacks gold OA in general with this allow for green as well as gold OA).

statement: At this point, it seems increasingly clear that
We must maintain the integrity of the academic te Beal® whatever his original intention® has [e-
ord®and | am doubtful that gold operaccess is the come an antOA writer and defender of traditional
best long-term way to accomplish that. journals Sort of a shame, really.

G escqg gr©q mddgag_j 8 jNatarapfe@,lsamqlelsal\pro%dpn itg aftacks -

finding more and more publishers he can label as on "gold OATn general, but Beall once more suggests

predators (111 of them in July 2012Vlore than 200  that evenspeeding up f* C pctgcu npmacqo
in his 2013 list), and gaining wider and wider N"CCP pctgcu*« ufgaf qgspc pc_
recognion _q Rfc Ncpgml Ufm BHop ONEApd he beads W'ﬁh @@J&ragraph that,

concluded that the whole enterprise of Gold OAis Y €1 i wmsS - gr wmspgqc|]
gsgncar, Egtcl Nmwl bcp ©q COgVEn@rpﬁlchh_@IaQYI pgb;;hews hawe hpdl anny g |
views, this makes Beall a sympathetic subject. portant role in validating research, yet too ofterteo-

Also an ignorant one, as in this quote: cates of open access seem to overlook the importance of

validation in online publishing. They promote ecess at

the expense of quality: a shortoaing that tacitly con-

dones the pulication of unworthy scientific research.

That is absolutely, positivelyprovablynot true, and A pretty broadbrgf , GOk bggq_nnmgl rcb
sl bcpkglcqg @c _jj ©qg srfmpgr rm c amlqggbtcptThb _q M?
expert. There isno possible waBeall could have - Economics

come broadly knowledgeable about gold OA withbu
being aware that the majority of gold OA publishers
do notlevy APCS® including several gold OA phb-
lishers in librarianship.

By definition, gold operaccess phlishers levy an &
ticle processing charge (APC).

This section began with the most items (although
some disappeared along the way) and may be one of
the more confused. Such is life.

Mf* I b @c_jj©q _j ghere ajlbeas@ongscasedosoppreagi@acgdeiian| q *
is no such thing as a predatory subscrighased plo- publishing
lisher. If you chargethe readersyou must be OK This article by Adam Stevensoappeared November

Wms uml ©r ¢ qspnpgqgcb 2% 2010a arstechnica rGr@oq_ j_j G@gmmbp rcgvanj im
in The Scientistthrows in some of the long economics ofacademic publishin® which is a $12
discredited anttOA myths, such as this one: billion worldwide industry but, Stevenson says, pee-
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sents more than $100 billion when youcaount for Looking at comments, it seems that Stevenson

pcgc_pafcpg®© rgkc npcn-_ p gehaedsmahapingpeer rebigM as a vepyregparjsieeq ,

cluding the time spentreading articles is a classic  process. And he casts doubt on the logrm viabi-

method of irflating the value of an indstry® you can ity of OA.

make public libraries worth almost any amounising The Cash Cow Has Left the Room

that technique® but adding the time spentfor free _ a

preparing and refergng articles is more plasible.) Barbara Fisteon January 13, 2019 | Nccp rm
Stevenson recognizes that there are ficsipy P c t g c lLibgary Journal She notes the significant

cog q ctecl dmp chmspl _jng qrowthlp%lg@ma@dthleatt UP pu?"stheé)rjn

possible to get accurateostfigures from publiders. ¢ ©qthat nathirig ggeds tou: !

Fc qsewerl retent studies put the first copy costs, flxed® espeC|aIIy not through FRPAA, the Federal

before considering printing costs, at $2,08R15,000 Research Public Access Act

per article « @sdj bml e seondfigge®t c | figured that was just a shameless performance for
and, reading the rest of the paragraph, it appears that ~ Congress, whose members dknow better. | guess
uc©pc ° _ airevenuavittccosts. r g | e | was wrong; they really think there is no problem.
Discussing OA, he ays publishers are extrems She points to an interview with Derek Haank, who
ly worried about its ris® and this: used to head up Elsevier Science and now heads up
To offset revenue losses from open access articles, Springer. Haank says the serials crisis ended years
journals generally charge 2 to 10 times more ifia ago, solved by the Big Deal.

thors want or are required to use open access. For
authors who are not legally required tose the open
access option, adoption is negligibly smalla fact
that the publishing industry uses to prove that open
access is not important to researchers.

@ not making this up. According to Haank, the Big
Deal enabled librariego 2get back all the journals
they had had to cancel, and they gained access to
even more journals in the process.And because
electronic publishing saves the publisher money, that
From my own experience in research labs, this line of means the Big Deal is affordable. Who knew?
reasoning is profoundly ignorant of the cospres-

sures and budget constraints of modern labseR F__l1©aq _j am mus pred dicsp | 2gtq fjcs
searchers always want their work available to the kmlcwe _1'b fcoq | mr aml acpl
widest possible audience, but the choice between With the acquisition of BioMed Central in 2008,

$600 in author charges to place an article behind a Springer claimed a major stake in authgays OA,

paywall and $5,000 for open access is a-mainer, but from this executive® perspective, #® a revenue

egecially when authors know that the vast majority stream, not a movement, and @ more ofa trickle

of researchers have adequate access through the cu than the wave of the future2OA is just a business

rent subscription systems. model« he says, a new but small revenue stream

Stevenson quotes studies on potential savings from  funded by the odd eccentric who has leapt on the

complete switches to O® and the publishing n- ll:_)at?dwagon.tHis f(;ompany tllf mO\t/ri]ng (;‘S mantyh;i—)u
bsqrpweq pcgnml gc8 ishers are) to offering authors the chance to buy

their researck® freedom for a few thousand dollars

The publishing industry has criticized the economic per article, costs that will probably be passed on to
model used in the JISC report, stating that it unde the taxpayer. But he doubts many scientists will
estimates the costs of overhauling the academidpu bother. aThe reality is that (outside the biomedical
lishing system, underestimates the efficiencies of the field) most people just dosee a sufficient pblem
current system, and that many of the cost savings for OA to become a big movemerthe says.

would lead to job cuts for librarians and publishers. .
Many of these criticisms, however, appear to be well ~ Reality? Most people have never heard of OA. But

off the mark and show a profound misunderstanding ' f _r ©q "~ cqgbc rfc nmglr,

of the models in the JISC report. Further, the @c I@n pretty sure hé® not including librarians in this

nomic model used in the JISC report is available depiction of 2reality«® we@ just the intermediary,

online and the publishing industry is free to adjust and our opinion isr®relevant. Growth is inevitable.

the assumptions and show what they consider to be a There will always be an increasing amount of sgie

more realistic simulation. It seems rather telling that tific research to publish, more research that scientists

no such analysis has been reported. will have to consult, and libraries will simply have to
Fc _lrgagn_rcqg _ qj mun-gf g ohagicaly ppme upwth thg funds to mpke it hagpen. r p
sition will be ug w, « aQur first priority « he saystis to continue as we are.
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?2r rfc rgkc* F_ _ i u _ el ©The papenilsefical cdnmentsre, eap yog mightvig?
a_sqc kmgr ncmnjc a_l O©Or ncarmrbgerecdp ©gqn rorcqlmgmlr g ,r f Egr

articles and the articles are hard to find. Mandates, Gl d_ar* 2hsqr _I mrhcp ~ s
f muctcp* _pc b_I ecpmsq8 teredtisgway & Wifminish thdrelegof ANty makeritf ¢
equiibrgs k rf _r uc f _tc _af gahing Morentare anothdt vay«to kBep publishers
equilibrium? Whatever does not in any way disrupt d _ r Dggrcp gql ©rsheygs_hevg!| e r f
publisher profits “ccl o, Uf gaf jc_bg bgpcarjw ¢

Rf _r uml ©r umpi gl rfcTHeBbnfiseBfileBigDda? | 9 P_pPg_1Iq

have a major role to play in speeding up that long Maybe this on® by Richard Poyndeon March 14

run. Fister concludes (as always, she writes well 2011 at Open and Shufbelongs umér

that you should read the whole thing): (c?ﬂng soonl), s r g roq kmpc eclcp
None of us can be complacent and assume that interview with Claudio Aspesi, an analyst at Sanford
someone else will figure out how to make this open  Bernstein, and it looks as though Aspesi reatipes
_aacqq rfgle umpi, Ucna_Ig4ard®RAs nBthifgmare Ranhdifédnt blisiness
l'gcag _1b fmnc rf_r qgmkcfmy e Oldange thaif Harfdled Torofti§elcbuld” | ©
research neesl of our students and faculty through funnel the sane enormous amounts of money into

nips and tucks and a wish that things will get better. the same pockets. iust from different SOUTCes
All of us need to play a role in creating a sustainable P 2 '

future for knowledge, no matter how small or unde . Aspesi expects to see more and more research |
funded we are. p_pgcq bpmnngl e msr md @g e
afford the continual price increases andetause big

B h invisible it i li h - . P .
ecause however invisible itis to publists, the sy chunks of Big Deals ar stuff the specific librariesa-

tem is broke® and the only way we will fix it is to

make sure the open access movement is a force to be _ ] J W f_tc | m _S qc d mP ' @sr f
reckoned with. stupid if you prefer: A prediction that the fall in reg-
l sc umsjb kc_| pcgc_pafcpqg ¢

OA:JustAnother.BusinessModel dcucp n_ncpq gl rfc dsrspc, «
This could be considered the second half of theepr  if you accept that current publising prices represent
vious piec® again by Barbara Fister, thisme on ufmjjw cddgageclr sqgcq md k

January 16, 201t ACRLogthis time with a link to cheaper ways to disseminate papers. (See below:
the Haank interview so you can see wther Fister Rf _r©q Nmwl bcp®©g gqcjcargtc

was quoting out of context the opportunity to throw in a link to his attack on
This post includes a fewehoice quotes, e.g.: PLoQ I b gseecqr rf r B? 2 am:¢
“The Big Deal is the best invention since sliced CliN€inthequalityofpj ggf cb pcgc_paf, «
bread. | agree that there was once a serial pricing Fc©q _ dgl _l ag_j _b_jwgr

problem; | have never denied there was a problem. no real understanding of academic libraries, but give
But it was the Big Deal that solved it . . . it corrected ~ Aspesi credit for this:

everything that went wrong in the serials crisis in
one go: people were able to get back all the jourmal
that they had had to cancel, and they gained access
to even more journals in the process(All the jour-
nals that we do®need that you can shake a stick at!

Too bad it has®worked out for anything the library We can all speculate whether this could have canti
used to buy that is®in the Deal.) ued indefinitely or not, but it does not reallymatter:

. N the financial crisis has led to widespread cuts i |
3l am absolutely convinced that the traditional $u brary budgets, forcing research libraries to take a
scription model delivered through the intermediary harder look at what they spend on serials.
services of the library or information department will . . _ :
remain the dominant model. You might be forgiven for Overlay 1o the funding crisis the realisation that Big
thinking that the OA movement is a lot bigger thait Deals forced librarians to take journals thatobody
is. That is because those people who want to change (or almost nobody) really accessed and you set up a

something are always more vocal than those who are perfect storm.

