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Abstract

Academic publishing is central to scholarly knowledge validation and dissemination, yet persistent
issues such as editorial gatekeeping, prestige-driven evaluation metrics, and global inequities in knowl-
edge access continue to shape the field. These challenges have significant implications for research
integrity, inclusivity, and the equitable dissemination of educational scholarship. The conversation
around these topics is on-going, but little is known about how these discussions have evolved within
the scholarly literature. This study presents a three-fold bibliometric analysis of scholarly literature on
academic publishing reform published between 2000 and 2025. The analysis examines the literature
landscape on the topics of (1) Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias, (2) Prestige-driven Metrics and Research
Assessment, and (3) Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility. Using structured searches in
Scopus and bibliometric analysis techniques (i.e., performance and conceptual analysis), this study
identifies key publication trends and thematic patterns within each area. Time-sliced analyses fur-
ther explore how discourse has shifted in response to major milestones such as the San Francisco
Declaration on research assessment and the rise of the sci-hub shadow library. By providing a com-
prehensive overview of how these critical conversations have evolved across global scholarship, this
study contributes to a deeper understanding of the dynamics, thereby shaping the future of scholarly
communication and offering insights to inform ongoing reform efforts for educators, researchers, and
policymakers to foster a more inclusive, transparent, and equitable academic publishing landscape.

Keywords: academic publishing; scholarly communication; publishing reform; editorial gatekeeping;
research assessment; knowledge equity; bibliometrics; bibliometric analysis; sci-hub; San Francisco
declaration on research assessment

1. Introduction
Academic publishing lies at the heart of scholarly knowledge production, validation, and dis-

semination; It is the primary mechanism through which researchers communicate findings, establish
credibility, and advance their careers [1]. Within education and across other disciplines, publication in
peer-reviewed journals remains a critical marker of scholarly legitimacy and influence [1,2]. As such,
the structures and norms of academic publishing significantly shape not only the flow of information
but also whose voices are amplified, what kinds of knowledge are recognized, and how scholarly
impact is assessed [1,3,4].

Despite its centrality, academic publishing continues to face longstanding and systemic challenges
[5]. Among the most prominent are issues of editorial gatekeeping and bias, the dominance of
prestige-driven research metrics, and enduring inequities in access to both publishing opportunities
and scholarly knowledge [6–9]. These concerns have drawn increasing attention from researchers,
institutions, and policymakers alike, sparking debates about the future of scholarly communication
and the values that underpin it [7,10].
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One core challenge involves editorial gatekeeping and bias, which refer to the ways in which
journal editors and peer reviewers serve as powerful arbiters of knowledge production [8]. Although
peer review is designed to maintain academic rigor, it is also susceptible to implicit bias, ideological
conformity, and institutional or geographic favoritism [11,12]. For example, journal editors may
demonstrate preferential acceptance toward submissions from authors with certain characteristics
(i.e., affiliated with prestigious institutions or personal familiarity), which is reflected in invite-only
submission practices [13–15]. These dynamics can lead to the exclusion of marginalized perspectives,
disciplines, or regions, especially those from the Global South or underrepresented groups, thereby
reinforcing existing power hierarchies in academia [15,16].

A second area of concern centers on the prestige economy of academic publishing, which relies
heavily on journal-based metrics such as the Journal Impact Factor (JIF) and h-index (i.e., the number
of time cited of an author) to evaluate research quality and researcher performance [17]. These metrics,
often criticized for their reductionism and lack of contextual nuance, have come to dominate funding
decisions, hiring practices, and promotion criteria [18,19]. As a result, researchers may tailor their
work to align with metric-based incentives, potentially privileging novelty and visibility over rigor,
relevance, or social impact [20].

Third, the issue of access and equity in scholarly communication remains prominent in the schol-
arly publishing ecosystem. High article processing charges, subscription paywalls, and infrastructure
disparities continue to limit who can publish, read, and build upon scholarly work [21,22]. While the
open access movement has made significant inroads, access to academic knowledge remains uneven,
particularly for under-resourced institutions and scholars in the Global South [23,24]. Initiatives like
Sci-Hub and institutional repositories have challenged the commercial publishing model, but they also
raise complex legal and ethical questions [25].

In response to these challenges, a range of reform efforts has emerged over the past two decades.
Declarations such as the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) [26,27] and the
Leiden Manifesto [19] have called for more responsible and transparent approaches to research evalua-
tion. Meanwhile, platforms promoting open science, preprints, and alternative metrics (altmetrics)
have gained traction [28]. A number of open access initiatives have been introduced in recent years to
address the persistent issue of academic paywalls to make scholarly knowledge more widely accessible
to readers [29]. Yet despite growing momentum, the landscape of reform remains fragmented, with
competing visions and uneven adoption across disciplines and regions.

While individual aspects of academic publishing reform have been widely discussed, the scholarly
discourse remains dispersed across journals, disciplines, and national contexts. Few studies have
systematically examined how this body of literature has evolved over time, particularly in response to
major interventions like San Francisco DORA or the rise of Sci-Hub [30]. This limits our understanding
of how the conversation around publishing reform has developed, who is driving it, and what themes
are gaining prominence or fading from view.

To address this gap, the present study conducts a bibliometric analysis of literature on academic
publishing reform from 2000 to 2025. Specifically, it maps scholarly discourse across three interrelated
themes: (1) editorial gatekeeping and bias, (2) prestige-driven metrics and research assessment, and
(3) barriers to and equity issues in research accessibility. Bibliometric methods provide a systematic
way to trace publication trends, identify influential contributors, and analyze the thematic structure
of scholarly conversations [31]. By offering a longitudinal view of how publishing reform has been
discussed, this study contributes to a more comprehensive understanding of the dynamics shaping
scholarly communication.

The central research question of this work is: How has scholarly literature on academic publishing
reform evolved across the themes of editorial gatekeeping and bias, prestige-driven research metrics and evaluation,
and barrier and equity issues in research accessibility over the past 25 years? By answering this question, the
study aims to inform ongoing reform efforts and provide educators, researchers, and policymakers
with insights to foster a more inclusive, transparent, and equitable academic publishing ecosystem.
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2. Literature Review
2.1. Overview of Academic Publishing’s Role in Scholarly Communication

Academic publishing plays a vital role in scholarly communication as both a process and a system
for validating, curating, and disseminating knowledge [32]. In the academic community, the term
“publish” refers not only to the formal disclosure of a manuscript’s content but also to the broader
act of making information publicly accessible [32,33]. The publishing process officially begins when
authors finalize their manuscripts and submit them to academic platforms, typically peer-reviewed
journals or scholarly publishers [34]. To scholars, publishing is central to their academic identity and
professional advancement through external recognition from peers [2,35].

The publication process itself is highly collaborative and structured, as described by Hyland [2]
as follows: From the author’s perspective, selecting an appropriate journal involves evaluating the
journal’s aims, scope, and previously published work, as well as adhering to submission guidelines.
After the submission, authors must then monitor the editorial process, respond to reviewer comments,
revise the manuscript as necessary, and approve the final proofs. Journal editors and publishers support
this process by managing submission platforms, coordinating peer review, validating references,
handling formatting, and preserving the final record [36]. This process displays the interdependence
between authors, editors, and publishers, as well as reflects academic publishing’s function as both a
technical infrastructure and a system of scholarly communication.

Aside from knowledge dissemination, academic publishing serves as a quality assurance system.
Peer review, the primary method of quality control through validation by other scholars, is designed
to evaluate the rigor, reliability, and academic integrity of submitted work [2,37]. As discussed by
De Vries et al. [37], peer review can be in single-blinded or double-blinded format and involve at least
two reviewers and an editor who assess the manuscript’s intellectual contribution, including originality,
relevance to existing literature, clarity, argumentative quality, theoretical and practical implications, and
alignment with a journal’s editorial scope. These factors collectively determine whether a manuscript
is accepted and ultimately help define what is considered quality academic work [38]. Lastly in
the process, journal editors play a critical role in synthesizing reviewers’ recommendations to make
publication decisions, which shapes the direction of certain perspectives, topics, and research voices in
academic dialogue [2].

The implication of academic publishing extends beyond knowledge record and dissemination. In
today’s data-driven environment, publishing track record plays a critical role in evaluations for hiring,
promotion, tenure, and research funding [39]. One of the most influential tools in these evaluations
is the JIF, widely used as a metric of journal prestige and scholarly productivity [2,40]. Scholars
are incentivized to tailor their research to align with high-impact journals, as career advancement,
recognition, and funding are often tied to metrics [39]. Academic publishing thus operates as both
a regulatory system and a reward structure, commodifying scholarly output and equating impact
with citation [2]. Simultaneously, university rankings increasingly rely on publication output, further
entrenching the importance of publishing metrics [41]. According to Bradshaw and Brook [42], citation
and impact scores not only influence journal rankings but also shape which voices are amplified in
global scholarly discussions. In other words, based on the current publication system, the value of
research is often perceived to lie not only in its dissemination, but also in the professional capital it
generates.

Collectively, the mentioned dynamics show that publication is a crucial component for academic
actors of all levels, which is why it is very crucial to make sure that the landscape of the academic
publishing ecosystem is as equitable, inclusive, and representative to scholars of all backgrounds
(e.g., race, ethnicity, institutional reputation, and career stage). This commitment to equity must be
reflected across every facet of the ecosystem: from access to knowledge as the foundation for research
production, to the editorial decisions that shape what contributions are recognized, and the evaluation
processes that determine research value.
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2.2. Editorial Gatekeeping and Bias

Despite knowing how the publication ecosystem should be, that is ideal. The reality is far from
ideal. Editorial gatekeeping refers to the decision-making processes through which journal editors,
editorial boards, and peer reviewers determine which submissions are accepted for publication [2];
While these mechanisms are designed to uphold academic standards and ensure quality control, they
also act as filters that shape the directions of academic discourse. In practice, editorial gatekeeping
can introduce a variety of biases that reflect systemic asymmetries within academia. Scholars from
underrepresented regions, non-native English-speaking backgrounds, or those affiliated with lesser-
known institutions often face significant challenges in navigating this system, particularly when their
work challenges dominant theoretical, methodological, or political paradigms [3]. This exclusionary
practice is most commonly associated with high-ranking or ’top-tier’ journals, where selective editorial
practice creates a bottleneck that researchers seek to overcome in order to advance their careers [43].
Despite their training in scholarly evaluation, editors and reviewers are not immune to cognitive
biases that can compromise the fairness of their assessments, which is an issue that lies at the heart of
editorial gatekeeping dynamics.

Research has identified forms of bias such as favoritism toward prestigious institutions or well-
known authors, confirmatory bias (where reviewers prefer work aligning with their own views) [44],
positive publication bias (favoring studies with significant findings) [45,46], and even geopolitical or
ideological interference (assuming that research from certain institutions are better or worse in general)
[3]. Moreover, studies show that a large proportion of articles rejected by elite journals are eventually
published elsewhere, suggesting that rejection often reflects misalignment with editorial or disciplinary
preferences rather than intrinsic quality [47,48]. The prevalence of desk rejection, where manuscripts
are dismissed without external peer review, can centralize opportunity to be heard within a limited
editorial cohort, thereby amplifying existing biases and narrowing the trajectory of scholarly discourse
[49]. Ultimately, peer review is a human process shaped by subjective judgments, disciplinary norms,
and social dynamics. While efforts to standardize and anonymize the process exist, they cannot fully
eliminate the influence of existing power structures and beliefs. As such, editorial gatekeeping, though
central to scholarly publishing as a quality control measure, may perpetuate inequalities in academic
visibility and recognition if left unchecked.

