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			The papers below represent a range of perspectives concerning both opportunities and challenges in Open Science and Open Access to scientific research. Together, they shed some light in the current landscape of academic publishing and research, trying to grasp the huge changes that are underway.


			Beyond ‘No Fee’: Why Diamond Open Access Is Much More Than A Business Model, emphasizing that it is more than just the absence of fees for authors and readers. The article discusses the historical shift in academic publishing from being managed by academic communities to being controlled by large commercial publishers. It underscores the necessity of reclaiming autonomy through community-run publication models, even if, as the authors writes: “This nuanced understanding is crucial for understanding the complex dynamics at play in Diamond OA as well. While Diamond OA cannot be reduced to a mere ‘no-fee’ economic model, it should not be equated with ‘institutional publishing’ either. Reality is far more intricate.”  
Examining the complex relationships between institutions, publishers, and research communities, it highlights the role of infrastructure and platforms in shaping academic networks. The idea of ‘community ownership’ of journals is central to this discussion, along with the importance of creating formal structures that ensure control remains within scholarly communities. The paper ends with a review of European and global initiatives that promote Diamond Open Access.


			Fostering an Open Science Culture through Incentive Frameworks, Lifelong Learning, and Education focuses on the role of education, continuous learning, and incentives in fostering an Open Science culture. The paper asserts that such a culture cannot develop in isolation but requires collaboration between academic institutions, research infrastructures, policymakers, and funders. It stresses the need to bridge the gap between grassroots initiatives and high-level policies by integrating Open Science and FAIR principles into educational curricula. The role of data stewards and data managers is explored, along with the importance of continuous learning for researchers. Additionally, the paper examines how research infrastructures provide technical support and training for Open Science adoption. It concludes by advocating for reforms in research incentive and evaluation systems to recognize contributions beyond traditional publications.


			Italy and Open Science offers an analysis of Italy’s engagement with Open Science, highlighting both challenges and missed opportunities. Despite early commitments such as the 2004 Messina Declaration, Italy has struggled to implement sustainable policies. The paper discusses how national policies have remained fragmented and underfunded, while institutional initiatives often lack the structural support necessary for long-term success. It covers topics such as ‘read and publish’ policies, the need for greater transparency in publication costs, and the role of training in establishing Open Science practices as the norm. Additionally, it highlights the importance of the Diamond Open Access model and argues for a research evaluation system that moves beyond a reliance on quantitative metrics.


			To Publish or to Republish: Is the Right of Republication Merely Palliative Care? poses a provocative question: If a ‘right of republication’ is necessary for scientific authors, what does that say about the initial publication itself? This paper critiques the traditional scientific journal model, arguing that it often obstructs rather than facilitates public access to research. Drawing comparisons with platforms such as ArXiv, which provide direct access to research, the discussion highlights how the reliance on commercial journals for research evaluation has distorted the fundamental purpose of publication. The paper ultimately calls for a rethinking of scientific publishing, urging the academic community to regain control over research dissemination and move beyond the traditional commercial journal model.


			Common Threads and Overarching Themes


			These discussions converge on several key themes. One recurring critique is of the traditional academic publishing system, particularly the dominant role of commercial publishers. The papers argue that these publishers have monopolized academic publishing, limiting public access and exerting significant control over scholarly communities. The journal-based system has become deeply tied to research evaluation and career progression, leading to high costs and restrictive copyright policies. Resistance to change is largely due to the vested economic interests of major market players.


			Another major theme concerns the role of market forces and regulation. There is an evident tension between private, profit-driven publishing models and the broader public interest in open knowledge. The ability of the market to self-regulate is questioned, as economic motivations often obstruct meaningful reform. In contrast, Diamond Open Access is presented as an alternative that prioritizes autonomy and community-led management, allowing public institutions greater financial control over scientific research funding.


			Beyond critiquing the current system, the papers emphasize the need for significant cultural and structural changes in how research is evaluated, disseminated, and funded. The ‘publish or perish’ culture, along with an overreliance on quantitative metrics, has distorted research priorities. Reforming incentive and evaluation systems is essential to ensure that contributions such as data sharing, software development, community engagement, and educational activities receive appropriate recognition.


			A further theme is the empowerment of scientific communities. These papers highlight the crucial role of scientific communities in fostering a more open and equitable publishing system. The importance of community ownership of journals and research infrastructures is emphasized, along with the necessity of governance structures that enable meaningful participation and control. Scientific communities are seen as self-organizing entities capable of defining their own rules and priorities.


			Education, infrastructure, and policy coordination also emerge as essential factors in the transition to Open Science. Open Science principles must be integrated into educational programs, institutional policies, and national research strategies. Research infrastructures are not just tools but active participants in shaping research practices and scientific communities. The papers stress the need for participatory governance of these infrastructures and call for coordinated national and international policies to support Open Science. They warn against fragmented initiatives and instead advocate for a systemic, holistic approach.