Revenues for STM publishers haween rising faster
than library budgets for many years, and librarians
have had to cope with this discrepancy by cutting
back their spending in other areas.

happy with the way things ar& & F _nnw | jgFc §g§qwqg gr©q 2rcppgdga« dmp
Oh, that®right, our opinion does®matter. We are but dpmk 2hmspl _jgqg ufgaf ucpc |
handmaidens.) suggests that twahirds of journals in Big Deals fall
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http://www.infotoday.com/IT/jan11/Interview-with-Derk-Haank.shtml
http://poynder.blogspot.com/2011/03/demise-of-big-deal.html
http://poynder.blogspot.com/2011/03/demise-of-big-deal.html

into that category). H also denigrates librarians,
ufm 2bgb | mr
priving libraries of the funding needed for othera
rgtgrgcq, « Rf ® pmenyering jthgtm
Alesi is a stock analyst:

| can observe, however, that there is something-u

P»l ioul UAALE3R Ué»l 6 ucAA-.

aml ggbc pe-r fTheLibrary Loon @erl thdd Guestiodn Septemiser b

20, 2011 at Gavia Libraria.The Loon takes on the
Big fDgabandslilsrdies that signed up for them right
off the ba® and includes an early warning sign:

Academic libraries could havevaided the serials dr

healthy about an industry which has managed tt a q9qg _jrmecrfcp* gd rfcwOb a
ienate its customers to the point their membership what it was, and told publishers where to shove it.
associations increasingly focus time and attention on Rf _r m tgmsqgjw bgbl ©r f _nncl
how to overturn the industry structure. It is not a jg p_pw rf_r bgcqg ugppilhy rfec
good thing to have your customers spend their time bought in, with predictable @nd predicted results.
trying to put you out of business. When budgets started getting tight, a very few lilsra
W o rfglis= ies started talking smack about the Big Deal. It was
- largely bluff. Bigpig publishers knew thatand called
?2f* “sr u_gr8 Nmwl bt p ©q thedluff_Lirkriesdolded.g a f G pcnec _
ed) up above seems to be selective quoting. In fact, ¢ j agpd predicteck g q r m Lcl | c
fcpcoOg uf _r saysncdg _ars_ hiiff in p-Lib Magazine(which, although free to

If the Big Deal goes away altogether, fewer journals
will be sustainable, whth means that less research
will be published. This headline sounds threatening
for the research community, until you ask yourself
how much of the research which is being published
today is actually readMy guess is that if fewer dut
scription journals are published, something else
will take their place, probably a combination of
Open Access journals and sedfchiving reposib-
ries.[Emphasis added.]

"mrf _srfmpg _|I b pcabspg*g
|l mr nccp pctgcucb'* _db gr
tor of Libraries at the University of Wisconsin, Mk
ison, says flatly:

Academic library directors should not sign on to the

Big Deal or any comprehensive licensing agreements

with commercial publishers.

You read that right. Do®buy the Big Deal. The Uin

versity of Wisconsin Libraries and dozens of other

research libraries also are holding out, convinced that

Whoops. the Big Deal serves only the Big Publishers. Many
Rfc dgpqr amkkclr r _icq Of¢iyeesity ang oliege hvigas @rQanr:?%J"a/eStaj gk
rf r jg p_pg_l g 2bgb Ismr 98iReN§IGORIENG recpgpizing aswe Alldo® e Bc

were depriving libraries of the funding needed fortot
cp jg p_pgcqg, « Rfec

We have always been painfully aware of that fact. We
simply had no choice, though, since th#undle« of
journals was the only way to subscribe to the foa
journals the publisher carried. Bundling has always
been a problematic issue for librarians.

Later, Michael Lines expands on this:

Libraries have always had a choice, but have never
been organized enough to demand better fromlpu
lishers. The fact thatve®e been aware of the daw
sides is of little importance.

And Aspesi chimed in, with a comment that he
asked Poynder to post in the comments:

a0Of course many librarians have been frustrated with
the pricing of the Big Deal contracts for many years.
Very few, however, were willin@® until recently® to
translate their frustration into concrete actions.

Rf c pcqgr md ?2gncqg®qg
prices. That is, after all, his job.

the push to build an alelectronic collection ca®be

1 oml owk nﬁgd%takgrm\ktﬁ\(e E,iﬁk ?f: (lgwﬁgkrgin% até:olde

n with journals we neither hee r want, and (2)
increasing our dependete on publishers who have
already shown their determination to monopolize the
information marketplace.

Gr©®q osgrc _| _prgajc*

bad effects of Big Deals and what libraries should

have been (and should be) doing instead.
Meanwhie, back to the Loon, she notes that

early green OA efforts weralsolargely bluff, thanks

to misunderstood and stated institutional reposib-

ries® and that this bluff was also called. Now, things

are heating u@® and, of course, publishers believe

g r ©gdff once again.
Rf c Jmml

is right.

A study of Open Access Journals Using Article

Processing Charges

This green OA preprintis the accepted versionf@an

e mg

rfgliqg rfcwOpc

a mkakticld by Ddvid 4. Solomonban#adDhgstef Bprig r ma i

appearing in 2012 inThe Journal of the American
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Society for
(which is most definitely mj j
spaced pages.

The two authors looked at 1,370 journals listed
in the DOAJas charging APE€. Those journals pb-

_ a3b doglge*

Information Science and Technologysearch (JMLR)a Gold OA ms p | _ j

gl Qf gc = «
figkdr (A&)q The strange part isvhy he wrote the post,

and it emphasizes why | have ignore&cholarly

Kitchenin this roundup (and elsewhere): because it,

and particularly one author, have gotten to the point

lished 100,697 articles in 2010. The average charge Where calling it theDrudge Reporor Fox News of

was $996 based on journals, $904 based oni-art
cles® in both cases, considerably lower than the
numbers that get tossed around, even omitting that

OA discussion would be an insult to Fox News and
the Drudge Repaort
A computer science professor commented that

d_ar rf _r kmqgr Emjaige ARCs h*nRsfpcl “jeqqg rb mis©rj ga_rgml g gl k!
at all. (The price range was frori8 to $3,900) access, but completely free to the readensdto the

Grog npm> _"jw | mr qg$pnpggh e¥LRwas one of therpxgnplesj Kentng |
omed® most of the sampl® had the highest APCs, derson went ballist® G~ uml ©r osmrc f
I'b rf _r uf_r rfc _srbt mpQf ga jCjp ©On pnPd cdgal gampleterpmy, n 31 b
jggfcb hmspl _jg« f _b & geranggpof howAhg jourral worksimply tredrofia s |
versity or scholaspublished journals. bunch of suppositions.

Rfc _“qgrp_ar* dpmk uf ga Phiehgregpaws hetigapd kagwg fow VLR q

shorter version, may be all you need to know: Even
setting aside the majority of Gold OA journals wit
out APCs, theactual cost of APCs is much lower
than you might think.

The paper goes into much more detail. Onenu
fortunate aspect of the study is that an OA publisher

cameabout Gr ©g mlc md rfted @npmr
when the editorial board of a tolaccess journal gets

fed up and leaves to establish an OA alternative. The
hmspl _j©q " ccl _pmsl b qggl ac
came along in the (relatively) early days of OA @n

was likely to have a serious stream of iates, the

generally regarded as questionable represents 200 editorial board® consisting of computer scientists,

journals (thus significantly influencing the journal
average) and charges a flat $8®®ut the journals
publisf gm dcu _prgajcqg rf
much affect thearticle figures. Mostvery low APCs
(below $200) are from publishers in developing
countries catering to local authors.
I like this paragraph:

It is interesting to note that a little over 100,dD art-

cles could be published and made available to the

global scientific community at an estimated cost of 91

million USD. This can be contrasted to the renue es-

timate of 8 billion USD for STM journal phlishing

constituting the bulk of an estimated 1.®nillion over-

all article volume (Ware and Mab2009).

Breaking that down, Gold OXor those journals with
APCscost about onesixth as much per article as
subscription journals, at least in STM.

Getting down to the figures shows that thme-
dian APCs® a more meaningful figure than the &
erag® were $800 for journals, $740 for articles. In
other words, half of the articles published in ARC
charging Gold OA journals in2010involved fees of
$7400r less, not even considering waivers.

An efficient journal

This onc ©q
on March 6, 2012at The Occasional Pamphléie
tells us about theJournal of Machine LearningeR

“cwml b ® by $tean Shjelwer q30rents @ pag@ ™ s r

after all® created their own processing system.

The journal did well. The first year it wasn-
_Cludeq ip Shranngs, jt hag the Highgst{BRaGt o
factor of any journal in its categor® | b g-r ©q
rently ranked eighth out of 108, fourth by Eigenta
tor and Article Influence. (The toltaccess journal
the board deserted is down to 33. Shieber explains
in some detail how it all works, essentially without
any real income (the journal has had a total of
$3,500 in donations over12 years; it could have
ksaf kmpc “sr f _ql ©r dcjr

What about copyediting and typesetting?
Shieber says the publisher of the former journal
&l jsucp _r r f ¢ -edgikgoof ari® bgb |
aj c gMLR relies on peer reviewers for light
copyediting and advises authors who need lots of
language help to find copyediting help at their own
expens® " sr & gsaf a_qgqcq _pc
most computer scientists uséaTeX while writing,
no typesetting is involved: the journal provides a
suitable style file to the authors.

Rf cpc©g kmpc9 gr ©q d _gpij
bggasqqggml , Rfcpc©qg _ npglr
formerly provided by the MIT Press (at no cost to the
journal but with no revenue to the journal) at around
dmp qctcl wec_pq*
by Microtome Publishing, again on aem-zero basis.

One difference: Microtome Publishing has dropped

a S

rf

cvr
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the perpage rate to eight cents a page. And, of afford the serials subscriptions it wants Rf ggq ml
amspgc* rf_r©q mljw dmp
version is free. (Shiebas Microtome Publishing.)

Wms®©jj _jgm u_Ilr rm pc

DoesJMLRs success and efficiency mean that all jgu
nals could run this way? Of course not. Firstompu-

er science journals are in a particularly good situation
for being operated at low cost. Computer scientists
possess all of the technological expertise required to
efficiently manage and operate an online journal.
Journal publishing is an informationindustry and
computer scientists are specialists in infmation pro-
cessing. Second, the level of volunteerism thi¥ILR
relies on is atypical for the entire spectrum of journals.
Paid editorial positions for computer $ence journals

are exceptionallyras 9 uc ©pc sqcb rm

of running a journal. As authors, computer scientists
are accustomed to performing their own typesetting
and we prefer to do it otselves.JMLRreviewers are
relied on for whatever copyediting is done. Paying
professional copy-editors if that was desired would
add more to the cost per page (though apparently not
ctcl K_afglc Jc_pl gl e®©q
doing so when the board left). Third, some of the

costs of operating a journal are the overhead costs that

are beng absorbed by various institutions. An ind-
pendent pblisher would have to pay for office space
for staff, for instance, whereas the primary editors use
their homes or offices, hiding that cost.

Nonetheless, the success dfILRdoes provide a clue
that the cost of running a premier journal might be
far less than publishers imply, if they were to rethink
the process substantial maybe not $10 per article,
but surely far less tharthe $5,000 average revenue
per articlethat scholarly publishers currently receive.
This expectation is borne out by the several non
profit and commercial operaccess journal publishers
that are able to operate ithe black with publication
fees a fraction of that average.

frdmdahe hilpagyl Looo, postad e\mig28, il 2&t Ga-f ¢ m
via Libraria The Loon thnks this may be the first
announcement of its kind.

California® refusal to lie down for Nature Publishing
Group® price increase is similar, granted, but as best
the Loon can recall, California never actually said
awe car®afford this« Purdue let a negtiation go to
the wire last year, but they, too, avoided the claim
that a price tag was simply too much.

Rf ¢ Jmml mddcpg gmkc gbc _g
for announcements like this to happen. Part of it is

that libraries liked the Big Deal, at lest initially®
espegallyt whenspurehase@ igrgugh consortia. Part of
itisselfn pcgcpt _r gml 8 nmidibraissj r w
mostly as wallets, exchanging money for materj q , «

MIc j_qr pc_qml I mr rm q_w
overwhelmingly obvious tolhe Loon is that it foecloses
on the possibility of asking for more money:. If the Loon
b dggf dmp ceonefacultyag kc qf
AMIEEPR YT g I et gV e o |

rfc gcpg_jq npm jck « gqfc®©b
SoH pt _pb®©qg @I m* uc a_b-Or« a
text: no amount of money, even from one of the richest
universities in the world, can satisfy the rapacity of the
current systenilo the Loon, this has been obvious for

years: whatever amount of money a ldory has, the

big-pigs invariably find a way to vacuum it up, sa

creasing money flow to the library merely increases
thebighgegq®© npmdgrq ugr faasr s
ditional benefit to libraries or library patrons.

Rf cpc©®g kmpc rm ruf af commmqr *
ment®® gl aj sbgl e @ p _p_ Dgqr
agk_jj jg cp_j _prgq affejdj cec
gr « _jij rfc rgkc, @sr* md
more® to the publishers as well as to public apion.