In response to these concerns, a range of reform initiatives has emerged, with open peer review
gaining particular attention as a model that fosters transparency, accountability, and inclusivity.
Key features of open peer review include open identities, publication of peer review reports, wider
community participation, and preprint dissemination [50,51]. These developments represent a shift
away from opaque, hierarchical review structures toward more democratic models of scholarly
communication. Another similar development is the post-publication peer review model, where the
peer evaluation process occurs after the manuscript is publicly disseminated. In this system, authors
may identify potential reviewers and submit their names alongside the manuscript to the publisher
[52]. The publisher then verifies the credentials of the reviewers and facilitates their evaluation, which
becomes accessible as part of the manuscript’s public record [52]. This model opens up opportunities
for scholars to be heard while at the same time engages the manuscript in a quality assurance process
similar to the traditional peer review practice. Complementing these efforts is a growing emphasis
on research integrity and publication ethics, which is outlined in the UK Concordat to Support
Research Integrity [53,54]. The concordat especially emphasizes honesty, fairness, transparency, and
accountability throughout the life cycle of research, including the peer review and editorial aspect [53].

Together, these reforms seek to counteract gatekeeping bias, wherein editorial decisions may be
shaped by implicit norms or institutional preferences, leading to the exclusion of novel, interdisci-
plinary, or regionally diverse perspectives. Addressing such bias is not merely a procedural concern
but an ethical imperative to uphold the values of equity and openness in scholarly publishing. As
gatekeeping is deeply associated with questions of prestige and recognition, the following section
discusses the role of evaluation metrics in reinforcing these structural dynamics.
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2.3. Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Assessment

Over the past decades, bibliometric indicators such as the JIF, h-index, and citation counts have
become dominant tools for evaluating scholarly productivity and influence [2,40]. Initially developed
to track the dissemination and usage of research, these metrics have evolved into high-stakes proxies for
academic quality, frequently used by institutions in hiring, tenure, promotion, and funding decisions
[55,56]. A study by McKiernan et al. [55] revealed that 40% of universities with a strong research
orientation and 18% of master’s-level institutions utilize JIF in their promotion decision. However,
the emphasis on bibliometric measures has also incentivized scholars to prioritize publishing in high-
impact journals and focus on increasing such metrics, which may not always align with research
quality or innovation [57]. Reflecting these pressures, a large-scale survey by D’Souza et al. [58] was
administered with over 5,000 authors to highlight key challenges faced by authors in the academic
publishing ecosystem; The survey revealed that JIF was used as the most important element in journal
selection. These developments of metric-oriented culture illustrate how bibliometrics have shaped
academic publishing. While these metrics help track certain aspects of scholarly output, they can also
cause problems such as encouraging researchers to prioritize boosting scores instead of producing
work that’s meaningful or useful to real audiences, as these metrics are use as proxies for prestige
of the work itself [58,59]. In some countries, researchers receive financial rewards for publishing in
international journals. As a result, early-career academics often feel pressured to focus on getting their
work published at specific venues, sometimes at the cost of other important roles like teaching and
mentoring [2].

Ironically, the current use of metrics like JIF is distorted from the original intention of its creator
[40]. The growing reliance on these prestige-driven metrics has drawn considerable critiques. These
metrics, while intended to measure scholarly impact, have created perverse incentives that encourage
unethical practices such as excessive self-citation, citation cartels, coercive citation during peer review,
and the manipulation of authorship through gift authorship or credit slicing across large teams [60].
Studies show that such behaviors distort the academic record and foster new forms of misconduct,
including citation rings, manipulated peer review, and the rise of predatory publishing [20]. Quan-
titative analyses reveal significant disparities in self-citation practices across countries, suggesting
cultural or policy-driven motivations behind citation inflation [61]. Institutions, especially those
seeking rapid advancement in global university rankings, have been found to adopt metric-driven
strategies that may signal manipulation of metrics such as lead or corresponding author count, STEM
output, and publication number [62]. These practices are further reinforced by funding models like the
UK’s Research excellence framework, where journal rankings and quasi-exponential scoring systems
disproportionately reward publications in elite, monodisciplinary journals, thereby systematically
disadvantaging interdisciplinary and non-English or locally focused research [63]. As academic evalu-
ation shifts toward a corporate model that emphasizes performance metrics, scholars face growing
pressure to align their work with citation-rich fields, often at the cost of innovation, diversity, and
public trust [64]. To address these systemic issues, improved oversight, transparent bibliometric tools,
and a redefinition of academic excellence beyond numerical indicators are urgently needed.

In response to growing concerns about the misuse of traditional bibliometric indicators (e.g., JIF or
h-index) numerous reform movements have emerged advocating for more responsible, inclusive, and
context-sensitive approaches to research evaluation. One major initiative is the San Francisco DORA,
first declared in 2012 and formalized in 2013, which calls for de-emphasizing journal-based metrics
in favor of assessing research on its own merits [27]. DORA encourages transparency, recognition of
diverse research outputs (such as datasets, software, and societal impact), and discourages the use of
JIF to evaluate individual researchers or as promotional tools for publishers [27]. The DORA also urges
researchers to assess research based on its content, rather than its metrics [27]. Complementing this,
the Leiden Manifesto, published in Nature, outlines ten principles for the responsible use of metrics,
including the combination of qualitative expert review with quantitative indicators, recognition of
disciplinary differences, and greater support for locally relevant or non-English research [19,65,66].
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Alongside these frameworks, altmetrics have emerged as a complementary tool to capture the broader
impact of research through online mentions, media coverage, and policy uptake, though concerns
remain about platform dependency and data consistency [28]. Institutional initiatives, such as the
coalition for advancing research assessment, are also gaining momentum by embedding these princi-
ples into policy and practice. For example, a Canadian Delphi study identified 50 indicators aligned
with DORA such as methodological rigor, equity, policy relevance, and community engagement [67].
Collectively, these movements seek to reduce systemic bias, foster diversity, and restore integrity in
scholarly communication by redefining excellence through transparent, context-aware, and inclusive
assessment systems. These critiques not only challenge the dominance of numerical indicators but also
expose how prestige-based evaluation can reinforce barriers to inclusion and knowledge accessibility
through commodification.

2.4. Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility

While academic publishing is central to scholarly communication, it has also become a site of deep
inequality, shaped by commercialization and global disparities. In recent decades, the consolidation
of publishing power among a few large commercial entities has led to an increasingly profit-driven
model, where access to both publishing and reading scholarly work often hinges on institutional
wealth [68]. In fact, affordability in publication is also a main concern among research authors as
revealed by D’Souza et al. [58]’s study. The academic publishing landscape has evolved into an
oligopoly dominated by high-profit commercial publishers such as Elsevier and Springer Nature [69].
These publishers leverage market power, bundled contracts, and article processing charges (APCs)
to generate substantial revenue, often at the expense of universal access and equity. van Bellen et al.
[70] analyzed large-scale bibliometric data and reveal that despite some growth among small and
regional publishers, particularly in the humanities and social sciences, major publishers still dominate
the global output across multiple databases including, Web of Science (WoS) and OpenAlex. Björk [71]
explains how low market competition and “big deal” bundling strategies allow these publishers to
maintain high profits, which in turn inflate subscription costs and severely constrain library budgets.
As a result, a small number of commercial publishers hold enormous influence over the scholarly
communication ecosystem, entrenching systemic inequality. A testament to this oligopoly concern
became more prominent when an antitrust lawsuit was filed to such publishers, alleging that they took
advantages against scholars through actions such as exclusivity enforcement (i.e., single submission
policy), zero peer-review remuneration, and forced transfer or copyright after acceptance [72]. Market
concentration, combined with opaque pricing, continues to restrict access and visibility, especially for
scholars in under-resourced institutions and regions. However, meaningful transformation will require
challenging entrenched commercial incentives and redefining the values that underpin academic
publishing [9,70,71].

Although open access publishing removes paywalls for readers, it often shifts the financial
burden to authors through APC instead, thereby creating a different form of accessibility barrier [29].
These challenges are especially acute for scholars from low- and middle-income countries and less-
funded disciplines, who often must pay out-of-pocket or forgo publication opportunities altogether
[73,74]. High APCs, particularly in prestigious journals, contribute to a stratification effect in academic
publishing, enabling well-funded institutions to dominate high-impact open access venues while
marginalizing under-resourced scholars [75]. This barrier therefore contributes to the system that
privileges wealthier researchers and institutions [76]. Meanwhile, the high cost of journal subscriptions
continues to restrict access for many academic libraries, independent researchers, and the general
population, reinforcing global knowledge silos. Additionally, the funds allocated to cover APCs may
divert resources from other essential research needs such as staffing, travel, or equipment, ultimately
limiting the broader development of academic work [77,78].

As barriers to accessing scholarly knowledge persist, particularly for those in under-resourced
institutions and regions, alternative access models have proliferated to challenge the dominance of
commercial academic publishing. Several open access models were developed as follows: Green

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 31 July 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


7 of 56

open access (i.e., self-archiving by authors in institutional or subject repositories, typically after an
embargo period) allows for free dissemination of preprints or postprints without requiring payment
to publishers [79]. Hybrid open access (i.e., subscription journals offering individual articles as open
access for a fee) provides partial openness but has been criticized for "double dipping", charging both
subscription fees and APC [80]. Gold open access (i.e., full and immediate access provided by journals,
often funded by APCs paid by authors or institutions) enhances visibility but can be financially
exclusionary for researchers in low-resource settings [79]. Diamond open access (i.e., journals offering
immediate and free access without APCs, supported by academic institutions or public funding)
represents the most equitable model, though its scalability and sustainability remain under scrutiny
[81].

Additionally, illicit shadow libraries like Sci-Hub have also emerged in response to paywalls
and restrictive publishing structures. Founded in 2011 by Alexandra Elbakyan, dubbed as Science’s
Pirate Queen, Sci-Hub bypasses publisher restrictions to provide free access to millions of paywalled
academic articles, surpassing even what the legitimate route can provide in some universities [82].
For many researchers, especially in the Global South, Sci-Hub has become a vital resource, reflecting
both desperation in the face of unaffordable subscriptions and resistance to the commodification of
publicly funded research [83,84]. Despite repeated legal challenges and domain shutdowns, Sci-Hub
has continued to operate through alternative domains and mirror sites, demonstrating its resilience and
the persistent demand for unrestricted access to scholarly literature [85]. However, access inequalities
still also persist, not only in terms of financial barriers but also in structural imbalances such as
English-language dominance, geographic centralization of editorial authority, and the privileging
of institutional prestige, all of which shape whose knowledge is legitimized within global academia
[86]. In response, reform initiatives such as Plan S [87], Project DEAL [88], and Digital Research
Infrastructure for the Arts and Humanities [80] have called for and took effort in initiating structural
shifts by emphasizing principles of openness, transparency, and inclusivity to dismantle paywall-
based models, promote fairer evaluation practices, and encourage the sustainable dissemination of
knowledge.

3. Present Study
The preceding literature reveals three persistent and interconnected challenges in academic

publishing: editorial gatekeeping and bias, prestige-driven metrics and their influence on research
behavior, and enduring inequities in access to both publishing and scholarly knowledge. While these
issues have been widely discussed across scholarly communities, much of the discourse remains
fragmented, often focusing on isolated aspects or individual reforms. What is less understood is the
landscape of academic literature pertaining to these matters, as well as how they evolve over time,
particularly in response to major interventions such as the San Francisco DORA or the emergence of
Sci-Hub.