			


			Finally, an inclusive approach to stakeholder engagement is crucial. The transition to Open Science requires the involvement of all actors in the research ecosystem, including researchers, librarians, publishing professionals, technologists, policymakers, and funders. Broad participation ensures not only the widespread adoption of Open Science practices but also their long-term sustainability.


			Taken together, these papers underscore the urgent need for a fundamental transformation in academic publishing to ensure that scientific knowledge is truly accessible, transparent, and beneficial to society. Rather than simply critiquing traditional publishing models, they offer concrete strategies for reforming publication practices, funding mechanisms, and evaluation systems. By fostering community-driven publication models, enhancing educational initiatives, and advocating for coherent policy frameworks, these contributions lay the groundwork for a more equitable and sustainable Open Science ecosystem.
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Introduction 1 



			Diamond Open Access (OA) is rapidly gaining momentum in the academic publishing world. Several significant initiatives and developments are driving this trend, including the cOAlition S call for proposals on this topic in 2020 (cOAlition S 2020), the Open Access Diamond Journal Study in 2021 (Bosman et al. 2021), and the Diamond Open Access Plan in 2022 (Science Europe 2022). Notably, EU-funded projects like DIAMAS and CRAFT-OA, the Toluca Global Summit on Diamond OA (Redalyc 2023), the consultation about a Global Alliance for Diamond OA under the auspices of UNESCO, and the establishment of the European Diamond Capacity Hub (EDCH) are key contributors to this movement. 


			It is evident that there is currently no universally accepted definition of Diamond OA within the scientific community (Ancion et al., 2023). For some, Diamond OA is synonymous with ‘no-fee’ open access, while for others it is associated primarily, if not exclusively, with ‘institutional’ OA publishing. In certain contexts, it is characterised as ‘noncommercial’ or ‘non-profit,’ alongside various other expressions that seek to convey similar meanings. This absence of a clear and uniform definition is, understandably, unsatisfactory for the academic community, which often seeks precision in its conceptual frameworks.


			However, this very ambiguity opens a discursive space where the academic community can engage in critical reflection on its values, objectives, and expectations about scholarly communication. Although the categorisation of OA by ‘colours’ has been justly criticised (Tay 2021)  for its imprecision and its overly broad generalisations, it should also be recognised for the important debates it creates a space for. These categories serve as ‘trading zones’: arenas where diverse ideas, values, and opinions can be exchanged. Diamond OA is no exception in this regard.


			Our contribution to this ongoing discussion seeks to explore the various dimensions of Diamond OA from multiple perspectives. This chapter, co-authored by three authors, is the outcome of a collaborative dialogue. At times, its form will reflect the dialogical nature of this exploration. By attempting to move beyond the simplistic and technical definition of ‘no-fee’ OA, we aim to uncover the complex dynamics that underpin knowledge production, as well as the roles that publishers, scholars, institutions, and academic communities play within these processes. Diamond OA is undoubtedly much more than merely ‘no-fee’ open access. But what exactly does it encompass?


			Looking back


			At the beginning of the twentieth century, scholarly communication was primarily controlled by the scholarly community, conceived of as a public good with the objectives of sharing and disseminating research findings. The vast majority of journals operated with financial losses that were covered by the society’s membership fees, a benevolent supporter, or through institutional support. Commercial publishers existed – both Elsevier and Nature were founded in the late 19th century – but these commercial entities were primarily providing professional support to the society publishers.  During the twentieth century, particularly the second half of the twentieth century and in the Northern hemisphere,2 we witnessed the increasing commercialisation of the scholarly publishing industry. This commercialisation took two primary forms: via direct ownership or via the management of scholarly journals.  Commercial entities increasingly acquired or created scholarly journals of their own, adopting the same model as scholarly societies for quality assessment, with scholars appointed to editorial boards, conducting peer review, etc. but with very different ownership models and strategic objectives. Alternatively, they began managing the journal on behalf of a society and delivering a share of the operating profits to the academic society. In doing the objectives for both commercial and many society owned journals pivoted away from providing a public good to a community of scholars towards generating a revenue stream and profit for the journal’s owners and the publishers.  


			In their excellent overview of this transition, Fyfe et al. (2017)  point out that the postwar expansion of the higher education sector internationally meant that, while the objectives of commercial and scholarly publishers were not identical, there was sufficient growth and financial support in the HE sector for the differing objectives not to clash. However, that began to change in the 1980s with university budgets becoming tighter and the emergence of the ‘serials crisis’, where the increasing cost of subscribing to journals became increasingly difficult for libraries to afford in an environment of tightening higher education budgets. 
The 21st century saw both the emergence of digital publishing technologies and – possibly as a consequence – increasing concentration of journal ownership and the bundling of journals by publishers into single retail packages (the so-called ‘big deals’). The effect of both of these has been to reduce the diversity and strategic independence of journals. Using Web of Science data, Larivière, Haustein, and Mongeon (2015, see Figure 1) show that the proportion of articles published by the five largest publishers increased from under 20% to over 50% between 1970 and 2013, with the number of journals owned by the same publishers following a similar pattern. This means that the scholarly publishing industry is now dominated by the commercial objectives of a very small number of revenue focused publishers, rather than by the traditional ‘public good’ scholarly objectives.3
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			Figure 1: The Oligopoly of Academic Publishers in the Digital Era (Larivière, Haustein, and Mongeon 2015)