_ by LrJfé C& ud vk %_%'Nw{? %&{@sﬁrﬁnbr‘%&i r*ﬁ@‘bql

rfc pfcrmpga_|j grwjcg md_r
pretty picture (unlike JMLR.

| could point out that there are quite literally

thousandsof similar stories, gold OA journals that

ncmnj c
This post by Mme +ay|or game on the same day,
April 23, 2013 at Sauropod Vertebra Picture of the
Week The topic is, obviously, the same. Taylootes

) r r F t npm__ " Jw ?
bml ©r f_tc ?NAqg* _jrfms ?n{ - PF@_*.E”CTFB m? ! OUSg?%%&@er# Mel
many as successful aMLR Gl rfc pc . Mmpi ht?ghest,gaﬁd crtainly one of the two

quite clearly a workable business modlfor some
journals in some fields under some circumstances

F

divisions (and at least one section) now publish

cai * ableOenoughntati at least four ALA

gold OA journals without APCs.

é

T sué ul UEi Qe

The first of two commentaries on dairly stunning
announcementfrom Harvard Library® that it | U E { @ ¢he current model.

or three best universities in the world.

Yes, you read it rightThe world® richest universiy
can® afford journal subscriptions If anyone ever
doubted that subscription prices had run wild, that
the academic publishers who control access to the
research we generate are out of control, this should
dispel any remaining illusions that all is wellvith
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Taylor also notes actions for scholars recommended by the average membership dues fro®82 to $175.

the advisory council that made that annousment: Rf _r bmcql ©r qrpgic kc _q _
Archive all their own papers as Green Open Access. O a professional society, but what do | know?
Submit to opeA_aacqq hmspl _j q9 2kntCcl rMpcygA§dc ?2/?nM©a | sk cpqg |
mncl _aacqq«, total cost of the publishing progam works out to
Resign from ditorial boards of norOA journals if $1,600 per article (if you ignore review® $890 per _
rfcw uml ©r amltcpr, _prgajc gd pctgcuqgq _pc gl aj

Ask professional societies to take control of puldiis any néw economies.
ing in their fields. Then we get to the tough part: Does $1,60Q00re

resent the legitimate cost of publishing an article?
Here, Kelty offersall sorts of good and bad reasons
dmp amqgrq, Gr©q _ jmle <c¢cl ms
bggasqgqgqgml rf_r GOk Immr gl a

Recruit colleagues to join them in these measures.

Taylor says this makes it clear that OA is no longer a
fringe issu® not only a moral imperative but also

an economic imperative. kclr ml rfc pcaqrealyahswerthe cj r w
How much does publishing really cost? The Long questior® but he sure does provide a lot of food for
Answer thought, especially for AAA members.

This article-length post by Christopher Keltyon June

Now \rNef see through a glass, darkly
I a way, t?‘IiS I?e\%n Smith piec@ppearing July 25,
sure is an interesting set of thought exgerents and 2012 at Scholarly Communications @ Dukeelated

explorations, all from the perspective of an anthw rm rfc _prg ajc hsqr b_g 9as4adq
nmj megqr ufm oscqdng ml q ? ,5n9r®éranﬁpﬁi§n§yll_reg rd”W h@_ctual and legi
Kelty read an article reporting that the editan- mate costs of p blisting pecreviewed scholarly
chief of Sciencesaid OA was inevitabl® but also that articles. Which are not, and must not be calculated
the cost of publishing inNatureor Scienceés in excess as, thec.urre.ntrevenueﬁrom scholarly journals.
of $10,000. Per article. Kelty finds that hara telieve. ~ Smith links to aU.S. News and World Repats
Qm bm G & jrf mSaehe®qG@pes t t@lg from July ,g_g, EO,;Zabout scholarly publishing
stream per article is probably in excess of $10,000, @hd OA, an article” thatkeys off the Harvard a-
especially if you ignore all the content iSciences a nouncement. .(I wish | could praise that article, but |
npglr k_e_xglec ide)._r ggql ©or2 gdc®copcchC pi am bgagasqgqgcq
lcjrw ns jgqfcq * &ihm a fYRiNg gnd §pme responsgsdq it

11, 2012 at Savage Mindb mc gl ©r |l gguc
tion® for one thing, thereis no single answe® but it

rf r©q dpcc mljglc _1b _t _[dfgmissigndor g wagety ofgrgasogds, ipcuding / . m
in print form. (The print version is handled by Ce- ~ not wanting this roundup to be even more absily
_rcQn_ac,' Qm d_p* rfc nsmljegia G&ketideatilg vahile Finoh/RGHK v » 0 2
per articlé® most of that going to pay a developer d9r s _r gml , Gr ©q -speticnancitv * g ¢
and designer. deserves more knowledge and space than | can give

There is a huge difference between $250 and it. 1 will b_e inpluding a few pieces that deal with the

$10,000. And really the comparison between out-li RCUK situatior® but only to the extert that they

tle experiment and Nature is not fair to either side. ~ touch on other aspects of OA as well.]

However, | do think it® fair to make a comparison Rfc icw n_p_ep_nf rd-_r em

with the AAA because the AAA is insisting thaub- tioned here:

lishing is so expensive that switching from subspri
tion to open access will ruin them. But from what |
can tell, publishing in a AAA journal is significantly
cheaper than $10,000, so it should be within reach of
an alternative model.

In this debate we see why some of the issues raised

in the U.S. Newsrticle are so importantThe largest

message | got from reading that articleaw that we

need a lot more transparency about the costs ofopu

) ) lishing a single academic journal article. At one point

Much of the rest & the long post involves going the Executive Director of the American Physiological

through some AAA numbers and asking questions. Society is quoted as saying that the particle cost at

Gr ©q npcrrw ajc_p rf _r ? RisYourngl ¢ Betweed $2,80 anld $3j000, a figuseheg g b g x ¢

other activities through journal prices; at worst case, uses to ridicule the idea that upfront money fromca
according to an AAA official, switching to full Gold ademics could replace subscription incom8ut why
OA (with no new APC fees) would mean increasing does it cost that much?
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As Smith notes, APC fees are often much lower. The si ac gr ©q tcpw ksaf _| _rr
Duke average is around $1,200 and the average inu f g a f GOk ®myr agm @pglgeqgm

the study noted above was under $1,000 (and, a ment about current journal publishing and the ec
reminder, most gold OA journasapparently pub- | mkgag md Emjb M?, Jlse©q (-
lishing roughly half of the articles publishedinsuch qgr _r ckcl r r fthemodelofjopen dde®s g q

jounals®v I Ei Gul »U8&2). 0 E' 0=
Qkgr f I mr cngteduWherr youGoqyét c

a gmj gb bnsthe castp and profits of acade

ic publishing, the numbers rarely add up very well.

An industry financial analyst for Deutsche Bank
pointed out some time go that if publishing a@a-
demic articles costs as much as legacy publishers say
that it does, the 3040% profit margins they enjoy
would not be possible (see the quote associated with
footnote 19 in the linked article).And in the Georgia
State lawsuit, wire the judge was able to compel the
plaintiff publishers to produce some real numbers,
she rejected entirely the claim that profit margins
were so slim that permissions income was a make
break proposition for academic publishing.

Good, sensible stuff.

An Open Access thought experiment

This post by John Dupuis on August 28, 2012 at

Confessions of a Science Libraiimteresting both

for the question Dupuis poses and some of the-a

gucpg fc ecraq, Fcpc©q
Imagine a scenario where suddenly emnight all toll
access publishing suddenly converts to Open Access.
You go to bed and your average academic library

spends millions of dollars on serials. You wake up,
and the subscription bill is zero.

YDmjj mucbh "~ w uf mj c
uf _r Gelgrgbragp ggq
gneclb _jj rf_r kmlcw ml =«

How much would you reinvest in other library pe
sonnel, collections, spaces or services? What kinds of
library personnel, collections, spaces or services
would you invest in?

How much would youreturn to the central instititional
budget? And what would you do with that money?

A variety of responses follows, frequently with

rfec

i Wwhigid okt Audhors will have to pay pblishers a
whopping fee up front inorder to disseminate their
umpi *« wufgaf gel mpcq
hmspl _jq
fees are not all that whopping (under $1,000, not the
£2000® call it around $3,200 as of 12/16/201®
stated in the post).

Still, the next paragraph strikes me as sound,

and it applies to most attempts by traditional f4
lishers to define Gold OA in a manner that would
suit them:

| put 2article processing feein quotes there because a
fee of that size bears no relation to the actual cost to the
publishers of processing an article: articles in most
physics journals are typeset by the author, and refed
for free by other academics suggested by the editor(a
other aca@mic). What it really represents is the
amount of money researchers will have to pay to mai
tain the humongous profit margins currently oyed
by the academic publishing industry. Guently they
raBe (EL rg tHL uq? subscription chargeftex pa-

pers ee lished in their journals . In future
they WI|| get the dosh in advance, which will probably
make their business even more lucrative. And who will
pay for maintaining their profitability? Researchers, of
course. I®clear who is going to bedfit from the prou-
sions of the Finch Rport, and it®not us.

qcr cdRd didcusbeS atferfiptslby publishers to justify
_qi gl e ’theif ¢hhrges, spetifically Wishinkthe physics oo

munity, and belittles those attempts with some jtist

fication. This paragraph is interesting butoes seem
to ignore the reality of growth in research article
production

Don®you think it® very strange that in a time of
shrinking library budgets the number of journals
seems to be growing all the time? Do we really need
new ones? Do we even need tbkel ones? | think not.

Bsnsggq® amkkclr ml rfical psap m gisegaidg Pefafraph PC  a wl
and one, from Daniel Lemire, reminded me why |

f tc rpms jc ugrf Jckgpe Ha}w Iooked arefull}(nlntc#the costs,of pline di
.= . listt ng have come to tfpe conc é)oﬁt

]9 p_pgcqg«s F.C©.b ‘dngf_—JJpr%Fyun t4ét-prdfit jolinh, qi:ad
rep _J1* Jma_j Jg p_pgcg reé?ea[?&ﬂe#s butel§s 16r the ope@&s@e ihation

Anyway, worth reading.

Time to go it alone on Open Ass
Gl gmkc u_wg* G
Peter Coles (a theoretical astrophysicist at Cardiff
University) on September 20, 2012t In the Dark

qf msj bl ©r Papercprobghly glotlegs. | ¢

of the fruits of their research can be made sustainable
with an article processing charge of less than £50 per

rfaggq
Call that $80 per article. FeasibP | suspect so. Su

tainable? | also suspect so, but probably without six
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http://southernlibrarianship.icaap.org/content/v09n03/mcguigan_g01.html#_edn19
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digit salaries for the publishersas publishers. Ao- articles. In fact a journal that owned the copyright to
parently, Coles intends to act on his belig®sgoing one of my articles made me pay $400 for pessibn
it alone, so to speak. to reprint my own writing in a book of my asays.

| was explicitly unhappy with this post when it  He discusses some of the economics of the bigrjou
firstapn c _pcb ° c a_ s gquotimycrouAdn] aal gublighers gne the charges for acse® individ-
aEmjb M?« _I b fgqg kgqggqr _ualcakides (e.gm$32 to fget oreqy raccegsith a _ | b
said so in aFriendfeed discussion of the postt be- nine-page article he wrote for thé&ulletin of Atomic
comes cleatater on that Coles is opposed to journals Scientistswhich as he notes is more than it costs to
ingeneral_l b rfgliqg Epccl -M? buy eithdr of hia mdskreceng bowkd and he gets
_gqgcb nccp ct_js_rgml« oqgneofthat$32ml j w u_w rm em, Qm
ams|r kc _qgqg jgigle ksaf mdFubQ@)@qugogogdambcqci s | mr
necessarily agreeing with the author as to the best g \yhy not try this: If academic work is to be oo
generalapproach to disseminating scholarship. Still modified and turned into a source of profit for shar
worth reading, as are the coments. holders and for the 1 percent of the publishing
Want to Change Academic Publishing? Just Say No world, then we should give up our archaic notions of
This commentary, by Hugh Gustersoon September unpaid craft labor and insist on professhal cam-
23, 2012at The Chronicle of Higher Educatidakes pensation for our expertise, just as doctors, lawyers,

. : and accountants do.