To address this gap, the present study adopts a bibliometric approach to systematically map
the development of scholarly conversations on publishing reform from 2000 to 2025. Bibliometric
analysis offers a robust method for uncovering patterns in publication activity, thematic evolution, and
the structural relationships within the literature. Therefore, this study aims to answer the research
question of How has scholarly literature on academic publishing reform evolved across the themes of editorial
gatekeeping and bias, prestige-driven research metrics and evaluation, and barrier and equity issues in research
accessibility over the past 25 years? The following section outlines the methodological design employed
to answer this question.

4. Method
4.1. Document Search and Collection

Bibliometric metadata of scholarly work regarding the three topics (i.e., Gatekeeping and Editorial
Bias, (2) Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Assessment, and (3) Barrier and Equity Issues in Research
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Accessibility) from 2000-2025 was collected from the the Scopus database. Scopus was selected as
the sole data source over other prominent databases such as WoS due to its more comprehensive
and detailed metadata offerings. Specifically, Scopus allows for the extraction of rich bibliometric
information in CSV format, including citation details (e.g., authors, title, year, citation count, document
type, and open access status), bibliographic data (e.g., affiliation, publisher, and serial identifiers
like ISSN), and content-related elements such as abstracts and both author-provided and indexed
keywords. In addition, Scopus includes other valuable fields such as funding information, conference
details, and references when available.

In contrast, WoS provides significantly less detailed metadata, typically limited to authors, titles,
sources, and abstracts. Although it is technically possible to merge datasets from Scopus and WoS,
doing so introduces complications due to the incompatible structure and differing metadata standards
between the two platforms. For example, discrepancies in total citation counts and variations in
keyword indexing methods, such as Scopus using "Author Keywords" versus WoS using "Keyword
Plus", can undermine the consistency and reliability of merged data. Moreover, the absence of many
metadata fields in WoS affects the completeness of the dataset and can potentially distort analysis
results and their interpretations. Given these considerations, Scopus was chosen for its superior
metadata richness and higher export limit, allowing the extraction of up to 5,000 records at once,
compared to WoS’s capacity of 1,000 records export. These advantages make Scopus the more suitable
choice for conducting a robust bibliometric analysis in this study.

4.2. Search Strategy and Dataset Construction

The bibliometric search was conducted in Scopus for the period 2000 to 2025 using a structured
and systematic strategy. Searches were limited to records in English and were conducted within the
fields of article title, abstract, and keywords. Only peer-reviewed literature types of articles, editorials,
reviews, book chapters, conference papers, and books were included. Preprint citation indexes were
excluded. The data collection took place between June 9th and June 19th, 2025.

The search was conducted separately for each of the three core research topics by breaking them
down into more specific subtopics to ensure thorough coverage of the database. For example, the topic
of Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias was divided into three distinct search blocks: (1) Gatekeeping and
Editorial Control, (2) Bias in Peer Review and Inclusion, and (3) Hierarchy and Prestige Barriers in
Publishing. Each subtopic was searched independently, and the resulting datasets were later merged.
Duplicate entries were identified and removed using DOI matching to ensure dataset integrity.

For the second and third research topics, the datasets were further segmented into two time
periods to allow for temporal analysis based on significant historical developments. The topic of
Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Evaluation was split into two periods: 2000–2013 (pre-DORA)
and 2014–2025 (post-DORA), referencing the launch of the San Francisco DORA as a pivotal moment in
the change of evaluation practices. In contrast, the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility
dataset was divided into 2000–2011 (pre-Sci-Hub) and 2012–2025 (post-Sci-Hub), recognizing Sci-
Hub’s disruptive role in research accessibility. Note that despite other shadow libraries such as Library
Genesis and Z-Library exist, they were excluded from this study due to their broader content scope,
which includes general-interest books, images, comics, audiobooks, and magazines. Table 1 presents
the complete search strings used for each topic and subtopic, including the specific time slices for
an analysis of the evolution of scholarly discourse before and after key events associated with each
thematic area.
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Table 1. Search strings and time slice period of the study.
# Topic Key Concept Search String Time Slicing

1
Gatekeeping and editorial bias

Editorial gatekeeping, Editorial subjectivity / bias,
Biased desk rejection, Biased, peer review process,
Confirmation bias in peer review,
Positive publication bias,
Inclusion/exclusion of replication or negative results,
Hierarchical publishing / prestige bottlenecks

Block A: Gatekeeping & Editorial Control
Scopus: ( "editorial gatekeeping" OR "editorial bias" OR "editorial subjectivity"
OR "editorial decision*" OR "insider bias" OR ( "desk reject*"
AND ( bias OR subjectivity OR favoritism OR transparency ) ) )

731 documents found on Scopus

No time slicing

Block B: Bias in peer review / inclusion
( "peer review bias" OR "publication bias" OR "positive results bias"
OR "positive publication bias" OR "null results exclusion"
OR "negative results exclusion" OR "negative findings exclusion"
OR "null findings exclusion" OR "file drawer problem" )
AND ( "peer review" OR "academic publishing"
OR "scientific communication" OR "research dissemination" )

516 documents found on Scopus
Block C: Journal Prestige barriers
"prestige journals" OR "hierarchical publishing" OR "publishing hierarchy"
OR "publication hierarchy" OR "journal prestige" OR "publication bottleneck"

191 documents found on Scopus

2

Prestige-driven metrics and research evaluation

Overemphasis of publication metrics (e.g., impact factor, citation counts, journal quartiles.
Distorted research evaluation.
Hypercompetition in publishing,
"Natural selection of bad science",
distorted publication practice (e.g., p-hacking, selective reporting).

Block A: Metrics overreliance
( "impact factor" OR "journal impact factor" OR "journal quartile"
OR "journal rankings" OR "citation-based metric*" OR "research metric*" )
AND ( "overreliance" OR "misuse" OR "abuse" OR "limitations"
OR "criticism" OR "flaws" OR "problem*" OR "bias*" OR "gaming"
OR "inappropriate" )

3571 documents found on Scopus

2000–2013 = pre-DORA/Leiden

2014-2025 = post-DORA/Leiden adoption

Block B: Research assessment & evaluation
"research assessment fairness" OR "research evaluation"
OR "faculty evaluation fairness" OR "academic evaluation fairness"
OR "promotion and tenure" OR "RPT" OR "review promotion tenure"

1704 documents found on Scopus
Block C: Problems / distortions caused by metrics
"natural selection of bad science" OR "p-hacking" OR "selective reporting"
OR "salami slicing" OR "research malpractice" OR "reductionist evaluation"
OR "metrics distortion" OR "prestige-driven publishing"

1812 documents found on Scopus
Block D: Broader discourse documents
"DORA declaration" OR "San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment"
OR "Leiden Manifesto" OR "responsible metrics"
OR "responsible research assessment" OR "responsible evaluation"

130 documents found on Scopus

3

Barrier and equity issues in research accessibility

Commercialization of publishing and academic publication oligopoly.
Paywalls from subscription-based models.
Accessibility problem from article processing charges (APCs).
Open access as an inequitable partial solution.
Regional and institutional inequities in access.
Sci-Hub as a symptom of access issues.
Global disparities in scholarly publishing participation

Block A: Publishing Commercialization & oligopoly
“commercial publishing” OR "academic publishing oligopoly"
OR "publishing oligopoly" OR "commercial publishers"
OR "academic publishing industry" OR "publishing market concentration"

536 documents found on Scopus

2000-2011 = pre Sci-hub

2012-2025 = post Sci-hub

Block B: Barriers to access
"academic journals paywall*" OR "subscription-based journal*"
OR "subscription cost*" OR "restricted research access"
OR "barriers to research access" OR "access to research" OR "research access"
AND ( "inequit*" OR "disparity" OR "librar*" )

318 documents found on Scopus
Block C: Open access challenges & APCs
"article processing charges" OR "cost of open access"
OR "open access inequity" OR "APC waiver"
OR "affordability of open access" OR "predatory open access"

553 documents found on Scopus
Block D: Global equity & participation
"equity in scholarly publishing" OR "global inequities in publishing"
OR "research accessibility" OR "knowledge equity" OR "research participation barriers"
OR "low-income country publishing" OR "underfunded institutions"
OR "global South research access"

143 documents found on Scopus
Block E: Sci-Hub and shadow libraries
“Sci-Hub” OR "shadow library" OR "pirate library"
OR "illegal access to research" OR "circumventing paywalls"
OR "Sci-Hub citation impact" OR "Sci-Hub and research access"
OR “black open access” OR “shadow libraries”

155 documents found on Scopus

4.3. Bibliometric Analysis

Bibliometric analysis, which is the quantitative evaluation of publication patterns, research output,
and scholarly impact within a specific field, was conducted using the Bibliometrix package in R [89].
Two primary analytical approaches were employed: performance analysis and conceptual analysis.
Performance analysis was performed using the biblioAnalysis function to assess the productivity and
influence of various research actors, including institutions, countries, and sources (e.g., journals or
conferences). This analysis provided insights into publication output, scientific production trends,
and the identification of dominant countries regarding discourses of the topic. Note that while author
name is a standard component of performance analysis, it is not emphasized in this study, as it offers
limited meaningful insight into the overarching research objective (i.e., understanding the structural
and thematic landscape of the literature). Additionally, highlighting individual authors may invite
unnecessary or unsolicited attention, which this study aims to avoid.

Conceptual analysis was conducted to explore the thematic structure and intellectual development
within each research topic. Author keywords served as the primary data source for this analysis.
Keyword co-occurrence networks were constructed using the biblioNetwork function and visualized
with the Fruchterman-Reingold layout algorithm to reveal structural relationships and thematic clusters
within the field. Further, conceptual cluster analysis was executed using the conceptualStructure
function, applying the Multiple Correspondence Analysis (MCA) method. MCA is a statistical
technique that reduces the dimensionality of categorical data to identify meaningful groupings of
related terms [90]. This analysis was configured with a minimum term occurrence (minDegree) of 4,
five clusters (clust = 5), and a minimum of 10 documents per cluster, ensuring the thematic integrity
and interpretability of the clusters.

A thematic map analysis was then performed using the thematicMap function to examine the
developmental trajectory of research themes [91]. The analysis included the top 250 terms (n = 250)
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and used a minimum frequency threshold (minFreq) of 4 per thousand documents. The resulting map
classifies clusters into four quadrants, each representing different stages of thematic maturity:

• Emerging or Declining Themes (low centrality, low density): This quadrant represents topics that
are either underdeveloped or losing relevance, often characterized by weak integration with other
themes and limited research activity.

• Niche Themes (low centrality, high density): This quadrant represents Well-developed but isolated
topics with strong internal coherence and limited external linkage.

• Basic Themes (high centrality, low density): This quadrant represents foundational topics with
wide relevance but lower development, often serving as conceptual anchors for the field.

• Motor Themes (high centrality, high density): This quadrant represents both well-developed and
highly connected topics, indicating the forefront of the research domain.

For topics subjected to time-sliced analysis, the thematicEvolution function was employed to
visualize and quantify thematic changes over time [91]. The configuration is similar to that of the
thematic map (N = 250, minFreq = 4). The evolution was interpreted by examining keyword continuity
and directional arrows between time periods. When arrows connect themes across time, they signal
sustained relevance and thematic development. Conversely, the absence of a connecting arrow suggests
either the emergence of a new theme or the obsolescence of a prior one. Additionally, convergence
of multiple earlier themes into a single later theme suggests interdisciplinary integration or the
coalescence of research areas into a unified topic.