			


			The relationship between scholarly societies and the journals they own is also changing, with many societies outsourcing the production and management of their journals to commercial publishers and relying on the share of profits received to finance other activities. A 2015 survey of 600 UK scholarly societies showed that just under half (279) owned a journal, with the majority of those (63%) publishing only a single peer-reviewed journal (Universities UK, 2015). Less than 30% (67) of those 279 societies published their journals ‘in-house’, however, with the vast majority outsourcing the publishing activities to commercial publishers or university presses. A follow-up survey in 2023 showed that the number of societies publishing ‘in-house’ had fallen even further (to just 44) (Johnson and Malcolmson 2024). Interestingly, they go on to note that over the period of their study (2015-23) the society publishers who had maintained ‘in-house’ publishing operations had successfully sustained revenue growth in line with inflation, while those with outsourced activities saw revenue decreases by an average of 30%. Similar falls in revenue/profits were not generally observed in the industry, suggesting that revenue shares returned to scholarly societies by publishers were falling. The authors suggest that this may be due to the reduced independence in revenue for individual journals funded through bundled agreements by their publishing partners and question if outsourcing publishing activities in this way is still in societies’ best financial interests.  


			Late et al. (2024) suggest that there are significant differences in the activities of scholarly societies in the UK and other European countries, with publishing activities in the UK more commercialised and international than in non-English speaking countries. Surveying Social Science and Humanities societies across eight European countries (including the UK), they found that two-thirds (64%) of responding societies published at least one peer-reviewed journal and nearly 40% published at least one book series. The importance of supporting national interest and language publications was identified as an important motivation for many society publishing programmes, but increased commercialisation of publishing activities was generally noted.  


			At the same time, we have seen a dramatic increase in the number of new OA journals - some of these have been created by existing societies and publishers, but many reflect new publishing initiatives by societies or groups of scholars. Bosman et al. (2021) reveal that while a non-negligible part of the Diamond OA journals currently operating was ‘flipped’ at one moment of their existence from other models, a large share of them were created during the last 10 years. 
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			Figure 2: Years’ journals were created, made available online, made available open access, and made available as Diamond OA according to Bosman et al. (2021).


			In conclusion, the majority of journals across both science and humanities disciplines are now owned and controlled by a very small number of large commercially orientated publishers. This is a relatively new and concerning phenomenon for scholarly communications. Many societies see publishing journals as one of their important functions, but (at least in the UK) the vast majority now outsource the production, management, and revenue strategies of their journals to third-party commercially orientated publishers. Although these societies typically maintain control over the editorial content of their journals, they retain very little strategic independence over their journals’ operations. 


			


			Regaining autonomy: Diamond OA beyond institutional publishing


			In response to these challenges, the academic community is increasingly turning to Diamond Open Access as a sustainable and equitable alternative. Regaining control and ownership of publications, a concept once central to academia, is gaining renewed traction after a relatively short period dominated by the belief that scholarly communication should be entrusted to commercial entities for efficiency. Two key factors supported this perspective: the perceived technical superiority of the commercial publishing sector and a narrow definition of research focused solely on data collection, analysis, and authorship.


			However, the commodification of scientific knowledge in recent decades has fundamentally altered the nature of science and the role of researchers. The rise of the ‘knowledge society’ concept, which views knowledge as a resource for economic competition, has transformed researchers into ’resource producers’ within a larger system controlled by others. This shift aligns with the diminished decision-making power of researchers in scholarly communication. Researchers are exploited at every stage of knowledge production, from author to reader, serving a publication machine operated by commercial entities that view papers as standardised products evaluated through metrics like the impact factor (Nentwich, 2001).


			Several researchers, such as Fernanda Beigel (Beigel 2023) and others, argue that the power struggle between researchers and commercial publishers within journals and the broader scholarly communication sector is just one aspect of a larger conflict across the scientific field. The nascent effort to reform the scientific evaluation system through initiatives like CoARA, coupled with growing concerns about the governance of academic institutions (as noted by Gingras (2008) ), clearly resonates with the renewed interest in ‘scholar-led’ initiatives such as Diamond OA.


			The question of academic autonomy, constantly challenged by pressures from various sources such as religious, state, or economic powers, has a long and complex history. The enduring efforts of clerics, professors, researchers, and scientists to maintain a degree of autonomy in their work and resist external influences are fundamental to the very nature of academia. This struggle has manifested in various ways throughout history, from exemptions granted to medieval universities by temporal authorities to the development of academies during the Enlightenment, the Humboldtian system in the 19th century, the scientists’ strike at the dawn of the atomic age, the adherence to Mertonian norms, and the popularisation of the concept of ‘collective intellectual’ by Bourdieu in the 1970s, among others. A historical analysis of scholarly publishing from the perspective of academic autonomy remains unexplored, and such an undertaking would likely yield valuable insights.
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