a somewhat different look at the economics of
scholarly journal publishing. Technically, this one He suggests making an exception for nonprofit
gql ©r > msr M? r_jj8 FResse®teh REP rlgmpRmy rr fggdn pcwka

nor may not be aware of it), and draws anoversi €cdrq rf _r gafmj _pqg biek_1Ib
ple distinction between commercial publishers and cles, and that professionassociations recommend
nonprofits, some of which gairenormousevenues 97 _l b_pb dccg dmp pcdcpccgl
through overpriced subscriptions. (The American Striking suggestion.
Chemical Society, for example, is a nonprofit.) Lotsof comment® this is CHE after all: 126 to

@sr gr©q _ emmb bgoqgoas qdgtg Mprthigadingr f ¢ ncptcpgc ca

nomics of scholarship, strting with an interesting ~ What does it cost to publish a Gold Open Access
anecdote. A woman asks whether she could come grticle?

and talk t.o him ab_ou_t her_ interests in_the area of \while this December 10, 2012 posty Mike Taylor
scholarshiphe specializes in and get his advice on 5t 5ayropod Vertebra Picture of the Wisekertainly
applying to graduate school. bgpcarjw pcj _rcb rm rfc Dgl .
We spoke for about 45 minutes in my office, at the  ¢iting if only because Taylodoes a pretty good job
clb md ufgaf qgfc _qgicb* 2RKmyu bkc,slé‘ﬁ'\j Bei]f(éméuc Wma=¢cp ec
This woman was a therapist who billed by the hour,  used alot as both argument against Gold OA and
and she assumed that when you got the benefit of argument by traditional publishers to retain their

gmkcml c©q npmdcgqgml _j C V BB &ding. dmp 23 kglsrcg* wms
paid for it. Although | would expect to pay a lawyer

o . +  a .
or a therapist for a professional consultation, the idea bori 74 R_w] mp q9_wqg Rfga gaq |
. . ) . oring. But I f g1 i gr©q gknmpr _Ir _|
of paying for a conversation with me seemed bizarre. Gok | mr A “ms r rfe tm |
| explained that professors, especially in the humian . 4 ap_ - P9
ties and social sciences, get paid an annual salary thispms | bsn j ml e « g q_l Or .d mp k
and, in return, see it as part of our joko share our lccbg q_wgle= ? gmjsrajw, G
knowledge and to mentor others. We had a vocation, ~ iNgs and, as appropriate, very brief no®@sdut Taylor
not a trade. The life of the mind is not billable. gncg glrm rfc iglb md bcnrf
Esgrcpgml amlrgl scq8 2 Rmb 1l wow@uch dogs ¢he FinghgRgportaswggest temsc | a c
gl rf r _lqucp, « Fc ImrcqC$% r fc ecrq n_gb dmp °~ mm
reviews for newspapef®but not for refereeing People have been quoting £2,080 s r rf r ©qg
journal articles. He gets royalties for publishinga uf r rfc pcnmpr gq_wgqg, Rfc p
book and can get a couple hundred orafewtro "~ cr uccl 17/, 3i _I'b f0i« _1Ib
sand dollars for a newspaper or magazine piece paid by the Wellcome Trust in2010 was just under
But | get paid nothing directly for the most difficult, £159 , @sr rf _r©q qr &3,440at. j mr
time-consuming writing | do: peetreviewedacadenic this writing.
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@s r rf_r l sk cp 9qg sfkggjRcwhbob®q _dig!l sj | gaxzar g ml 0
g_pgjw _j_pkgle« dmp qctopmp®prwgal gj w* bml ©r ecr
2. Why the Finch estimate is misleading. RCUK, get mad at publishrs.

2.1 Itignores freeto-the-author journals. Why we need open ac&$§192.95
29 R_wjmp q_wq* rfc Dgl akhis priefpashRy Josepl Kraus eDgcemberels, « ¢
Qmj mkml - @hiipi qrsbw &_j pXlZathuthipgBytdNgtges @eglexample to makes p
mdi«' _Ib grqgq dgl bgl eb-r fhgessatal gihey case oA eammicsy Whgtdt n s
lishing in Gold OA journals paid fees exceeding Saves people outside the golden circle, quite apart
1,000 Euros ($1,324 as | write thi or not much  from time. _ _
more thanhalf_q ksaf _q Dgl af ©q Hs7 ¢radg kid wasdgingespme research for
Oh, and half of them paid nothing at all: The 74% of ~Sciénce class. Once he had the general assignment
Gold OA journals inDOAJr f _r b ml ©r a&nd gspecificeage e started looking for resources.

dopublish about half of the articles. Ofthe first 12 in Google &holar that focused on the
: , . species he wanted to write about, half were freely
2.2 It ignores the low average price found in the S/B . . N ;
analysis. availabl®f _j d ucpcl ©Or _r j c_o¢
_ _ ufmq I mr _ddgjg_rcb wugrft
As noted earlier, that price was $904 or $906gmknd- rfmgc qgv _prgajcq= Gl e

ing on how you did the calculation. The third point is
particularly interesting, as is the comnmgary:

2.3 It focuses on authors who are spending Other
Peopleé® Money.

know about you, but | sureb g bl ©r f _tc "
handy in the 7" grade to support a research paper.
Closing the section

At the start of this section, | noted that it had the

GOjj jc_tcytoTagoramkkcl r_p mostsource documents of any sectiéralthough |

2.4 It ignores the world® leading operaccess jot worded it differently and edited it once more as
nal. things progressed. That was a true statement: It had
Ever hear ofPLoS ONE While | think you could a- 22 source documents, compared with 15 and 14 for

esc rf _r grq dcc gq f gef the gecobd)and thirdclardest jsectipns. Twp marg . *
is a whole lot less than $2,440. The humiies (those just above) showed upvhile | was writing
equivalen® SAGE Ope® is running an introductory the roundup.
discount price 0f$195 (but will move to $695). At least one or two of you will note that there

2.5t ignores waivers. are not 24 source documents cited and discussed in
this section. Not even close. | believe there are more
than in any other section but, if so, just barely.

Rf _r©qg " ca_sqgc qctcp_|j qr
out to be almost entirely about the Finch/RCUK
situation, andin at least one case | just lost patience
Uf gaf* _q R_wj mprelygplamegthie wplewing #hrolig® & long dlotughent that struck me as
Finch report for, as changes are coming so fast. See offering bad history along with questionable ce
peerJ Seeelifg not covered in this roundup but  ommendations. It was too long to fisk and too bad

PLoS grants a waiver to anybody who asks for one.
Simple enough.

2.6 It doesr® recognize how the publishing lad-
scape is changing.

with a waiver of all APCs for the first few years. to recommend. So | dropped it.
2.7 | suspect it concentrates on hybri®A journals. Lmu* ml dpmk mlC«i2c« rm _
21l b* g R_wj mpdédllsdrtsmaf eapdns 2 r f cpc _ p :
rm kggrpsqr fw pgb hmspl jg, « ‘ElseV|er
3. What is the true average cost? Lmr rf _r Cjgctgcp f_ql Or
I mr rf _r Cjqgctgecp ggql ©r _r

Taylor makes a case for it being about $453 or

. other things® including, apparently, the whole RWA
£283®«jcaq rf 1 mlc qgvri é?:é’idaﬁ‘, giverﬁ thg) el tith Camicnute il s
4. What are we comparing with? dropped once Elsevier (a not)S corporatbn) re-
A better comparison is the aggregate subption kmtcb grqg gsnnmpr, Lmo- r f _
cost for articles in traditional journal® around pean publishers (and American publishers) that
$5,333. Except, of course, that most peopkill peddle small or large sets of journals at high prices
a_| ©r ecr _r rfmqgc _ pr ga pndwith predatory practices to protect profits. But
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Elsevier is, wellspecial Gr ©q anél io some e Ardgindeed, the first of16 comments (after Taylor

ways it appears to be the most arrogant. Thus some specifically asks for other though® gr ©q _ pcj _r
md rfcqgc ngcacqil mr gl e snfal numberfisdromBleirichiMallesqgn, saying! 0

RAPID ROUT OF RWA might be more significant for There also is something called dtbornness: pissed

Elsevier (since it includes the Cost of Kowledge off by Elsevie® behaviour of the past, some people

boycott) than anything in this section. may simply go?anywhere else even if all other f&-
P»@&U%6ET 0UUEE i-déceds riclesh %6 ¥9AEEME 0 E

in Elsevier journals? Other points raised include a superior Ul for PLoS

Mike Taylor asks that question ira February 11, @S compared to ScienceDirect.
2012 postat Sauropod Vertebra Picture of the Wgek Local costs for journals
“jme _r wufgaf GOtc wcr rThisigntog w_. _n@galepe mdr Q_ammph m
tcprc p_c* “sr rfcpc©q _nonetheles@pleparddnipy Weridy Robértson lafl e gt
Cjgctgcp©q gl apc hogvgnueh it™ pposeed Rebrigary 16, 201gtrthe blog of the Unive
loves and is doing thiOA gr ©q _ pc_qgmgrw cm®@scmugmlldg  p _pgcq, Gr ¢
It follows up on a February 8, 2012 postn poinr , Pm > cpr qgml npcn_pch gr
which Elsevier itself says that 691 articles were informed about the cost of journals from a variety of
agnml gmpcb« &rf _r hrgughta kgims p akcny,b« M?* ©¢ ROfrfgandj awpie ~  r
$3,000 APC) in 201® across some 600 journals, so chart for ejournal expenditures in F010.
gr©q _ "msr [/ ,/ 3 _prgajcq Thetblemehuslgs tostjand nuMipef of titleg forR_ wj 1
points out, aboutone quarterof an OA article per  six publishes and two projects (JSTOR and Project
hmspl _j _apmgq CjqgctgcpOnused mjike @O eicmtc rm gcc rfec
Meanwhile, PLoS ONEpublished 6,750 Gold r fc ~mrr mk8 2 Mrfcpgq« _ 1 b 2RI
OA articles in2010 (and is growing rapidly® about striking enough: Elsevier gets $1.64million for
rcl rgkcg _q k_Il w _q m-j j2096ditle jhe et bighesO WileyiBiaskpdll,_justg a m
bined. Indeed, in December 201@LoS ONEpub- over half of that® $868 thousan® for 1,304 titles;
lished quite a few more Gold OA articles than with Springer and Sage following up at $607 the
Elsevier did in the entire year in 2,639 journalsOf sand and 400 journals, $244 thousand and 608
courseSH had to throw ocks at Taylor, calling the  journals respectively. Nobody else gets even
c_pjgcp nmgr 21| skcpmj me wg3lo0,000; 3ISTOR(ihg fee far baokaentent)lismloj ¢ q q
from a zealot.) est, at $98K for 2,319 jourals, and the next pb-
The earlier post gave the numbers; this one lisher® Cambridge® just under $44K for 145 titles.
considers the reasons. Taylor offers four guesses, Basically, Elsevier gets nearly as much (95%) as the

c_af wugrf | gl rcpcqgr gl ethrde gother slaygess mommerc&m® publishergant gb ¢ f
boldfaced easons and, where appropriate, my bine® and the next four, representing more than
[summary of his discussiom® = s r wms @pc lthd amshmspl _jg* bo@gOrr nert_cjl,
aged to read the original. The pie chart is, if anything, even more dfr

First, there is an ideological reasorfAuthors who matic. Elsevier is a full third of the pie;

care about OA want to be in OA journals published UQj cw- @ _aiucjj©q I mr osgrc

by OA publishers.] a Mr feeywerybody except societies (11%), unive

Second, there is a legal reas [PLoS uses CEBY. sity presses (3%), and the other five publisherstno

Cijgctgcp©q rcpkqg _pci, dsx 2@, for FY2010 (including Taylor & Francis,
Lippincott and Nature as well as those already me

Third, there are technological reasons to prefer PLoS ) )
tioned)® make up10%of the pie.

[No length limits or limits on figures; videos are OKjra

ticles available in XML as well as PDF and HTML;iart Oner f gpb, Rf_r©q gknpcagqggt
cle-level metrics; comments on the adles.] aufw Cjgctgcp _| b_ | mr rfc
And finally, there is an economic argument, too qf mpr _| qucp bygaythe’B@gen _8ige, gr
[PLOSONBq dcc gq jcqq r@® | AtlegsyattheUniversitypflowa.gqct gcp
and even the higHF PLoS Biologis a little cheaper.] Dear Elsevier Employees, With Love, From

| suspect that, for at least a few thousand authors, @FakeElsevier

rfcpc®©g _ qgcaml b ragvingchomp-me Boa a whilgy @Fakeklseier avaseone of the more

~

berofauthorsv T Ei GO0 CUEQUOT Uc .0 %EKCS ALl e uRBr»raccph 6 La&mdl r q, R
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The Real Fake Elsevjavhere this post appearedn

February 19, 2012 Gd wms ©pc
tgecp 99 _
tcl © fc_pb md "~ cdmpceta

plucky little group of really smart, hardworking
scientists, at an institution you probably have heard
md, « @_qcb ml gncjjglerx
_qcb ml
yond that | would not be interestedin knowing:
Psudonymity is frequently there for good andns
derstandable reasons.