To enhance the thematic relevance and clarity of the conceptual analyses, a rigorous keyword
cleaning process was undertaken. Terms that did not meaningfully contribute to the core subject
matter, such as Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias, were systematically excluded, even if they appeared as
prominent keywords in the dataset. This step was critical to eliminate noise and prevent the distortion
of thematic structures by unrelated or overly broad topics. For instance, in the conceptual analysis
of gatekeeping and editorial bias, the following terms were removed: “news production,” “online
journalism,” “journalism,” “news,” “newspapers,” “online news,” “social media”. Although some
of these terms were frequently used, they represented tangential or unrelated domains, and their
inclusion would have diluted the thematic precision of the analysis.

Additionally, synonymous and closely related terms were consolidated to reduce redundancy
and improve the interpretability of the conceptual structure. This consolidation was necessary to avoid
fragmentation of semantically similar ideas across multiple clusters, which could obscure the true
conceptual landscape of the field. For example, “publication,” “publishing,” “academic publishing,”
and “scholarly publishing” were treated as a single unified concept. Similarly, “journal prestige”
and “prestige” were merged, as were variations of “journal” such as “academic journals,” “academic
journal,” “journal,” and “journals.” Other merged pairs included “editorial decisions” and “editorial
decision.” These standardization efforts ensured a more coherent representation of dominant themes
and helped preserve the analytical integrity of the conceptual mapping.

Despite deliberate efforts to remove irrelevant keywords and consolidate synonyms, some residual
or synonymous terms may still appear in the results. In certain cases, seemingly unrelated terms may
appear because they reflect the disciplinary context of the analyzed documents. For instance, a paper
addressing publication bias may originate from the clinical sciences, thereby introducing domain-
specific clinical terminology into the conceptual clusters. This trade-off was deemed acceptable, as it
preserves the broader conceptual alignment of the dataset while minimizing disruptions to thematic
coherence and interpretability. Additionally, some synonymous terms may persist in keyword-dense
results due to the limitations of manual synonym consolidation. Given the complexity involved in this
process, it is plausible that some redundancies were overlooked. However, to mitigate the impact of
such inconsistencies, the interpretation of conceptual analysis results was based on the triangulation of
multiple methods (e.g., keyword co-occurrence network, MCA, and thematic map). This approach
ensured that interpretations were grounded in converging patterns across analyses, rather than being
skewed by any single artifact or missed keyword.

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 31 July 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


11 of 56

Appendix A presents the full list of removed terms and terms consolidated as synonyms. Finally,
the results of the conceptual analysis are interpreted qualitatively by drawing on insights from relevant
literature. These findings are then integrated with the performance analysis results to construct a
comprehensive view of the scholarly landscape across the three core topics. For Topics 2 and 3, this
integrated analysis also enables the identification of key changes in thematic focus following major
field-changing events (e.g., the emergence of Sci-hub).

5. Results
5.1. Performance Analysis

Results from the performance analysis are presented first, as they offer a foundational overview
of the research landscape, including scientific productivity, key sources, and frequently appeared
keywords. This initial overview provides context for interpreting the findings from the subsequent
conceptual and thematic analyses. In this analysis, we opted to use Author Keywords rather than
Keyword Plus. While both indexing terms are commonly employed in bibliometric mapping, Author
Keywords are typically more context-specific, as they are selected by the authors to reflect the core
themes and subject matter of their research. In contrast, Keyword Plus terms are algorithmically
generated based on the titles of cited references, which can result in less precise or contextually rel-
evant descriptors [92]. As such, Author Keywords are better suited for capturing the intentional
focus and domain-specific language used by researchers, thereby enhancing the accuracy and inter-
pretability of conceptual analyses [92]. This study analyzed a total of 10,101 scholarly documents
across three core themes related to academic publishing reform: Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias (N =
1,420), Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation (N = 7,044), and Barrier and Equity Issues in
Research Accessibility (N = 1,637). These sample sizes represent de-duplicated results obtained from
structured searches conducted in the Scopus database. Table 2 presents a comparative summary of
the performance analysis for each topic, highlighting key metrics such as publication output, growth
rate, source distribution, and top keywords.

Table 2. Performance analysis results of the three topics.
Topic 1: Gatekeeping and editorial bias Topic 2: Prestige-driven metrics and research evaluation Topic 3: Barrier and equity issues in research accessibility

N of analyzed documents (Total document - duplicates) 1420 (1438/18) 7044 (7217/173) 1637 (1705/68)
Annual growth rate % 10.7 9.08 8.09
Average citations per year per document 2.955 3.588 1.583

Document Types (N)

article (880)
book (16)
book chapter (61)
conference paper (47)
editorial (157)
review (259)

article (4558)
book (24)
book chapter (197)
conference paper (848)
editorial (165)
review (1252)

article (1138)
book (17)
book chapter (102)
conference paper (129)
editorial (49)
review (202)

Maximally and minimally productive year (N of publications) 2019 (158) 2000 (5) 2022 (600)
2000 (32)

2024 (171)
2003 (10)

Top corresponding author’s country (N of documents) USA (365) USA (1096) USA (399)

Top 5 sources

1. Review of financial studies
2. PLOS one
3. Scientometrics
4. BMJ Open
5. Review of corporate finance studies

1. Cochrane database of systematic review
2. PLOS one
3. Scientometric
4. Journal of clinical epidemiology
5. Research evaluation

1. Learned publishing
2. Insights: The UKSG journal
3. Scientometrics
4. Publications
5. Serial librarians

Top 5 keywords

1. Peer review
2. Publication bias
3. Bias
4. Prestige bias
5. publication

1. Impact factor
2. Research evaluation
4. Bibliometrics
4. Publication bias
5. P-hacking

1. Article processing charge
2. Scholarly publishing
3. Open access
4. Publishing
5. Sci-hub

Note. For the top 5 keyword components, keywords that share synonymous meaning as explained
above were merged. Keywords that are not relevant to the subject matter were also excluded as
mentioned above.

5.1.1. Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias

The dataset for Topic 1 comprised 1,420 unique documents, extracted from an initial pool of 1,438
records. Although it represents the smallest dataset among the three topics, it exhibited the highest
annual growth rate at 10.7% over the past 25 years. The most productive year was 2019, with 158
publications, compared to only 5 publications in 2000. This trend highlights an increase in attention to
the editorial gatekeeping issue in the last decade. The majority of documents were journal articles (n =
880), followed by review articles (n = 259) and editorials (n = 157). This distribution suggests that the
discourse is both empirical and reflective, which is consistent with the normative concerns often raised
in peer review reform and editorial transparency. On average, documents in this topic received 2.955
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citations per year. Geographically, the United States led in corresponding authorship (n = 365), which
highlights its dominant position in editorial policy discourse and journal management.

The most prominent sources included Review of Financial Studies, PLOS ONE, Scientometrics,
and BMJ Open; This distribution reflects a combination of disciplinary application and meta-level
inquiry. The top recurring keywords were peer review, publication bias, bias, prestige bias, and
publication, which collectively point to persistent concerns about fairness, credibility, and the influence
of institutional prestige in scholarly publishing. These keywords highlight ongoing critiques of the
legitimacy and inclusivity of current editorial systems.

5.1.2. Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Evaluation

The second dataset, focusing on prestige-based evaluation metrics and research assessment
practices, was the largest of the three, comprising 7,044 unique documents after removing duplicates
from an initial pool of 7,217. This topic showed an annual growth rate of 9.08%. The most productive
year was 2022, during which 600 documents were published, which reflects increased global scrutiny
of performance indicators such as journal impact factors, citation counts, and university rankings.
The dominant document type in this dataset was the journal article (n = 4,558), accompanied by a
substantial number of reviews (n = 1,252) and conference papers (n = 848). The volume of conference
proceedings suggests that discussions around research evaluation are both academically active and
responsive to evolving policy frameworks. Editorials (n = 165), book chapters (n = 197), and books
(n = 24) were also present, indicating some degree of conceptual and theoretical exploration beyond
empirical analysis.

This topic recorded the highest average citation rate across the three datasets at 3.588 citations
per document per year, reflecting substantial academic engagement. Similarly to the first topic, the
United States was the top country for corresponding authorship (n = 1,096), reinforcing its strong
institutional and policy presence in shaping research evaluation discourse. Key publishing venues
included the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, PLOS ONE, Scientometrics, Journal of Clinical
Epidemiology, and Research Evaluation. These journals represent a mix of methodological work,
bibliometric-level analysis, and policy engagement. The most frequent keywords were impact factor,
research evaluation, bibliometrics, publication bias, and p-hacking. These terms reflect central themes
such as the quantification of scholarly value, the limitations of traditional metrics and its entailing
problem.

5.1.3. Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility

The third dataset, centered on barriers to research access and equity in knowledge dissemination,
has the lowest growth rate of 8.09% among the three topics. The most productive year was 2024,
during which 171 documents were published. As with the other topics, journal articles were the
predominant document type (n = 1,138), followed by reviews (n = 202) and book chapters (n = 102).
This topic recorded the lowest average citations per year per document at 1.583, possibly due to the
cross-disciplinary nature of accessibility discussions and slower citation cycles in fields such as library
science, education, and development studies. The United States also led in corresponding authorship
(n = 399), though the topic itself likely features more global representation as it could be more relevant
to researchers in the global south communities as they are directly affected by the equitable access
issue [24].

Leading publication venues included Learned Publishing, Insights: The UKSG Journal, Sciento-
metrics, Publications, and Serial Librarian. These sources reflect a mix of scholarly publishing, library
science, and open access advocacy. The most frequent keywords of article processing charge, scholarly
publishing, open access, publishing, and Sci-Hub highlight core concerns around the economic and
legal barriers to accessing research, as well as grassroots responses to these barriers. The appearance
of Sci-Hub in particular shows the tension between formal publishing infrastructures and informal
access mechanisms.

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 31 July 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


13 of 56

5.1.4. Time Sliced Analysis: Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Before and After DORA

Table 3 displays and juxtaposes performance analysis results of the second topic: Prestige-driven
metrics and research evaluation before and after the emergence of San-Francisco DORA. The pre-DORA
period (2000–2013) yielded 1,664 documents, with a relatively high annual growth rate of 18.35%,
indicating a rapid early-stage expansion of discourse on research evaluation and metrics. Scholarly
output reached a pre-event peak in 2013 (286 documents). The average citations per document per year
was 3.572, already showing substantial engagement. Most publications were journal articles (n = 1,004),
but conference papers (n = 300) and reviews (n = 277) also made significant contributions, suggesting
active debate and methodological development. The USA led as the top country for corresponding
authors (n = 296). Prominent journals included PLOS ONE, Scientometrics, and the Cochrane Database
of Systematic Reviews. Top keywords emphasized impact factor, bibliometrics, research evaluation,
and bias, highlighting early critical engagement with citation-based indicators.

Table 3. Performance analysis results of the second topic: Prestige-driven metrics and research evaluation before
and after the emergence of San-Francisco DORA.

2000-2013
pre-DORA and Leiden Manifesto

2014-2025
post-DORA and Leiden Manifesto

N of analyzed documents 1664 5380
Annual growth rate % 18.35 -1.26
Average citations per year per document 3.572 3.593

Document Types (N)

article (1004)
book (1)
book chapter (30)
conference paper (300)
editorial (52)
review (277)

article (3554)
book (23)
book chapter (167)
conference paper (548)
editorial (113)
review (975)

Maximally and minimally productive year (N of publications) 2013 (286)
2000 (32)

2022 (600)
2025 (281)

Top corresponding author’s country (N of documents) USA (296) China (825)

Top 5 sources

1. PLOS one
2. Scientometric
3. Cochrane database of systematic review
4. Journal of clinical epidemiology
5. Lecture note in computer science

1. Cochrane database of systematic review
2. PLOS one
3. Scientometrics
4. Journal of clinical epidemiology
5. BMJ open

Top 5 keywords

1. Impact factor
2. Bibliometrics
3. Research evaluation
4. Bias
5. Citation analysis

1. Research evaluation
2. Impact factor
3. Bibliometrics
4. P-hacking
5. Publication bias

Note. Unable to determine the number of duplicated documents as the split is done after
deduplication. For the top 5 keyword components, keywords that share synonymous meaning as
explained above were merged. Keywords that are not relevant to the subject matter were also
excluded as mentioned above.