At least as of December 27, 2012, the blog is
I mr uf _r _vamsg@ bc 8radijyf poepposd g
(in addition to some supportingpgc g ' * r f ¢
discussing With 157 comments. The blog uses CC
BY (surprise, stprise), so | can post as much of it
aslwan® _q j ml e _q

As anyone who is reading this probably already knows,
the publishing giant Elsevier has recently placed ifsaf
the center of a shitstorm of animosity from the research
community, thanks in part to its wcal (and financial)
support of the Research Works Ac(RWA). Currently,
the National Institutesof Health mandate that thee-
search products they fund with tax dollars must be
made freely available to the public; the RWA would
make such mandates illegal, enabling Elsevier to keep
research papers resulting fromxpayerfunded research
behind paywals for as long as they like. Thegesome
douchey attempted subterfuge in the language of the
bill about not locking up the research results the-
selves, but make no mistakeesearch papers are our
output as reseatters, and they are what makes up the
sciertific liter ature. While manipulating the legislative
process for financial gain would be galling by itself,
Elsevier has $ong history of doucheybehavior towards
the a@demic commurity, and the RWA is really just the
latest straw on thecame®back.

Gl a_gc gr ©q
last sentence above, not offegoing back as far as
2004 _I'b rfc jgli _r a2 md«
behaviors that could be considered, well, douchey.

So this post, a wee bit longer thathe 140
character tweets FakeElsevier is known for, is iser
ms qrt-inécharacter, asonciseasl-canmakeit,
getstraightto-the-point statement of what | see as
our grievancess ?1 b gr ©q
ployees because FakeElsevier believes thhé vast
majority of Elsevier employees are not personally
evil, naive, or irrational, and that they in fact gen
inely want to help make the world a better plage.

G

gsgncar rf _r©q _I
The post has two major sections. Both are
wortf pc_bgl e, GOk osmrgl e

and leaving the second o®« ? b _ nr
ueal bk ply ¢ @Bocyduto read didgctly.

CTplga.&hrough this lens, they see scientists as bein
i 1]

G g_w gr ©q

_ b bm<c qq dMed 9y u%iibl

clrgpcj Wi agerd Po  Lnph¢ d . gk neit). Re-q & _ |

mpr- ~ ¢ &

“np_argagl ea qafgcg:ﬂ@rngrm P fs r WRISI WP M b | Wy
uf m

dmpr sl rc rm e
| get (ﬂweq |mpre53|8n that the PR people at IlEﬁsev!er—
would love to reduce the debatto something so sn-
irr

*

orénavé & thd |Jeaﬁties ot h& Bchéimies of s

nsl ars_rgml *e- GObypighHgtMhfhe th@PPagk Sothdlolit there AHB ieally @

believe that publishing has no costs associated with it,
but | think t he majority do understand that even if we
are doing all of the writing and reviewing, inw
ing/hounding reviewers and builing/maintaining

dvebsites costs real money. We could debate about
mWhat exggteepsts are reasonable, and we could argue

about how much d the process is actuly done by
scientists themselves, but doing so would detract from

thenea\}\l]c;,oint:uCj j* D_icCjgctgecp,

As far as we are concerned, publishers have ONE
JOB: disseminating the results of our work to the
widest possible audience.

Helping us manage anonymougeer review by our
amjjc_escqg* _I'b 2apcbclrg_jg
their importance ar® for better or wors® parts of
this process, but the core thing that we need from
publishers is the distribution of our work. Back in the
days before the internetthe need to outsource distr
bution was painfully obvious, since physical paper
journals needed to be carted around the planet in-o
der to distribute our work to colleagues. Given the
physicality of distribution, centralized subscption-
based pricing eve made good sense, sinceceiving
institutions needed libraries and librarians to store and
catalog the physical copies, and the storage and-pu
chasing made sense as two sides of the same coin.
However, in the internet age, the idea that you would
restrict access to anyone seems utterly asinine. Let me
say itin bold, just to be clear:

| nigur links ib thens q *In the interqetcage, Elgewier is doing an unbelievably

shitty job of accomplishing its ONE AND ONLY PR-

PC}SI@: to g,isqibute O'l:ﬁ‘WOLk as quaaﬁyjascmibl%{ cr md
See now why we,aasqr mkcpg* _pc sl f _
distributing our work to a really small audience, and
wms©pc k_igle ctecl rf _r _aac
Bml ©r n_rpmlgxc sq ~mmitrcj j gl
rcb rm slgtcpqg_|j _aacmq«, Gi
pcqt—éc _a@cqq* wms ©
universally acces . Your marginal distribution cost
is effectively zero, so why not act like it? Along the
u_w* wms®©tc m qaspcb rfc rps
the authorside and the subscribeg gbc* _ I b  wms ¢

up an unwholesome set of incentives that play toi-sc

searchers at big institutions can afford to be apathetic
abdutche ptight pf thase atgsroater ogembecawgd theyd s | |
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can afford the enormous subscription feesahblock
access to research, and individua¢searchers have a
financial incentive to choose cheer closedaccess
options, even when open accesptimns are theorat
cally available. Such decisions are in turn driven by
gagclrgqgqrq®
CVs in order to get promoted or get funding. Theet
sult is a fractured, Balkanized liteture, riddled with
paywalls. Make no mistake, saitists themselves are
complicit in contributing this mess because of these
individual incentives even if they are aware of the
negative system effects. And this is why funding age
cies® whose goal is making sure taxpayers see the
benefits of the work they fund® have stepped in to
demand that scientists and publishers use their money

appropriately. Cj gct gc p ©g subwvert thdt nr q
dvtiany ofithem aredo@g. Sonie_gdod points are raised.

rfpmsef jm ~wglej _e_gl*
a @SR RFC AMQRQWE FURRORUTHIE J
AMQRQ=« wms apw, Uc ©j j
you pull down an astonishingin-any-industry, surely
ripe-for-disruption 36%profit margin. The obvious (to
me at least) solution is that all work needs to be made
available under a true open access license (thibiea-
tive Commons BY, so that aryone can access it, and
funding agencies need to shoulder the costs of doing
so in a much less ciratous way. This would be a rde

cal suggestion, except for the fact that tHeublic Li-
brary of Science(PLoS) was founded under these
exact assumptios years ago and is making this model
work, RIGHT NOW. Authors pay some $1:3.5k or

so to cover the costs of managing peer review and
making the paper avéable (usually this comes of out
of grant funds and is comparable to existing
page/figure charges dhe likes of Elsevier), and ine-
turn, PLOS does an amamg job of making the work
available to anyone with an internet connection. lfia
thors cannot afford the fees, they are waived. PLoS
seems to understand its one job, and it behaves a
cordingly, to the benefit of all.

a @SR RFC AMQRQ

Uc umsef b

pwml ¢c n _ w spohsoredcntigi@ptiof io or-
bcp rm k_glr _ gl “sqgl feef q

your added value is worth $3k, so be it. It would be
more obvious to everyone that Elsevier is a pricey-o
tion (e.g. relative to the much cheaper PL0S), and yes,
some less welfunded labs might not be able to afford
to publish in Elsevier journals ifyou were wnwilling to
waive the fees as PLoS does. If authoeside that the
clout of the journals Elsevier has launched or acquired
is worth the extra money, then so be it; this would be a
straightforward market force. However, the status quo
is intolerable from any reasonable perspective: if you
lock away large swathes of the literature such that

very poorly. Remember, your ONE job, that | am

counting on you to help me with, is to make myer

search available. If you fail in this job and subvert the

scientific literature with selfserving payu _j j g * bml ©
be surprised that weorganize against ygu B ml| ©r T C

i g krageed to fill theib e ¢ r curprisedif we €att Blsevier a enemy of science, or a

parasite on the process of scientific and medical r
search. We have devoted our lives to science, and we
care about it, and you are doing the one thirtpat
threatens its mtegrity most: locking it up.

Qcc ufw G osmrcb nottascieuf mj c
rgqr, G a_I| ©r g_w rfgqgq osgr
half is absolutely worth readin@ but, you know, go

thereto read it.

What of the comments? There are a lot of them.

One Elsevier employee do@sguess what® try to

j ¢ _derail thegdisbussion dynfocusg ok mpsegdomymityr f _ r

(which is not the same as anonyiity wms i | mu*
nmglrq _pc umprfjcqqg ~ca_sq
k _igle rfck,« Hcddpcw @c _jj

being a bully, based on nothing | can figure out.
Mostly, there are a lot of goodiscussions, the most
recent comment being in Marcl2012

Why Are We Boycotting Elsevier?

Barbara Fister discusses that questionhier Febu-

ary 24,20122 J g p_pw @_ " cjlnsieg g f «
HigherEd Qf ¢ “~cegl g8 2 Gl kw ag
rfggqg oscqr gml gg d_gpjw mt
rpsc dmp ncmnjc ufm fr-tcl ©Or
pclr np_argacqgq, « Qfc k_I _ec
bullet points:

T Cigctgecp®© "~ sqglcqgqqg kembecj bc

cess to our work, and we publish it to make itca
cessible.

9 Though other publishers have the same model,
C EISEVAR i fedlly bigMnd Hhaa ipditicufatly bad rec-
ord, so it gets to go first.

(% sqgs._ j « Gl bccb* gd wms

Rf _r jgli emcqg rm _ Jeg p_pw

tgecp=« rf _r G amtcpchb gl rf
Qm rfcpc gr ggjucijij* | m*

column. Fister discusses why students may nat-u
derstand the screwedp nature of curent scholarly
article publishing, offers notes on the boycott with
particularly relevant links (including one to the
piece just discussed), notes some other issReand
lists pretenure librarians who are taking part in the
boycott and showing their comntment to making a

k_ Ilw glgrgrsrgmlgqg &l mr rrrpiffﬁr%nper-gml rfc ns jga' a_Il ©r
ctcl ?AACQQ grj rf_r emcq _Aegogd piece foliowgdway fthyaeedozerr mor
science is about. And it serves me as your customer ments, many of them worthwhile, some not.
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*Ao C% SuUEvUui U EuUIl I
Six, count them six posts by Mike Taylor aGauopod
Vertebra Picture of the Weeds he attemis to dete-
kglc hsqgr wuf_r Cjqctgcp®
fee actually gets you. The posts appear Babruary

2, 2012 February 24, 2012March 6, 2012 March 7,
2012, March 19, 2012and March 21, 2012 The first
rgrjc ggq 2i8Elstrg c p®gcesyidjcw
aclgec=«9 rfc nfmgb* C} §ycwg

6 prajed, altsaulh the prageds Aviohdd agnoninknidl  E ¢
waste of evernl c ©q rgkc* gl aj sbgl e

between Heather, her librarian, and six Elsevier staff,

q plus ansultatlons wgh&a\ﬁyﬁﬁ qmpcb _prgaj
The sad part is that, as Heather acknowledges in her
post, all of this manouevering has done absolutely
nothing to help the mary other authors who might
have awesome texhining project ideas: all of them

C%@aﬁerﬁ"’u% rtlhré)qgh the same ludicrously ineff

acq &Rf r©q _qgqgsk

~aacqgo prgajcgq, « ? dcu arg%rt%rﬁtgeno%ghtecaghaséﬂi&%rexem-

Early on, Taylor pays Elsevier a slight conipl rg t C ©q on Twittes. Bacause lothevise, Elsevier
kclr8 @ca_saqc rrgfag ci«q nomlrmyé fivel Riscouraging researchers from appioac
y'c afmgcl mlac _|I srf mp.@%em difedly Whj”? Becadisd ®eCERevieh Director _ |
_prgajco©g _aacnrcb*nterstcpc md_ 1S@rgt ¢ pq_j aTedoslolaghti@gshenéhl 0w

But, Taylor wonders,what do you gefor that
choice? In some other cases (e.g. PLoS and Sprip ©q
a Mnc |
Commons BY (attribution) license, meey | e
open to copying, reuse, textmining, whatever.

gr ©

Gqg rfgq r psc-acvabsa@iflegt t gcp ©q
| don®know.

Gr©q _ars_jjw gspnpgaggl ej
whatthc r cpkq md -&gegsooptigncape®© q
rfcwOpc | mr g n $pprsared Articles
pag¢e ufgaf r_jiq mljw _° ms

non-subscriber accessit gl bgt gbs |
the article sponsorship formlinked from that page

Y

uf gaf gne _iq md ak igle
gs gapg cpg leetrbnic Gublghing pla& p ©q
dmpkqg«9 | athpr artcle sporfsaystpip form

that | found elsewhere on their site.

Af mg atoe«afticlegarriegja Ceegtice_ p

might be overwhelmed by requests from others who

also wantr c v r kglgle _aacqggq«, F c
people should waste her time trying to obtain access!)
q@deiiWwW roq Imr rfc pc_jjw q

stupid part. Heather writes:

M agkdd for the text of the standard reuse agre
ment. It was sent to me bl was asked not to

w 3o g WITr MSpb§&&hmtVe p CRySAF S

mathat lthis means thano-one is allowed to knowhat

m | the tektmiging terms are. Extending this, it means

r thdt md-obe who puplistes in en Eisevisld jquamal

r &kojvscwihat Aghts they havel cderred on, or wih-
held from, future textminers. And that includes
gf mgd _gsrfmpg rud m nil_ tc cjce
cgnml gmpcb @ thigis just ene more g ml
aspect of the agreement they sign that is completely
unspecified So when | pay $3000 toake my article

Ml ¢ md Cjgct gcp ©qd thagHisg ml q® encd | r!goanpt ”W‘a have no way to find
tgcp gq 2cvncpgkclrgle ug‘?‘“f""hewer rﬂ‘?g” '”gleaaﬁfallaiﬁi Qitexﬁmp n
M? amlrclr« _Ib mddcpaq CvlelrLgtbg Whathete ining project i
GI 2Cnggmbc 28 ? Lond anc N thltsresults rfc qc
post), Taylor is sent a link to information sent to GOj | i g n mt cp rfc lctor nnm
published author® a textpagein the form of a JPEG broken Iinks and whether Elsevier really gives a
a great way to prevent me or anybody else from copy damn. (The corporate Elsevier, that is: Somene
and-pasting. (PDF, | can sedPEG of text? Why ployees clearly do.)
Hcpc®©q rfc rf gl e8 ulRgadial g r _ r cTkecMarch I8 cléptgy deals with fproken links,
list of rights® not only is anything even remotely private communications and a slightly more useful
resen" j gl e 2amkkcpag_j « s qclinic®batjalsolnpretty cléasstatementom Esqvier
must contain both a link to a citation and a link to rf_r* ugr f rfec "1*. .. aQnr
theph ggf cb _prgajc, Rf gqg gtmustrassighrcopgright o Blsevi@ramd that parp g |
R wjmp©g <cgrfcp, gle dmp 2mncl _aacqq« &gl |
The third installment points to a postin which _btgqgqchbjw' kc | g rf _r a wms
Heather Piwowar tries to get permission to do some  available to allon Science Direct oy d mp _ j j rg
textmining on Elsevier articles. After a conference [Emphasis added.] Download a copy and send it to
a_jj gl tmjt gerstylibarianrandsip ©q qsmk ¢ mbw cjqc= Pc_b rf _r oc¢

Elsevier officergiwowar got permission. Taylor says:

Which brings us to the final chapter in this pa

Rfc f_nnw clbgle dmp Fc _ rticdlgs stery the March 21g 20d 2postkTaylor rotes
rm ecr Cjgctgcp®© ncpkggqufml rrngrb@q _qr g¢ | qrldmeg, mmagd) gf
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plicg r

some students. Namely, when he wants download
I E
it $17 or so.

?bkgrrchbj w?* rfaoggq
not be Sponsore® but that emphasized text in an
earlier paragraptsuggests a similarestriction.

New Open Access Working Group Formed:
Formulating ResponsetoEI€E % 061 6 U E |

This item is by Richard Olton andappeared in the
March/April 2012 MIT Faculty Newsletterlt deals
ugrf _Imrfcp upglijc gl

make research avaible as widely as possible. To

wit: MIT adopted an Open Access Policyn 2009
s bgbl ©r dsjjw
rfcwotc "~ cecl
faculty to make a copy okach final version of an
article available for deposit in an OA repository.

A central issue that the group needs to address1€o
acplg ns jgqfcpqg®
publisher® MIT Press is a shining examp&have
supported it from the beginnilg. Some were wary at
first, but have now found ways to accommodate the
Nmj gawoOq
_I'b Qnpglecp,
One publisher, Elsevier, has, however, taken a very
different tack. They issued a reviseauthor contract
rf r glbga_rcq _srf mpg-
cp« dpmk rfc KGR nmjgaw
them. And last year they put in place a new Posting
Policy, i.e., a policy governing how their authors can
publish their pieces on the Web.

Mr f cpq

Emphasis modified: in the original, that second pa
agraph appears in red type.

The new policy? In general, authors can post

articles on theirown websites (which, to be sure, is

neither the same as nor as effective as doing so in an
r f c p cr@hgr than something to declare proudifhe feeling

c v M3 Brayvn spopger ang mae yidegrrepd

'ﬂﬁ%—%ﬁ ugr f
lgféqowlgggeb oftt i closing ip on I ;
— signatorie® anf\{a% téu? t@éwmosfiJ h?;agn-the?sz;?'ld s -

institutional or subject repository® * s r
a_tc_r8 rfgq bmcqg | mr
gwgrck rga nmqr gl e k 1
Elsevier policy:

aHowever, our policies differ regarding the systeta
ic aggregation or distribution of AAMs [Accepted
Author Manuscripts] to ensure the sustainability of
the journals to which AAMs are submitted. Ther
fore, deposit in, or posting to, subjeatriented or
centralized repositories (such as PubMed Central), or
institutional repositories with systematic posting
mandatesis permitted only under specific agee
ments between Elsevier and the repository, agency or

gr _r c k ®but the sighificancé ofq
that quoted phrase becomes clearer as Taylor tries to
download a Sponsored article so he can forward itto Mj r mil

Ol 7 0O ui —*0 Udcéedar £10088icall 3 G

pcgnml g

institution, and only consistent with the Publishe®
policiesaml acpl gl e gsaf pcnmggr mp ¢
a_jjqg rfc umpbgle 2t cj
But.it is clear that Elseviersi trying to do what it can to

¥4 infermine such policies, and to confuse faculty about
what they are and are not allowed to do. Gainly that

n_pr gas jhe imerprétatop ¢ the«Coalitigh forgCpen Bcceds g e f r

Repositories, who, in theiresponse astrongly oppose
the changes made by Elsevier to its article postingipol
ciescand #oin the research conmunity in condemning
3 Elsevier for its recent busess practies and lobbying
/a aPuhHern‘T?néJpglicies and @ivities promoting open
access to scholarlytkrature .«

Rf_cpg@q k©mpc rrln rfc
C C cqr

HdwEfsévier Bn shveitsel! | ©

Another Mike Taylor multipost discussio® this

nmqgr [
_rrc(]:kn_r |

k ¢ _ qapmpearigg ApriN26p2012 0 *

gk nj ck &memwith 5{'ﬁee partg (nognelyding @ gogacfay othgrg | a ¢ *
umpi gl e ml Pubfishefs). Pa@lMﬂﬁﬁ@_b_g_(&e Ing AR a2¢, 2 Zogi)efs d mp

acC_qwk

mddcpg 2 Kcbgs k «apgearingdvaw?2¢ q , N
2012 mddcpqg &F_pb« kc_qgspcq,
ch-Ph o rRackyuhd fgppeared on Apdly
20,2012

R wjmp qgr _prq dpmk Aj sbg

report on Elsevier and its conclusion:

pcosgpckcl rNat@re c v _ ndding s@rimbn®ud Gelatbhsips SvikhCthe research
f_tcl Q@mmiftyto tHe difickit oked idiready has witha

ademic librarians looks selflefeating.We believe that
Elsevier needs to rethink aligether how it thinks of

2 k s fepearghers as gustomersr it eowichepdcup, i a fgw g

g lyearsn faeingtpe sama_hastiity |t_gaguntersuwithr f
much of the acadmic librarian canmunity.

This time, the emphasis is (apparently) in the otiig

g, R _wjmp©q hsqgr fcpc rm f
It should now be clear to everyone wi®been paying
attention that Elsevier has got itself into a rottenop
sition. No-one trusts it or likes it. Even people who

act as associate editors for its journals are seem to be
feeling that® something to be a bit apologetic about

types are now being forced to recognise that thesdi
trust, dislike and resolution is real and significant,
and that it® not going away.

Gr©®q _r [/ 1*.04 _q G upgrc r
not stopped. Meantime, Taylor notes that the Els
vierpeoplef c©q amltcpqgqcb wugrf f _1i
pc_gml _"jc _I'b nmjgrc« _|j C
sl bcprmlc md fspr, « Qm fc m
ning back trust, since researcheslo remember
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things like phony journals. (Taylor saysand | most Iftheydok mt ¢ osgaijw* rfcl rfcw
certainly agreethat a publishing monoculture with steps towards recasting themelves as a friend ofisc

PL0S as the only real publisher would be just as bad ~ ence, and of scientists.

as the current situation, if not quite in those wosl And then there are the hard things:

We need a range of involved parties.) Convert to Gold open access
Uf _r _pc R_wj mp®©q cdqw GsippoftteFRPAAC PC _pc rfc fc_
ings; the series includemuchmore detail: Do it now
@ cvnjgagr _ msr fqgnml amRCRyj pF 984¢ b q" Phbfichens reliannom g 1 f
Be explicit about norsponsored article terms subscription revenue must find another source of

income or they will crash « &Rf c | cvr n_
j mt cj w* not doibg toG@ukh it hejeHe also
gseecqrqgqg rf _w*2gynohl atd &jfct
Root out and destroy stupid conditions OA really takes hold, scholars malpse interestn

What do these measures have in commoh®ne of journals® call it the Brembs future. Which is why

them will cost Elsevier anythinghese are things that he stresse#3:

Make it trivially easy to find spasored articles
Stop lying about copyright transfer

should be done as soon as humanly possible, by So the spectre hanging over Elsevier ®just the de-

ufgaf Ggkdgll &dc | cvr uc cyfctioR of théirCsBoscription todel, but the poss
ducO©jj gcr sn _ epmsn rm | Bigithathy thedlim@they getitPged? &nd BWitch ~ _ @ |
atthenextsixk ml r f j w k_1I| _eckcl r kgcchidbg itoall be over and the world will have

These measures are about transparency and Sanity_ lost interest in jOUrnalS.Certainly if university librar-

They are the kinds of changes that will start to put ies start redirecting their saved subscription money

some trust back in face. Being ugront and clear towards inhouse publishing efforts, the chancesf

about what the access situation is will start to chip that will increase dramatically.

away at the sense that Elsevier has something to hide. F ¢ bmcqgl ©Or ‘cjgctec rf r cg

Getting rid of palpable lies about copyright transfer  prices or unbundling the Big Deal would help
will be a start towards enabling us to believe Elsevier  uch: he thinks those are red herrings. If | believed

when they tell us other things. None of this is enough full OA would catch on as rapidly as Taylor seems
to make an enemy into a friend; but it will at least help to, | might agre® " s r G hsaqr bmpd ©r ;

sq rm dccj haeuBpaneny._agl e _ pening that rapidly. Still, a good set of posts. Will

Fcpc _pc R_wj mpROupasiitek thatg scf gt g@B8<j ggrcl g= R_wj mp b
dnpm  _ " jw ugj]j amqgr Cj g ct]ag Bnothérdupld of fekes, moktly fefdrding f
mostlikew | mr _q ksaf _q rf corfjustgloting fnore Aspesi financial comnme

Af _lec rfc 2gnml gmp8b _pr ¢y abaut ElgevieR "ascr r e thibkmthe® rsay

Stop being obstructive about textnining k'saf I cu, Qm rf _r©q rfc cli

Bskn rfc 2wmpafagtk g¢jdqqg k_I b_rcbThenkuture!

rule . .
A smattering of items about the future and open

Withdraw opposition to the FRPAA access, with no special focus among them.