In the post-DORA period, the dataset expanded considerably to 5,380 documents, yet the annual
growth rate slowed to -1.26%, indicating a plateau or saturation effect in publication volume. The
most productive year is 2022 (600 publications). Despite the slower growth, citation activity slightly
increased, with an average of 3.593 citations per document per year. Publication types diversified
slightly, with a greater share of book chapters (n = 167) and editorials (n = 113), pointing to broader
conceptual discussions post-DORA. Notably, China overtook the USA as the top country by volume
of corresponding authors (n = 825), suggesting geographic shifts in leadership. Publication sources
remain relatively the same.

Thematically, the most frequent keywords evolved: while research evaluation, impact factor
and bibliometrics remained prominent, newer terms like P-hacking and publication bias emerged as
prominent keywords; this suggests a deepening concern with research integrity and reproducibility,
reflecting a shift in scholarly focus from merely assessing impact to critically examining the processes
and incentives that shape scientific outputs. Such developments may reflect the influence of DORA’s
advocacy for more responsible approaches to evaluating scientific contributions, marking a transition
toward a more mature and reflexive discourse on research assessment.
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5.1.5. Time Sliced Analysis: Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Before and After
Sci-Hub

Table 4 displays and juxtaposes performance analysis results of the third topic: Barrier and
equity issues in research accessibility before and after the emergence of Sci-hub shadow library. The
pre-Sci-Hub period yielded 276 publications with a relatively higher annual growth rate of 10.19%,
but this growth was on a relatively small base. The average citations per document per year was
relatively low at 0.8838, suggesting that access equity was a niche or emerging issue within scholarly
publishing. The most productive year was 2011 (32 documents). Publication types were dominated
by journal articles (n = 160), with smaller shares of reviews (n = 43), conference papers (n = 38), and
book chapters (n = 16). The USA was the top contributing country (n = 81). Core journals included
Serials Librarian, Information Services and Use, and First Monday, pointing to a strong library and
information science orientation. Top keywords included publishing, open access, electronic publishing,
libraries, and internet, which reflect an infrastructural framing of the access issue, centered on digital
transition and institutional roles.

Table 4. Performance analysis results of the third topic: Barrier and equity issues in research accessibility before
and after the emergence of Sci-hub shadow library.

2000-2011
Pre Sci-hub

2012-2025
Post Sci-hub

N of analyzed documents 276 1361
Annual growth rate % 10.19 5.8
Average citations per year per document 0.8838 1.725

Document types (N)

article (160)
book (3)
book chapter (16)
conference paper (38)
editorial (16)
review (43)

article (978)
book (14)
book chapter (86)
conference paper (91)
editorial (33)
review (159)

Maximally and minimally productive year (N of publications) 2011 (32)
2003 (10)

2024 (171)
2012 (37)

Top corresponding author’s country (N of documents) USA (81) USA (258)

Top 5 sources

1. Serials librarian
2. Information services and use
3. D-Lib Magazine
4. College and research libraries
5. First monday

1. Learned publishing
2. Insights: the UKSG journal
3. Scientometrics
4. Publications
5. Publishing research quarterly

Top 5 keywords

1. Publishing
2. Open access
3. Electronic publishing
4. Libraries
5. Internet

1. Open access
2. Article processing charge
3. Publishing
4. Sci-hub
5. Predatory journals

Note. Unable to determine the number of duplicated documents as the split is done after
deduplication. For the top 5 keyword components, keywords that share synonymous meaning as
explained above were merged. Keywords that are not relevant to the subject matter were also
excluded as mentioned above.

Following the rise of Sci-Hub, the dataset grew to 1,361 documents, although the growth rate
slowed to 5.8% annually. Importantly, the average citation rate nearly doubled to 1.725, indicating
increased academic attention and possibly controversy. The most productive year was 2024 (171
publications), showing peak interest more than a decade after Sci-Hub’s appearance, suggesting a
delayed but accelerating concern over equity and access. The USA remained the leading country for
corresponding authorship (n = 258). There was a shift in publication venues to include Learned Pub-
lishing, Insights, Scientometrics, and Publishing Research Quarterly, suggesting a broader disciplinary
base regarding science evaluation and communication. In the post-Scihub period, the top keywords of
article processing charges, predatory journals, and Sci-Hub itself emerge in addition to the existing
top keywords of publishing and open access; This could indicate a more politicized and economically
framed discourse, focused on both formal and informal access structures.
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5.2. Conceptual Analysis

For conceptual analysis results, similarly to the pattern of reporting of performance analysis
results, results of the full dataset will be reported first to provide an overview to conceptual landscape
of the three topics, then the juxtaposition of the concept before and after the key event of topic 2 and 3
will be discussed later to examine how the conceptual landscape has evolved overtime.

5.2.1. Keyword Co-Occurrence Network
Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias

Figure 1 displays the keyword co-occurrence networks of this topic. Cluster 1 (Blue) is the largest,
comprising 10 key terms. Peer review is the most prominent node, followed by publication bias. Other
related terms in this cluster include impact factor, transparency, funding, open science, reproducibility,
review, decision making, and editorial decisions. As the largest and most central cluster, this group
emphasizes the procedural and normative dimensions of academic publishing. Peer review emerges
as the dominant node, reflecting its foundational role in gatekeeping mechanisms. The co-occurrence
of terms like publication bias, impact factor, transparency, and open science suggests ongoing concerns
about how evaluation metrics and systemic opacity influence editorial decisions.

Figure 1. Keyword Co-occurrence Networks of the Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias Topic.

Cluster 2 (Green) includes 9 terms, with publications as the biggest node. Surrounding it are
diversity, authorship, gender, bias, citation analysis, ethics, editors, and scientific misconduct. This
cluster focuses on the socio-ethical implications of editorial practices, with publications at its core.
Terms such as diversity, gender, authorship, and bias highlight concerns about representational equity
and implicit bias in scholarly gatekeeping. The presence of ethics, scientific misconduct, and editors
suggests that questions of fairness, inclusion, and editorial responsibility are central to this conceptual
grouping. Citation analysis appears as a methodological anchor, possibly reflecting attempts to
empirically measure disparities in visibility and recognition across demographic or geographic lines.

Cluster 3 (Purple) consists of 7 terms, with academic journals as the most prominent node. Other
terms include open access, journal prestige, research, bibliometrics, scientometrics, and citations. The
central term, academic journals, could indicate that this cluster is concerned with structural aspects of
scholarly communication. Keywords like open access and journal prestige could represent ongoing
tensions between traditional prestige-based publication models and newer, more inclusive or accessible
alternatives. The inclusion of scientometrics and citations links this discussion to the evaluation of
research performance and the stratification of journals, further connecting it to the mechanisms of
editorial bias and prestige-driven gatekeeping.
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Cluster 4 (Red), the smallest, contains 3 related terms: editorial bias, insider bias, and gatekeeping.
Although the smallest, this cluster is conceptually significant as it directly captures the core theme of
gatekeeping. The grouping of editorial bias, insider bias, and gatekeeping suggests a focused discourse
around the consolidation of editorial power and the potential for exclusionary practices. Additionally,
the term prestige bias appears as a peripheral, standalone concept, forming its own isolated cluster. Its
isolation may suggest it is either underexplored in empirical research or framed independently from
the other dominant discourses, despite its relevance to multiple clusters

Overall, this landscape reflects a growing academic concern with the accountability, transparency,
and equity of editorial processes. At its core, the landscape is shaped by the interaction between
institutional mechanisms (e.g., peer review, editorial decisions), ethical and social considerations
(e.g., diversity, bias, misconduct), and structural features of the scholarly communication system (e.g.,
journal prestige, bibliometrics), and systemic issue (e.g., insider bias, editorial bias). While each cluster
emphasizes a distinct thematic area, together they form a comprehensive picture of how gatekeeping
operates, both overtly through editorial decisions and subtly through systemic biases embedded in
publishing norms, metrics, or favoritism.

Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Evaluation

Figure 2 displays the keyword co-occurrence networks of this topic. Cluster 1 (Green) is the
largest, consisting of 14 terms. The most prominent node is journal impact factor, followed by research
evaluation. Other related terms include altmetrics, bibliometrics, scientometrics, h-index, social media,
impact, journal ranking, citations, citation analysis, journals, research impact, and bibliometric analysis.
As the largest and most conceptually dense cluster, this group focuses on the tools and indicators
used to evaluate research. Journal impact factor is the most prominent term, reinforcing its role as
a dominant evaluative standard in academia. The presence of h-index, citations, journal ranking,
and bibliometric analysis reflects a system heavily reliant on quantitative indicators. However, the
inclusion of altmetrics and social media signals growing interest in alternative forms of research
visibility and impact, especially those that capture influence beyond academic citations. This cluster
embodies the core of prestige-driven evaluation, where visibility, ranking, and impact are frequently
treated as proxies for quality.

Figure 2. Keyword Co-occurrence Networks of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic.

Cluster 2 (Blue) and Cluster 3 (Red) are equal in size, each containing 7 terms. The Blue cluster
comprises terms such as assessment, higher education, evaluation, open access, publications, research,
and peer review. This cluster focuses on the institutional and procedural dimensions of research
evaluation. Terms like assessment, higher education, evaluation, and peer review suggest a concern
with how metrics are used within academic settings and often influencing hiring, funding, and
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promotion decisions. The co-occurrence of publications, open access, and research points to ongoing
debates about how to balance accessibility with perceived quality or impact. This cluster connects
evaluative tools to the broader educational and institutional ecosystem in which they are embedded.

The Red cluster comprises terms such as open science, transparency, p-hacking, replication,
selective reporting, publication bias, and reproducibility. This cluster highlights the ethical and
epistemological risks of prestige-driven evaluation. Terms like p-hacking, selective reporting, and
publication bias reflect how metric pressure can distort research practices, incentivizing statistically
significant (but potentially unreliable) findings. The presence of open science, transparency, replication,
and reproducibility suggests a countermovement aiming to restore scientific integrity and resist
distortions driven by impact-focused publication strategies. This cluster serves as a critique of the
unintended consequences of metric obsession and supports ongoing reforms in scientific practice.

Cluster 4 (Purple) is the smallest, comprising just 2 terms: bias and methodology. Though
small, this cluster is also conceptually important. These two terms point to growing awareness of
bias in research methodology. Overall, the largest thematic space is represented by terms related to
quantitative indicators of research (e.g., impact factor), its involvement with the institutional and
evaluative contexts of higher education and publication systems (e.g., peer review, higher education),
questionable research practice that may stem from research evaluation (e.g., p-hacking, selective
reporting), and the broader topic of research bias in research methodology (e.g., bias).

Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility

Figure 3 displays the keyword co-occurrence networks of this topic. Cluster 1 (Green) is the largest,
consisting of 16 terms. Open access is the most prominent node, followed by scholarly publishing
and article processing charge. Additional related terms include scientific journal, predatory journal,
bibliometrics, Scopus, peer review, Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ), hybrid journals, gold
open access, journal impact factor, open science, predatory publishing, commercial publishing, and
institutional repositories. This dominant cluster focuses on the mechanics, platforms, and economic
structures of scholarly publishing. Open access is the central term, with links to scholarly publishing
and article processing charge. This co-occurrence reflects the costs of participation in open publishing
models. The presence of terms like predatory journal, gold open access, and hybrid journals reflects
both the diversification and exploitation of the open access movement. This cluster also includes
operational elements such as Scopus, DOAJ, institutional repositories, and bibliometrics, showing how
the formalization and indexing of open-access content is shaping scholarly visibility. Interestingly, the
coexistence of commercial publishing and journal impact factor keywords in this cluster suggests that
prestige-driven metrics and profit-based models continue to influence the spaces nominally committed
to scientific dissemination.