Be open about subscription prices - UOAD _ac@sjs]bf@rin& may sound death
?e gl *s ddcussjomspa@ worth reading,tal  knell for subs model
f msef gd wms©tc pc_b r f Bagl Juthp vrote thi® sepdriorpJemuary 13, \801Ht _ t ¢
some idea what all of these are about. That fifth Times Higher Educati@after Nature Publishing

nmglr8 Umsj bl ©Or rf _r " ¢ Group (§RGE amnoudcedpthe lapnich=oBcightifi’ R-mp ©q
closing comment for that portion: port¢  -Yolingeeopenaccess journal spaing
What do these measures have in commoN®ne of thel _rsp_j gagclacqg, « Rfc |

them will cost Elsevier mughmaybe even save them | _ S |isabkingdipped to accelerate the exttion of
some moneyThese are things that should be done as  Subscription fees in science publishing, and could
npgmpgr w* g gl ugr f gl alsopkomptthé closuse ofgrmrany sgediatistjoynats. | mr

hard, they just need the will to make them happen. If Scientific Reportis a Gold OA megajournal ke
Cjgctgcp bml ©r knrgs theodsog a i PMoS NONBWithe & @ery $irlilar APC of $1,350
will slam shut and leave them outside. (which rose to $1,700 in 2012). The article quotes
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http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storycode=414822

various folks on the impact of thi® with Cameron
Lcwj ml Idhinkilgd issthe Heath knell for the
majority of ‘middlingQournals and the large number
of low-volume, low-profit, low-prestige journals«

Gold OA journal with no authorq g bc dccq
publishing steadily since1995, GOk osmrgl e
all of it because Wilson speaks from experience.

Sixteen years ago, when | started InformatioreR

What of Scientific Reports Gr ©q b @d g | gdachi itWvased) blindingly obvious that academics

tional, but still in relatively early stages. According
to the November 2012 monthly report (theite in-
cludes a link for the most current monthly report),
898 papers had been published through the end of
November 2012, 122 of thenin November. Mean
time from submission to publication is 110 days;
there were more than 312,000 HTML and PDF
views in Novenber2012
Not everyone assumed instant death for tiad
tional publishing:
Jason Wilde, NP® business development director,
argued that a subscriptiobased model would co-
tinue to be the best option for highly read journals
that publish a low number of hjh-quality articles.
The journalschigh rejection rates meant that article
processing charges would have to be set prohibitively
high or subsidised by submission charges to cover
peerreview costs.

Christina Pikas kicked off a discussion at Friendfeed
on January 19, 201by linking to a PLoS pogt d-Uc

amkc* L_rspc, Qc pdpanasP®k o, «

an ad that does indeed read as a sincerdocome
from PLOS, inspired by a similar ad that Apple ran

could create and publish their own journals at ra!
tively modest cost that | assumed that in ten tofi
teen years, open access would be the nofinisn®
because a number of things get in the way.

First, few (and increasingly fewer) academics have the
motivation and the time to start up new jornals® and
yet new journals are being created contially and el-
ited by the same academics, with contributiong-r
viewed by the same academics. In other words, they
have time and motivation to work for publishers, but
no time or motivation to work for their academic

amkksl gr w, G bml © qcc rfaggqg

else, humans are driven primarily by selfterest.

Secondly, it has so far proved impossible to get the
message across to university administratorsaththe
present system costs them money that could beired
rected to better use. Essentially, the idea is too radical
and if vicechancellors, rectors, etc. are any one
rfgle* gr gq I mr p_bga_j,
departments and create new fadids or disband
them, but ask them to take a really critical look at the
pBsknE syste @f lschdlafly &dmmunication and its
_jrecpl _rgtcqg _Ib rfcw®©j]j

Thirdly, governments_everywhere are at the beck and

Rf

ufcl G@K qgr_prcbhb ~sgjbgl ecain@iidedd! ifabsiness Btidt ©IE thehfhister G ©q

an interesting ad (as is the decadekl Apple ad).

The discussion involves projections fowhen
OA would be the publishing model of choice. Bill
Hooker suggested 2020 as the date at which at least
half of articles added to PubMed would be @A
and, better than thatlibre OA (with rights beyond
simply reading). Pawel Szczesny upped the ante:
a8 0 5-16 is the latest with the main impulse coming

msrqgbc md qgagecl rgdgag—amk"k“%el

gested April 28, 2013 for a very specific milestone:
the point at which more than half ofnew additions

to PubMed would be O® | b gr ©g ajc_ _psrijf ®§mgpm@xd u
_ic gr rfpmsef _ bca_bec,
APC-charging journals. He regards ARBased jou-
nals and subscription journals as part of the same
model, which he elieveswill ultimately collaps&®
but not as a result of the actions of academics.

g g | @y setiogl§ about this. Peter Binfield splits
the difference: January 1, 2015 as a tipping pofot

PubMedthat is, the point at which more than half
of newPubMed inclusions will be OA. (Noting that
reaching a tipping point for the kinds of articles in

that a move of OA will cause the loss of n thousand

jobs, the minister will rapidly back off, whether the

business proposition is true or not. Faced by a&d
termined business lobby, ministers are wimps. In any
event, certaity in the UK, none of them has any
knowledge of the academic research process and
scholarly communication.

So there we have it: no drive from below, no support

forces orfr%ie market at the top.

He notes thatr f ¢ qgr s _r g ml ggl Or
f ga b mc ¢

f fc

Ns™ Kcb bmcqgl ©r | cathsubsgp- p g Opééniry Cerémorids _ 1

tion journals are doomed. Not even close.)
OA again
This somewhat less optimistic projectionafppearing

January 20, 201P comes from Tom Wilson, pb-
lisher and editorin-chief of Information Researcla

Rf r ©q

Cites & Insights February2013 36

QIeWan( apa@y anq capitujation, te theq s

rf _r

a

C
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@ pn Julp 18, DPqgr cpJg p_
T Cc hgide Higherggbhoting the extent to

which she can mark time in her academic library by
apb_rcq ufcl hmspl _jg gr mnnc
library could no longer afford them.
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http://www.nature.com/srep/about/index.html
http://friendfeed.com/cpikas/72b9541b/welcome-nature-seriously-via-addthis
http://blogs.plos.org/plos/2011/01/welcome-nature-seriously-2/
http://info-research.blogspot.com/2012/01/couple-of-weeks-ago-heather-morrison.html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+blogspot%2FlWrs+%28Information+Research+-+ideas+and+debate%29
http://info-research.blogspot.com/2012/01/couple-of-weeks-ago-heather-morrison.html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+blogspot%2FlWrs+%28Information+Research+-+ideas+and+debate%29
http://informationr.net/ir/
http://www.insidehighered.com/blogs/library-babel-fish/opening-ceremonies

But | am cheered by a trend that | suspect will leave a
ring behind in this hypothetical tree this ye@® a nice
fat ring of growth and new opportunities. This year we
seem to be seeing a significant shift in attitudes toward
open access scholarly publishing. There was thise-
vier boycot, then the defeat of the Research Works
Act. The World Bank decidedto make all of their
work open access. Th&Vellcome Trust strengthened
their already strong policyEurope has leapt aheaaf
us with projects like OAPEN and the Directory of
Open Access Bookgmodeled on the Directory of
Open Access Journglsind with public stands by the
EU and the UK insupport of open acess- not in a
hypothetical someday, but very soon. Aopen access
petition to the White Housealso gained over 28,000
signatures, more than is needed for it to trigger official
attention. Publishers are scrambling to announce new
ways to ransom the freedom of your research; both
SAGE and Taylor & Francisvill let the public read -
search published in many of their journals, provided
you pay $3,000 for the privilege. Though that is no
more sustainable than the current cost of library lsu
scriptions, it is an indication that publishers are fee
ing the groundshifting, too.

Fister sees much broader recognition of and support
for OA than a year previousI® not because libraries
a_ | ©r _ddmpb gs qgqapgnrg
thinking that it makes more sense. She recognizes a
lot of work aheadand closes:

rTﬂveq> Absosl’ufely

open access for a decade or more, in the teeth of lit
gious and mendacious publisher obstructioni€s
when she expresses a sincere desire to knock SAGE
tumbling off its high horse. Preferably into a nice
muddy fen. Containing leehes.

She notes her distaste for certain kinds of futisr
mongering, a distaste | share.

The Loon understand® none bette® that library
support for open access has been weak, equivocal,
even twofaced. The way to fix this is not to erase
what has been done,ertainly not to erase the folk
who did it despite (often) lukewarm support or even
opposition from their library colleagues, adminisir
tors, and environment. All that accomplishes i®©
send yet more talented, hardworking, once
enthusiastic librarians fleeingThis may, of course, be
SAGBESgoal, in which case, welplayed.

Openaccess movement. Will you kindlystop this
style of futurist rhetoric? Please? Before it damages
you further?

Will some OA advocates continue to treat libraries
and librarians as pointless in the future? Certainly,
just as some have for years regarded librarians as
nothing more than purchasing agents to move jou
al articles from publisher to scholar Is. it destm
_sqc gafmj _p

Whither Science Publishing’?

@r rfggq wc_p* _r j _qre* ng E&aq H atQ]onfgr* gr
ginning to feel inevitable. sions ofaSC|ence lera|®n 'b’ f cO©q T _igle
More futurist rhetoric set of intervievs |n The SmentiSt Wﬁlther Science
Rf _r ©q raf c | T ¢l - nn Jtu@ ¢ ste‘r’g to E:lchcof sgvgral uesﬁ@q’ nd‘%t rHq\%ll\/es 'J m
SAGE report ¢ K'mt ghe r d - P q E b|lshg}§]€ﬁ1 saemtf%té‘lfu ndt on wking librari-
f) spc8 rfc / pmj ¢ fm —&ﬁ nNorle, 5ETra](mtrerﬁl%Lﬁ)l%her(é ard vJlekeﬁresenthn c_p
sesqr 0./70, RT cappehredn§eo g m&u'iﬂ#g e tlue attack do® roughly half of the

tember 4, 2012at Gava L|brar|a. | originally planned
rm amkkcl mil rfc Q?EC p
comment®  sr* _drcp pc_bgle
opting to just deal with the Loon. | will admit that,
knowing SAGE is the third publisher (along with two
university presses) that chose to sue a university
(Georgia State) for aggressive use of fair use rights, |
begin with the same skepticismegarding a SAGE
produced report on OA and librees that | would
regarding an Elsevieproduced eport.

As it happens, SAGE workegith the British

r

Jg p_pw gl rfgq a_qc, G
Jmml q_wg Q_ec &nj _|I g rm
to tell us librarian peons what role we will play in
mncl _aacqqg, «

The Loon is thinking of many librarians all over the
world® the ones vho have been working toward

G

contributors are from traditional publl ers.)
g t|0f11smmI

cn B‘Lﬁ)msQo \jgsg“g (5wn answer% 0 thé%%su i

Wi
quote his tenyear prOJectlon (notlng that theScia-
tist contributors mostly waffled):

In a 10 year time frame, sometimes it looks simait

neously like everything has changed and that het

ing haschanged.§ sqncar uc®©jj qgrgj]j
in 10 years. In my view, the most important piece of

the puzzle is the incentive structure of science that is

so intimately tied to the legac pubhshlng system.