Figure 3. Keyword Co-occurrence Networks of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic.
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Cluster 2 (Red) comprises 9 terms such as ethics, research, Sci-Hub, academic libraries, electronic
journals, copyright, digital library, commercial publishers, and scholarly journal. This cluster centers
on the moral and legal dimensions of research accessibility. Terms such as Sci-Hub, copyright, and
commercial publishers frame a discourse around access as both an ethical and legal issue. The
inclusion of academic libraries, digital libraries, and electronic journals shows that both traditional
and digital infrastructures continue to play a crucial role in research access provision, by serving as the
foundation of subscription-based models and open access ideals. This cluster represents an interplay
between authorized access models and unauthorized or legally grey systems that emerge in response
to persistent barriers.

Cluster 3 (Blue) is smaller, with 3 terms: higher education, collaboration, and knowledge equity.
The co-occurrence of this cluster suggests efforts to address inequities in knowledge access and
production. This cluster could represent a shift in the discourse from technical discussions of access
to broader concerns about justice, participation, and inclusion. Additionally, two terms of equity
and research accessibility are positioned at the periphery of the conceptual map and are considered
standalone nodes forming their own micro-clusters. This spatial positioning implies that, while
frequently appearing, these terms may not yet be fully operationalized or empirically connected within
the broader literature.

Overall, the co-occurrences in this network represent the tensions between means of access,
commercial interests, and scholarly inclusivity. The central focus of the network revolves around the
dynamics of open access publishing, from its promises of democratizing knowledge to the economic
and institutional barriers that persist (Green, 2019). Across clusters, several key themes emerge: the
economic cost of access (e.g., article processing charges), ethical challenges (e.g., predatory publishing,
copyright), institutional roles (e.g., libraries, repositories), and the global inequities tied to who can
access and participate in knowledge production.

5.2.2. MCA-Based Conceptual Clustering
Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias

Figure 4 displays the keyword clusters from MCA of this topic. This, and the following figures,
highlight the most prominent keywords within each cluster. Due to visual limitations and overlap,
not all smaller keywords are displayed, only those with the highest prominence appear in the output.
The biggest cluster (blue) has prominent keywords such as editorial decision making, manuscript,
transparency, publication, ethics, interventions, academic journals, conflict of interest, bias, editor,
peer-review, academia, media, authorship, citation, metrics, journal quality, and scopus. This cluster
captures the process behind editorial decision-making. Central terms such as editorial decision making,
manuscript, peer-review, and publication emphasize the procedural core of the gatekeeping process.
These are complemented by ethical concerns like transparency, conflict of interest, ethics, and bias
editor. The inclusion of authorship, citation, metrics, journal quality, and scopus indicates a broader
evaluative framework in which editorial decisions are shaped not just by content but by prestige
indicators and visibility metrics. For example, journals with a high impact factor may be more selective
in accepting manuscripts than their lower peers. This cluster reflects a literature focused on reform,
standardization, and the need for greater accountability in editorial practices.
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Figure 4. MCA Keyword Cluster of the Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias Topic.

The red cluster has prominent keywords of gender, race, and diversity. This cluster reflects the
socio-demographic critiques of editorial practices. Gender, race, and diversity form a conceptual
triad that points to systemic biases in academic publishing, particularly in who gets published, cited,
or invited to contribute. The presence of this distinct cluster signals a dedicated strand of research
exploring how identity categories intersect with publishing outcomes, highlighting equity gaps in
participation, recognition, and authority.

The green cluster has keywords of equity and inclusion. While related to the red cluster, this
group focuses more on institutional responses. Equity and inclusion represent values and policy goals
often cited in editorial guidelines and reform discourse. This cluster appears slightly conceptually
removed from the procedural focus of the blue cluster, which may suggest that equity and inclusion
goals are often articulated separately from operational reforms, perhaps more as aspirational ideals
than as directly integrated practices.

The yellow cluster has keywords of authors and editors. This small cluster reflects the relational
dynamics at the heart of editorial decision-making. The keywords authors and editors encapsulate the
asymmetrical power relationship that shapes publication outcomes. The isolated position of this cluster
suggests that while these roles are central to the publishing process, discussions of their interaction are
often separated from the broader systemic aspect. There is also one isolated keyword: reviewers. The
solitary position of reviewers is notable. As key actors in the gatekeeping system, reviewers wield
substantial influence, yet their role appears conceptually distant in the MCA space. This suggests a
literature gap or conceptual underdevelopment regarding how reviewers contribute to or mitigate
editorial bias.

Overall, the MCA output on gatekeeping and editorial bias reveals a conceptually stratified
structure composed of interrelated but distinct thematic clusters. The largest cluster (blue) reflects a
comprehensive operational view of editorial decision-making, where various publishing actors and
institutional processes interact. The smaller clusters (red, green, and yellow) delineate more focused
socio-structural issues, such as identity-related bias (gender, race), equity and inclusion goals, and the
role-based dynamics between authors and editors.

Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Evaluation

Figure 5 displays the keyword clusters from MCA of this topic. The blue cluster, which is the
largest, has keywords such as article, impact, social media, and replicability. This cluster reflects the
current shift toward article-level metrics and altmetrics, where visibility and influence are increasingly
measured by social dissemination (e.g., Twitter mentions, downloads) in addition to traditional
citations. The inclusion of replicability could mean a growing awareness that prestige and visibility

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 31 July 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


20 of 56

may not necessarily equate to methodological quality. This cluster, therefore, represents the tension
between quantitative performance indicators and the replication crisis, suggesting that prestige and
rigor may contradict each other in some cases.

The yellow cluster has keywords such as effectiveness, critical appraisal, sample size, randomiza-
tion, and p-value. These terms suggest a strong emphasis on methodological soundness in empirical
studies, especially in fields that rely on experimental or quasi-experimental designs (e.g., biomedical
sciences, psychology). This cluster focuses on evaluative validity from a scientific standpoint, ques-
tioning whether the studies that gain prestige (or drive metrics) are actually methodologically sound.
It suggests a literature base that pushes for more rigorous statistical standards and better study design
to ensure that research findings are both valid and generalizable.

The red cluster has keywords such as efficacy, methods, scientific misconduct, reporting guide-
lines, validity, and effect size. This cluster critiques the integrity of research practices under prestige
pressure. The keywords reflect concerns about how prestige-based incentives may distort research
behavior, leading to exaggerated claims, poor reporting, and even unethical conduct. This cluster
aligns conceptually with reformist movements that advocate for transparency, registration, and adher-
ence to rigorous reporting standards. It highlights how the pursuit of high-impact publication may
compromise methodological and ethical standards if left unchecked.

The purple cluster has keywords such as novelty, preprints, and PubMed. This cluster indicates a
literature focused on new forms of dissemination and the value placed on being first, fast, and visible.
This cluster captures an innovation-centered view of prestige, where novelty is rewarded and preprint
platforms serve as both accelerators and disruptors of traditional peer review. PubMed, as a biomedical
indexing platform, reflects the centrality of database visibility in research evaluation, where inclusion
alone can influence perceived legitimacy and reach [93]. The green cluster has keywords such as
blinding and acceptance. This smaller cluster focuses on editorial and review processes, specifically on
how manuscripts are evaluated prior to publication.

Overall. This MCA map shows interconnected discourse between article-level metrics with
issues around research replicability and social visibility, while the surrounding clusters represent
methodological integrity (yellow, red), innovation in dissemination (purple), and acceptance processes
(green).

Figure 5. MCA Keyword Cluster of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic.

Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility

Figure 6 displays the keyword clusters from MCA of this topic. The blue cluster, which is
the largest, has keywords such as publishing model, creative commons, open access policy, green,
self-archiving, unpaywall, gold OA, metrics, impact, citations, Beall’s list, bibliometrics, altmetrics,
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publishers, journal, institutional repository, subscriptions, pricing, licensing, commercial publisher,
open data, Elsevier, Springer, h-index, research funding, repository, research evaluation, science,
databases, grey literature, academic library, shadow libraries, evidence-based practice, information
literacy, knowledge, teaching, barriers, and information access. This extensive cluster reflects the
broad architecture of access and its limitations. Terms such as publishing model, open access policy,
green OA, and gold OA capture the variety of access routes researchers can pursue or encounter.
Simultaneously, the presence of Beall’s list, commercial publisher, Elsevier, Springer, and subscriptions
reveal the tension between commercial control and free access and dissemination ideals, particularly
between the cost of legitimate journals and the rise of their predatory counterparts. The inclusion of
metrics, impact, citations, bibliometrics, and altmetrics indicates that access is increasingly evaluated
in terms of measurable performance, linking it to research evaluation systems that may reinforce
inequities. Academic library, institutional repository, shadow libraries, and grey literature reflect
alternative or grassroots strategies to circumvent barriers, often invoked in response to the high costs
of journal access or APCs. Terms like evidence-based practice, information literacy, and teaching show
the downstream educational and societal consequences of restricted access, revealing that barriers
extend beyond academia and into public knowledge ecosystems.

Figure 6. MCA Keyword Cluster of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic.

The green cluster, which is the second-largest, has keywords such as green open access, diamond
open access, citation advantage, preprints, repositories, hybrid journals, transformative agreements,
quality, Plan S, publish and read, and library consortia. The terms in this cluster point to strategic
attempts by funders, consortia, and institutions to restructure publishing economics (e.g., green open
access, diamond open access, hybrid journals). Importantly, the term citation advantage and quality
indicate that these newer models are not only framed as ethically superior, but also academically bene-
ficial, thereby challenging assumptions that open models compromise scholarly prestige. This cluster
reflects a shift toward institutional alignment, where universities, libraries, and funders collaborate to
create sustainable, equitable alternatives to legacy publishing.

The red cluster has keywords such as gold open access, citation impact, Google Scholar, and
Scimago Journal Rank. This cluster captures a hybrid discourse that connects accessibility with
prestige, where open access is pursued not purely for equity but also for increased visibility and
citation performance. For instance, their interaction could imply how even equity-driven models like
gold open access could increase visibility and citation, thus connecting prestige metrics with open
science practice.

Two smaller clusters also appear: The yellow cluster has keywords of Web of Science and Scopus.
This cluster reflects the role of indexing platforms. Inclusion in these databases is often a prerequisite
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for legitimacy, yet they are dominated by commercial or Western-centric frameworks. This cluster
reveals how access and recognition are mediated by selective visibility, reinforcing global disparities in
publishing. The purple cluster has keywords of bibliometry and CiteScore. This cluster highlights the
technical instruments used to rank and evaluate journals. This cluster encapsulates the metricization of
access, where open publishing is increasingly judged not on openness alone, but on its metric footprint.

Overall, this MCA landscape suggests that barriers to access are not merely technical or economic,
but deeply systemic by relating to entrenched prestige hierarchies, commercial interests, and uneven
global infrastructure. The result presents an interaction between the ecosystem of research access
issues, its remedy, and its relationship with performance metrics governed by commercial publishers.
In other words, the literature landscape represents discourse on equity-versus-exclusivity tension that
defines contemporary academic publishing.

5.2.3. Thematic Map
Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias

Figure 7 displays the thematic map of this topic. The motor theme quadrant includes three
prominent keyword clusters. Cluster 1 has keywords such as peer-review, publication bias, publication,
academic journals, and bias. This cluster represents its foundational critique of traditional publishing
practices, focusing on how bias in peer review and publication decisions distorts the research practice.
Cluster 2 includes open science, reproducibility, replication, editorial, and methodology. This cluster
represents the reformation effort, advocating for greater methodological transparency and editorial
accountability through open science practices. Cluster 3 has keywords such as diversity, gender,
decision making, equity, and gender bias, suggesting a strong thematic link between editorial practices
and broader issues of fairness and representation in academic publishing. It represents a justice-
oriented dimension, reframing editorial practices as not just epistemic filters but also sites of structural
inequity, with the representation and fairness aspect as the focus.

Figure 7. Thematic Map of the Gatekeeping and editorial bias Topic.

The niche theme quadrant has one keyword cluster and one isolated keyword. The cluster has
editorial decisions, journal impact factor, bibliometric analysis, journal peer review, and predictive va-
lidity. This cluster explores the quantification of editorial practices, analyzing the reliability, outcomes,
and influence of peer review using empirical tools. The isolated keyword is “review”. The isolated
keyword may reflect a broader element of the editorial practices.

The emerging or declining theme quadrant has three isolated keywords of gatekeeping, reporting
bias, and prestige bias. These terms are highly relevant to systemic critiques but remain thematically
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fragmented in the current literature. Their placement suggests that although scholars recognize their
importance, integrated conceptual frameworks or empirical applications are still lacking.

The basic theme quadrant has two clusters: Cluster 1 has editorial bias and insider bias, which
represents foundational concerns in the subject of power exercise in editorial gatekeeping. Cluster 2
has journal prestige, citations, and journal ranking, which reflect the prestige economy of academic
publishing, with journal ranking and manuscript citation treated as academic currency.

Overall, the motor theme quadrant highlights key discourses around systemic reform, trans-
parency, and justice in academic publishing, with clusters emphasizing critiques of traditional peer
review bias, advocacy for open science and editorial accountability, and calls for fairness and eq-
uity in publication practices. The niche theme centers on the empirical examination of editorial
decision-making, focusing on how bibliometric tools and impact metrics quantify review reliability
and predictive value. The emerging or declining theme captures fragmented but relevant topics such as
gatekeeping, reporting bias, and prestige bias. Finally, the basic theme captures foundational concerns
such as the exercise of editorial power through bias and insider dynamics, and the prestige economy
of scholarly publishing where journal rank and citation metrics drive academic value.

Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Evaluation

Figure 8 displays the thematic map of this topic. There is one keyword cluster between the motor
theme and basic theme with keywords of journal impact factor, research evaluation, bibliometrics,
citations, and citation analysis. This hybrid position could indicate a conceptual foundation that is
both central and relatively mature. It reflects the metric-driven logic of academic prestige. While
widely used as tools for performance assessment, these indicators have come under scrutiny for
oversimplifying research quality. Their placement suggests they are deeply rooted in practice (basic)
but are also thematically influential and increasingly critiqued (motor).

Figure 8. Thematic Map of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic.

There is one keyword cluster between the emerging/declining theme and basic theme with
keywords of publication bias, p-hacking, bias, selective reporting, and replication. This suggests
ongoing but possibly fluctuating attention to the topic. This cluster indicates topics that are recurrent
but not yet fully integrated into the central interest. These keywords represent how evaluation
pressures lead to biased practices and compromised research integrity. Their position suggests ongoing,
cyclical interest that rises with the replication crisis, but may lack sustained theoretical development.

The niche theme quadrant has a keyword cluster with higher education, faculty evaluation, and
tenure. The niche theme quadrant reflects a specialized but well-developed area of research that
connects evaluation metrics with institutional structures, particularly in higher education. The topic
suggests prestige metrics shape academic labor, career advancement, and organizational decisions.
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Overall, the thematic structure reveals interconnected conversations around prestige and evalua-
tion in academia. The motor-basic hybrid theme suggests the dominance of performance indicators
in shaping scholarly worth, highlighting both their entrenched role in research assessment and the
growing scrutiny over their reductionist influence. The emerging-basic hybrid theme captures concerns
about how institutional pressures may incentivize questionable research practices. Meanwhile, the
niche theme focuses on how institutional policies, particularly in academic employment and advance-
ment, are increasingly governed by metric-driven evaluations, illustrating the connection between
numerical prestige and organizational decision-making.

Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility

Figure 9 displays the thematic map of this topic. In the motor theme quadrant, two keyword
clusters and one isolated keyword are identified. Cluster 1 includes keywords such as article processing
charge, gold open access, Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ), transformative agreement, and
Plan S. This cluster highlights the economic and regulatory frameworks of open access. APCs,
transformative agreements, and mandates like Plan S that are central to ongoing debates about
who pays for access, and who benefits from it. Cluster 2 contains ethics, higher education, open
data, data sharing, and metadata. The isolated keyword in this quadrant is cost, showing financial
concerns as a key but less connected element. This cluster connects data practices and institutional
ethics, emphasizing responsible data sharing and openness as key enablers of equitable research
dissemination, particularly within higher education contexts. The isolated keyword represents a
general concern in knowledge and research access and dissemination.

Figure 9. Thematic Map of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic.

The niche theme quadrant contains one small keyword cluster with diversity and disparities.
This small cluster signals growing interest in how access inequalities reflect broader social disparities,
such as race, gender, or geography. Additionally, four isolated keywords of hybrid journal, collection
development, funding, and barriers appear as standalone thematic points, each forming its own cluster
and suggesting areas of specialized or underdeveloped inquiry. The isolated keywords may represent
research access issues that are not yet integrated with other bigger topics.

The emerging or declining theme quadrant has one keyword cluster with keywords such as
databases and grey literature, indicating shifting attention toward alternative research sources and
dissemination methods. The cluster points to alternative and less visible forms of knowledge dis-
semination, often used in the Global South or in non-academic communities to bypass the traditional
notions of “legitimate” publication. Two additional isolated keywords of knowledge equity and collab-
oration form separate thematic nodes. This suggests that while knowledge equity and collaboration
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are being paid attention to in the grand scheme of research accessibility, they still lack a consolidated
research base or theoretical anchoring to the bigger topics.

The basic theme quadrant is the most populated, featuring four clusters and one isolated keyword.
Cluster 1 includes open access, scholarly publishing, academic libraries, predatory journals, and scien-
tific journals. It represents the infrastructure of access discourse, referencing institutions, publication
types, and challenges related to legitimacy (e.g., predatory journals). Cluster 2 has keywords such as
Sci-Hub, copyright, piracy, black open access, and shadow libraries. It reflects pirate or informal access
routes, showing how users circumvent paywalls, often ethically and legally contested, yet seen as
necessary in under-resourced regions. Cluster 3 includes equity and research accessibility. This cluster
links access with fairness; these terms articulate the moral imperative behind open access, though their
basic positioning suggests the lack of developmental traction. Cluster 4 contains digital library and
education. They represent library-based and educational avenues for access, often seen as enablers of
digital inclusion. The isolated keyword in this quadrant is research, indicating its broad relevance yet
disconnected thematic linkage.

Overall, the thematic map on barrier and equity issues in research accessibility reveals a landscape
of structural, ethical, and practical concerns. The motor theme quadrant emphasizes the economic
and institutional dimensions of open access, highlighting debates over funding models and the ethics
of equitable data sharing. The niche theme focuses on specialized discussions on social disparities
in access, as well as underexplored infrastructural and financial challenges that remain thematically
isolated. Within the emerging or declining theme shows discussions on alternative dissemination
channels and grassroots knowledge practices, though these remain conceptually scattered and under-
theorized. Meanwhile, the basic theme presents the conversation in core infrastructures, both formal
and informal, of research accessibility, encompassing institutional roles and piracy issues that underlie
access discourse.

5.2.4. Time Sliced Analysis: Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Before and After DORA
Keyword Co-Occurrence Network Before DORA

Figure 10 displays the keyword co-occurrence networks of this topic before DORA. The largest
cluster (green), has 22 keywords and is centered around the keyword journal impact factor, which
appears as the most prominent node. This cluster also includes related terms such as bibliometrics,
citations, research evaluation, journal ranking, citation analysis, journals, bias, publications, ranking,
publishing, peer review, bibliometric indicators, h-index, scientometrics, methodology, Google scholar,
self-citation, journal quality, research evaluation, journal impact factor, and impact. Together, these
keywords indicate a strong thematic focus on metrics-based assessment and the widespread influence
of impact factor as a dominant evaluative tool. This cluster forms the intellectual backbone of the
pre-DORA discourse, reinforcing how impact factor-based evaluation was normalized as the dominant
standard. It reflects both the tools and culture of a performance-oriented academic system: one
where research was valued primarily for its visibility and citation count, and where impact metrics
defined prestige and quality. Terms like self-citation and ranking hint at growing awareness of metric
manipulation, though critique appears embryonic at this stage.
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Figure 10. Keyword Co-occurrence Networks of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic:
pre-DORA.

The second-largest cluster, shown in red, includes six keywords: evaluation, research, quality,
assessment, higher education, and faculty evaluation. This cluster reflects institutional-level concerns
around performance evaluation in academic settings. This cluster links the use of bibliometric measures
to institutional practices, particularly in faculty reviews, promotions, and higher education governance.
It emphasizes the real-world consequences of metric reliance, indicating that scholarly metrics were
not just abstract tools, but deeply tied to career structures and academic hierarchies.

A smaller cluster, in blue, contains the keywords publication bias and selective reporting, pointing
to early concerns about research transparency and integrity. This smaller cluster captures early concerns
about the limitations and distortions of metrics-driven publishing, particularly how pressure to
produce “impactful” results may encourage non-transparent or biased research practices. Additionally,
there are two isolated keywords, adolescent and human, each forming their own separate cluster.
These may represent noise or less thematically integrated terms in the context of the overall topic.

Overall, the pre-DORA landscape is dominated by a strong, centralized focus on traditional
bibliometric indicators, especially the Journal Impact Factor. This reflects a scholarly environment
where quantitative metrics were deeply embedded in research assessment practices, and where
critical discourse around these measures was only just beginning to emerge. The landscape appears
hierarchical, metric-driven, and institutionally focused, with limited representation of alternative
evaluative models or systemic critiques.

MCA-Based Conceptual Clustering Before DORA

Figure 11 displays the MCA keyword clusters for this topic before DORA. The largest cluster,
shown in blue, includes a wide range of keywords that reflect the central focus on research assessment
and bibliometric indicators. Prominent terms in this cluster include assessment, quality assessment,
reporting, replication, research, science policy, validity, quality control, authorship, impact, peer
review, evaluation, methodology, SSCI, journals, digital libraries, citation index, editorial policies,
survey, journal impact factors, journal citation reports, journal ranking, ranking, h-index, journal
quality, PageRank, bibliometric indicators, citations, citation analysis, eigenfactor, scientometrics,
research quality, journal metrics, self-citation, journal evaluation, research funding, and scientific
quality. This cluster forms the intellectual and operational core of pre-DORA discourse, reflecting
a deep entrenchment of bibliometric logic in how research value was assessed. The emphasis on
diverse indicators (e.g., h-index, eigenfactor, PageRank) and ranking tools (journal citation reports,
SSCI, journal quality) reflects a quantitative mindset that prioritized measurability and performance.
The inclusion of terms like authorship and methodology shows some early interest in the structure
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of scholarly production, though these appear secondary to the core logic of metrics. The presence of
scientific quality and research funding signals how evaluative metrics influenced both reputation and
resource allocation, reinforcing prestige hierarchies in academic publishing.