Ol hjmM§ rGspP@®q frcr ifg¢bntha KA

Snafombral pciea ¢ | b dpmk ml fgef

@sr G rfgli gr©q qgq_dc rm q_
will definitely start to see attachment to journals and
individual articles per se starting to fade, with a

move to a looser, more iterative, more atomic system.
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http://thecostofknowledge.com/
http://thecostofknowledge.com/
http://svpow.com/2012/02/27/this-just-in-the-research-works-act-is-dead/
http://svpow.com/2012/02/27/this-just-in-the-research-works-act-is-dead/
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2012/04/16200740/world-bank-open-access-policy-formal-publications
http://www.wellcome.ac.uk/News/Media-office/Press-releases/2012/WTVM055745.htm
http://gavialib.com/2012/07/europe-leads/
http://www.oapen.org/home
http://www.doabooks.org/doab?func=subject&uiLanguage=en
http://www.doabooks.org/doab?func=subject&uiLanguage=en
http://www.doaj.org/
http://www.doaj.org/
http://www.bis.gov.uk/news/topstories/2012/Jul/government-to-open-up-publicly-funded-research
https://petitions.whitehouse.gov/petition/require-free-access-over-internet-scientific-journal-articles-arising-taxpayer-funded-research/wDX82FLQ?utm_source=wh.gov&utm_medium=shorturl&utm_campaign=shorturl
https://petitions.whitehouse.gov/petition/require-free-access-over-internet-scientific-journal-articles-arising-taxpayer-funded-research/wDX82FLQ?utm_source=wh.gov&utm_medium=shorturl&utm_campaign=shorturl
http://www.uk.sagepub.com/repository/binaries/pdf/Library-OAReport.pdf
http://www.uk.sagepub.com/repository/binaries/pdf/Library-OAReport.pdf
http://gavialib.com/2012/09/more-futurist-rhetoric/
http://gavialib.com/2012/09/more-futurist-rhetoric/
https://llordllama.wordpress.com/2012/09/03/changes/
https://llordllama.wordpress.com/2012/09/03/changes/
https://llordllama.wordpress.com/2012/09/03/changes/
http://scienceblogs.com/confessions/2012/09/05/whither-science-publishing/
http://www.the-scientist.com/?articles.view/articleNo/32378/title/Whither-Science-Publishing-/
http://www.the-scientist.com/?articles.view/articleNo/32378/title/Whither-Science-Publishing-/

We will definitely see vastly more open access, open
data and open notebooks although perhaps not yet to
any sort of ultimate tipping point. Although | would
hope that at least a few tipping points will be within
view in that time frame.

Libraries will still have a vital rok in the teaching
and learning missions of higher education, but our
role in the scholarly communications ecosystem is
jcqg gcaspc, Gr ©g msp
funding, promoting, curating and in building the
technical and social infrastruire of the coming
Open Access universe. The opportunities are vast
and within our reach.

That may be a good place to close this section.

A Little Humor

hm®

Shimokitazawa University English Language Journal
of [Your Field Here] Studies? The other dry but
wonderfully detailed piece comes from the Rogaland
Jounal of [Your Field Here] Studies. What kind of
peer review process was at work here? How do you
know it wasnbhalf a dozen people who got together
to publish each othe® stuff? You dof) and you dor®
have time to look into the pedigree of the scholaos

thiedjgorigloardy s ¢ yc dgl b pmjc ¢
So what do you do? Retreat to the safe haven of-toll
_aacqgq hmspl _jg wms bml©r f
u g r the irdisputable fact that one of the articles
significantly broadened your thinking about your
topic, while the other imnediately doubled your
source base and filled in gaps in your knowledge-

The dilemma arises because OA is starting to

Other than what | say in comments throughout,

uf _r G q_gb gl rfc

elsewlere® specifically in Open Access: What You should start taking OA more serioyj w,

Need to Know No& G © k
conclusions

S fed tp draw ringing

In the absence of such ringing conclusions,

maybe the best way to finish is with a little humar
_jrfmsef rfcgec _pc

npgk_Na@aABoUTII!l T a* _q
excerpt humor without killing whatever there was.

happen; the rest of the column is about the rise of

? 1
the point behind the humor.

Need | mention that,even though the authonne

er equated green and gold G2 is right there
SHOUTING ABOUT this? And | do mea@r)l SHAU
gr ©q

Admittedly, most of f ¢ q ¢ entpetyl ©k mp ms q'!'lhe Open Access Irony Awards: Naming and

An Open Access Tale
Konrad Lawson contributed thion July 15, 2011at

a Np md F _ dhedCpreniclg of Higher Education

Lawson offers a scenariand its outcomes. YOR a

schola® start out with the standard databases and

find little or nothing on your new topic. Not even
ugr f

then you turn to Google Scholar and, after plowing
b mix c |

through all the nonsensed g1 b 2 _
pcarjw pcj _rcb rm wmsp
hmspl jg wmsp
other half, though, provide fully accessible textj-e
ther HTML or PDFs.

gl grgrsr gml

O0» UE%E3 00» Ei
Duncan Hull posted thison February 15, 2012at
=i G dnkl Adiva as the starof an ongoing po-

ces® and, indeed, he links to ongoing OA Irony

groups on Citeulike and Mendeley The theme
should be dvious from the title.

ad _dbaw I'cycamgmqg ¢ af lrodcaiy sonte bof thecpap@srthat are inaccessible-di

cuss or even champion the very Open Access mov
mery ifself. gmetigpes the lack of access dilwerate,

r Pihegtiges accidgntdibuy the gpgequenges ae &

cess to public scientific knowledge 7is slowing
scientific progress [1]. Somtimes the best way to

b

rioug. Myhether (@I}bﬁraeqogaccgegtzﬂ, éestrietedc? Fn

rmsef

Rf

gl r p @A and DGAIAI of this Hoestsdiggest thdt Schotars q _ g b
rf

You skim these remaining half dozen articles. Four of
them are complete nonsense. One of them is void of
anything original to argue but in its dry and detailed
passages are a wealth of interesting new material and
sources that are worth looking at if you happen to be
doing research on just this particular topicThe last
article is a gem. Though clearly not written by aan
tive speaker it is not only full of interesting material
but has a bold and thoughprovoking thesis. Yet,
somehow, you have never heard of this scholar or
even the university she got her PhDoim.

You finally notice the journal titles as you finish ta
ing notes. Oh my, who has ever heard of the

make a serious point is to have a laugh and joke about
it. This is what theOpen Access Irony Awardslo, by
gathering all the offenders in one place, we can laugh
and make a serious point at the same time by naming
and shaming the papers in question.

Hull offers half a dozen examples just for starters: a
paper making the case for OA appearing e Lan-
cet(and not available); three on OA irSciencetwo
from Nature Publishing Group; and so on. One
commenter points out that an article listed among
the examplesis available as a green access tpos
print® but as the author points out, such sources are
consistently less visible than the teliccess uesions.
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http://chronicle.com/blogs/profhacker/an-open-access-tale/34694
http://duncan.hull.name/2012/02/15/open-irony/
http://www.citeulike.org/group/13803
http://www.mendeley.com/groups/590271/the-open-access-irony-award/
http://www.amazon.co.uk/exec/obidos/asin/0521095190
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One of the two groups is up to more than 70-a
ticles by now. While some may be questionail@a
couple of the itemsin the original list are editorial
or reporting rather than researc® the idea contn-
ues to be useful humor.

My exciting new job at Elsevier: Inaugural editor
in-chief of The Journal of Applied Publishing
Experiments
| wanted that jobso badly and franklyG r f gl i
better qualified, but John Dupuis is one of those
scientifictype liberrians, so naturally enough he
landed the prestigious position, as he discusdses
this postat Confessions of a Science Librarian
GOk n_prgasj_pjw hec
of the new journal:
The scope of the new journal is going to be very
broad. It will be about the intersection between jpu
lishing, authoring and business odels. And while
the focus will be on practical solutions to difficult
theoretical and economic problems, we will get into
some highfalutin@heorising too.

_ m:\sjiéce N”é?%“B? pc b

magnate. There is no walyam going to attempt to
excerpt or summarize this, but | will quote one pa
ticularly nice paragraph (note the parenthetical
comment):

| suppose it is theoretically possible that the Assaci

tion of Research Libraries or the Association of IEo

lege and Reseeh Libraries (yes, they are two different
institutions, thus making my point aboutil p _pngc g ®© g
ability to coordinate on this or any other movement)

n@g@?t/ omeday make noise about aymmwtt. If so, just

make some noise in return about the unfortunate po

sibility of a lawsuit alleging restraint of trade.

Go read this.

] _ fgle rfc. .gqamnc
ael"Eisen reveals the unfortunate truth ithis

November 29, 2012 postat it is NOT junk®

apparently inspired bybc ™ _r cq

A

mt cp
Prop. 37 (which would have mandated the labeling
of GMO foods), One person accused Eisen of having
been brainwashed by the cult of the NIH.

So he did some thinking and review over his 20

Just a few articles from eminent scholars in the field: Y®ars as a scientist in the NIH systéra cut mem-

Open Access for Fun and Profit

How Institutional Open Access Declarations Are the
Tools of the Devil

Librarians Are Not Your Friends

Citizen Science: Would You Let Your Kids Operate
the Large Hadron Collider?

Rfc @qr Jg p_pgcqg md Qag
Public

Rf ¢c dgpaqr

Bsnsgg®© _|I I mslackclr,

bundles, the journal will be available for $10 ind
vidual, $10,000 institutional. Dupuis names some of
the editorial board, names some of which you will
have seen in this very roundup. fie initial meeting
was scheduled for June in Belize.
| know this might come as a surprise to many who
have perhaps known me as an open access supporter
but really, perhaps i® time for all of us to grow up,
put away our childish things and embrace reality
Show me the money, and all that.

It is, of course, entirely coincidental that the post
appeared on Aprill, 2012

How to Succeed in Publishing Without Really
Trying

Bryn Geffert wrote this pieceappearing August 24,
2012in Inside Higher Edt is another episode in the
Screwtape Letters, this time beginning with Wiaor-
ummb©q _qngp_r gml rm

ber, if you will® and offers this illustrated study of

whether the NIH meets the definitions of a cult.

Gknmggg jc rm qskk_pgxct?

Of Progress, Snipers
and Inquisitors

| had origipally plapned. to se this twpart
FoEn(a:luCp v%%trﬁsaédgnqg (}%Bre cr:nlménnftseto thd%e e

interleaved throughout. Originally, this section was

g qt@ appe@qa ygaa afterg IshéaSeB Cbonclusionsind consisted o]f the following
’?1—8 rgfr_grm F mj mrI eC i _Sqqrs*—J

gq

concluded. For more conclusions, see me in April in
Vancouver Washington.

| still hope that those of you who care about OA and
live in Oregon or Washington will find it worh-
while to sign up for my halfday preconference. But
| did find the need to add a few comments herd-a
ter thinking about this stuff in the we&s since it
was written.

| was also inspired by someone quoting from
the first part. Unfortunately, what they quoted (I no
longer remember where: maybe a tweet?) was from
the introduction, where | quoted my reasonis late
2009 for notwriting about OA anymore, and spedi

ga_jjw 2G epmu glapc_@ggl ej
entistsA A 6 0 U v& efherabiout libéaries or about

M? i « Rf _r bmul “¢c _r inaNnk kcl r
vember 2009 G b ml ©r cjgectc gr

© ¢ a mas ¢hen. | believe prbgeeksghas beesadej agdgis g | e
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http://www.insidehighered.com/views/2012/08/24/how-succeed-publishing-without-really-trying-essay
http://www.insidehighered.com/views/2012/08/24/how-succeed-publishing-without-really-trying-essay
http://www.michaeleisen.org/blog/?p=1217
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being made. Indeed, | believe 2011 and 2012 have OA publishers (using a broad and unforgiving

seen considerable progress, with OA now an ésta bcdgl gr g ml md 2  b«' _I'b
lished and successful alternative to traditional mentioning successes. As for that particular
scholarly journal publishing, one that offers g@re- inquisition: Yes, thee are OA publishers who
ferredfuture in which people have access to egmch are only in it for the bucks. Convince me that
articles they either need or want even if they lack rfcpc _ p-tidr @mmedcial sjqunndls
the funding, institutional affiliation, or in-crowd that will manage to get pretty muclany arti-
status to get them in the current environment. cle through peer review so they can selllsu
Rf cpc©g npmepcqgq, Cl ms e fscriptiopsremg charge *pageGehatges) and wec *
that OA is unlikely to be derailed either by its olbv can talk.
ous enemies (some publishers and at least oné-od Gr ©g c¢_qgqw rm ~camkc _| Gl os

ous blog), by skeptic® among whom | sometimes  reluctant to call access with an embargo OA, evee-D
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amples of how Inquisitors work: Cites & Insights: Crawford at Large copyright © 2013 by Walt
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tive Commons AttributionrNonCommercial License. To view a
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. . L. copy of this license, visit hip://creativecommons.org/licenses/y
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higher standards than traditional publishers,
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