Figure 11. MCA Keyword Cluster of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic: pre-DORA

The second cluster, shown in yellow, includes the keywords g-index, Scopus, Web of Science,
and Google Scholar, highlighting discussions around citation databases and indexing tools used
in evaluating research output. This cluster represents the technical infrastructure of bibliometric
evaluation. The focus is on the data sources and indexing platforms that underpin metric generation.
These tools shaped which publications counted, how citations were measured, and ultimately, which
forms of knowledge were made visible or valued.

The third cluster, shown in red, features keywords such as teaching, higher education, quality,
and universities, suggesting a thematic focus on the intersection of research evaluation with academic
institutions and education. This cluster reflects how research evaluation intersected with educational
institutions, particularly in the matter of quality assurance, institutional ranking, and accountability
measures in universities. The inclusion of teaching suggests that research performance was increasingly
tied to broader evaluations of academic productivity, often at the expense of teaching-focused roles.
This cluster reveals early traces of the managerial logic of academic audit cultures. Additionally, there
is one isolated keyword, accountability, which forms its own cluster. This may indicate an emerging
or underexplored concept within the broader discourse on evaluation and metrics. The isolation of
accountability indicates that while the idea was present, it had not yet become integrated into the
mainstream evaluative discourse. Its marginal status suggests that system-level critiques or demands
for responsible metrics were still emerging, laying the groundwork for post-DORA conceptual shifts.

The MCA map of the pre-DORA period reveals a highly concentrated and metrics-driven con-
ceptual structure, with a dominant center revolving around traditional bibliometric indicators and
journal-level metrics. There is a lack of critical, reflexive, or alternative evaluation approaches. The
analysis reflects a field in which evaluation practices were largely unchallenged and institutionally
embedded, emphasizing quantification and ranking over qualitative or systemic concerns.

Thematic Map Before DORA

Figure 12 displays the thematic map of this topic before DORA. In the motor theme quadrant,
there is one prominent keyword cluster containing journal impact factor, research evaluation, bib-
liometrics, citations, and citation analysis. This cluster represents a well-developed and influential
conceptual cluster where metrics such as the impact factor and citations are not only central but treated
as valid proxies of research quality and influence. The presence in the motor quadrant shows these
ideas were widely accepted, frequently used, and deeply embedded in academic decision-making.
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Figure 12. Thematic Map of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic: pre-DORA.

The niche theme quadrant has one isolated keyword of faculty evaluation. This isolated keyword
points to early but limited discourse on individual-level assessment, such as tenure and promotion
practices. Its niche status implies that while relevant, faculty-level implications of metrics had not yet
been broadly explored.

The emerging or declining theme quadrant has one keyword cluster of publication bias and
selective reporting, reflecting concerns around research integrity that may be gaining or losing traction.
This cluster captures concerns related to questionable research practices that were beginning to enter
the scholarly conversation. Its position as emerging or declining suggests these issues were either low
in visibility or not yet seen as integral to the discussion on metrics and evaluation. This foreshadows
later movements like DORA, which would more forcefully integrate integrity and openness into
reform narratives.

Additionally, there is a keyword cluster positioned between the motor theme and basic theme
quadrants, which includes research, evaluation, quality, higher education, and assessment, bridging
foundational and more engaged themes. This bridge cluster reflects how metric-based evaluations are
prevalent in academia, influencing institutional decisions related to teaching, funding, and academic
productivity. While still grounded as foundational matter (i.e., basic theme), the cluster’s position near
the motor quadrant suggests a transition from basic conceptual ideas to system-level implementation,
particularly within higher education systems.

Another cluster is located between the emerging or declining theme and basic theme quadrants,
containing the keywords bias, publications, and methodology, pointing to ongoing discussions about
research practices and potential biases. This intermediary cluster reflects the developing critique of the
evaluative status quo, suggesting a growing awareness that research practices and methodological
rigor could be distorted or undervalued by metric-driven incentives.

The thematic map represents uncritical acceptance of citation-based metrics. The motor theme
quadrant is centered on the normalized use of bibliometric indicators as proxies of research quality,
revealing the extent to which these measures were embedded in academic governance. The niche
theme highlights the limited early attention to how such metrics impacted faculty evaluation. In
the emerging or declining theme quadrant, initial concerns around research integrity and selective
reporting were beginning to surface. The motor and basic hybrid theme captures the transition from
foundational ideas to institutional implementation of evaluative metrics, while the emerging and basic
hybrid theme presents a growing critique of methodological distortion under metric-driven pressures.
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Keyword Co-Occurrence Network After DORA

Figure 13 displays the keyword co-occurrence networks of this topic after DORA. The biggest
cluster (green) has 15 words, with journal impact factor as the biggest node, research evaluation as the
second biggest node, and smaller nodes of research impact, gender bias, altmetrics, journal ranking,
citations, bibliometrics, impact, h-index, bibliometric analysis, scopus, scientometrics, citation analysis,
and social media. This cluster remains about in traditional bibliometric indicators (e.g., impact factor,
h-index), but shows clear signs of expansion and diversification. The inclusion of altmetrics, social
media, and gender bias indicates that quantitative evaluation is no longer limited to citation counts,
but increasingly considers broader dimensions of research visibility and equity. This change could
reflect DORA’s influence in encouraging the adoption of alternative indicators that better capture
societal and interdisciplinary value.

Figure 13. Keyword Co-occurrence Networks of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic:
post-DORA.

The red cluster has 7 words of reproducibility, open science, p-hacking, replication, publication
bias, selective reporting, and transparency. This cluster represents a coherent and maturing thematic
area centered on research transparency and integrity. The clustering of open science with reproducibil-
ity and publication bias suggests a post-DORA alignment between evaluative reform and scientific
reform movements. These issues have moved from peripheral critiques (pre-DORA) into a central
conceptual network, illustrating growing consensus around the need for ethical, transparent, and
replicable research practices.

The purple cluster has 6 words of evaluation, research, gender, peer review, publications, and
open access. This cluster reflects the integration of equity and openness into evaluative discussions.
The presence of gender, peer review, and open access together points to an expanding evaluative
framework that increasingly includes questions of fairness, representation, and accessibility. These
are likely downstream effects of DORA’s advocacy for responsible and inclusive assessment practices,
pushing evaluative thinking beyond narrow performance metrics.

The smallest cluster (blue) has 2 words of bias and ethics, which highlights ongoing ethical
concerns. This cluster presents the persistent ethical questions at the heart of research evaluation at the
broader picture aside from the main discussion around research integrity (i.e., the red cluster).

The post-DORA co-occurrence network reflects a broader and more multidimensional landscape
of research evaluation. While journal impact factor remains the most dominant node, the inclusion
of keywords like altmetrics, gender bias, social media, and open science suggests a decentralization
of evaluative authority and the emergence of reformist and inclusive discourses. Compared to
the pre-DORA period, there is greater thematic integration of critical issues such as transparency,
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reproducibility, and ethical concerns. This conceptual shift points to the influence of DORA in
challenging entrenched metrics and advocating for a more holistic and responsible assessment culture.

MCA-Based Conceptual Clustering After DORA

Figure 14 displays the keyword clusters from MCA of this topic after DORA. The biggest cluster
(blue) has prominent keywords such as internationalization, article, criteria, social media, impact,
internal validity, and questionable research practice, reflecting broad methodological and evaluative
concerns. This dominant cluster captures broad concerns about evaluative validity and credibility,
including internal validity, criteria for assessment, and questionable practices. The inclusion of social
media and impact reflects efforts to redefine influence and outreach, while internationalization signals
global alignment of assessment reforms. This cluster likely represents the mainstream conceptual shift
toward evaluating the robustness, not just reach, of research outputs.

Figure 14. MCA Keyword Cluster of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic: post-DORA.

The second cluster (red) has prominent keywords of open data, power, confirmation bias, re-
searcher, degree of freedom, null hypothesis, and significance testing. This relates to research trans-
parency and statistical rigor. This cluster reflects a concern with transparency and statistical reliability.
Keywords like open data, confirmation bias, and degree of freedom point to debates around researcher
flexibility and its influence on results, while significance testing and power relate to rigorous statistical
standards. This aligns with DORA’s push for accountable and open research practices, and supports
broader reforms in experimental design and data reporting.

The third cluster (yellow) has prominent keywords of efficacy, methods, reporting guidelines,
scientific misconduct, validity, and effect size. This cluster is strongly focused on methodological
standards and ethical accountability. The co-location of reporting guidelines, effect size, and scientific
misconduct suggests a post-DORA emphasis on reproducible and trustworthy evidence. It reflects
increasing pressure on researchers and journals to adopt reporting norms (e.g., CONSORT, PRISMA)
to ensure transparent and ethically sound dissemination.

The fourth cluster (green) has prominent keywords of sample size, effectiveness, randomization,
and p-value. This compact cluster signals technical and methodological standards for empirical
research, especially in experimental and clinical contexts. These terms show the post-DORA trend of
valuing well-designed studies over selectively reported or underpowered ones, reinforcing calls for
rigor over sensationalism.

The fifth cluster (purple) has prominent keywords of critical appraisal, novelty, preprints, blinding,
and acceptance, emphasizing evaluation and innovation in research dissemination. This cluster
captures the emerging discourse on innovative research dissemination and evaluative judgment. The
presence of preprints and novelty suggests a growing acceptance of alternative publishing formats,
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while critical appraisal and blinding indicate efforts to systematically and fairly evaluate quality. It
also reflects shifting norms in peer review and editorial practice.

The post-DORA MCA reveals a fragmented but thematically richer landscape, where evaluation
is no longer viewed purely through quantitative performance indicators. Instead, the dimensions
of research rigor, transparency, innovation, and methodological scrutiny are foregrounded across
multiple clusters. The structural diversity of clusters, ranging from statistical validity to dissemina-
tion innovation, reflects DORA’s influence in stimulating a more responsible and multidimensional
discourse on how research should be assessed.

Thematic Map After DORA

Figure 15 displays the thematic map of this topic after DORA. The niche theme quadrant has two
keyword clusters. Cluster 1 has the keywords of bias, risk of bias, methodology, clinical trial, and spin.
This represents critical methodological scrutiny, especially around clinical trials. Terms like risk of bias
reflect growing sophistication in evaluating how research is framed and interpreted, likely influenced
by movements toward better reporting and reproducibility. It signals a mature but domain-specific
focus. Cluster 2 has the keywords of tenure, promotion, and diversity. This cluster reflects the ongoing
intersection of research evaluation with institutional equity. Although the topic continues to be niche,
the addition of diversity suggests a positive interest in increasing representation.

Figure 15. Thematic Map of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic: post-DORA.

The basic theme quadrant has two keyword clusters. Cluster 1 has the keywords of peer review,
evaluation, research, open science, and publications. This illustrates the fundamental building blocks
of research assessment. Peer review and publication processes are paired with open science principles,
suggesting that openness is now part of the foundational discourse on evaluation. It reflects the post-
DORA normalization of concepts like openness and transparency as integral to the publishing system.
Cluster 2 has the keywords of journal impact factor, research evaluation, bibliometrics, citations, and
altmetrics. The cluster represents traditional and alternative quantitative assessment tools, including
altmetrics, now recognized alongside older metrics. Despite DORA’s critique of JIF, its position in the
basic theme quadrant signals that metric-based evaluation remains deeply embedded, though it now
coexists with competing approaches.

There is one cluster positioned between the four quadrants (motor, niche, emerging/declining,
and basic themes) with keywords of p-hacking, publication bias, selective reporting, replication, and
reproducibility. This position highlights its fluctuating importance which may be in the transition
period. The cluster represents the core of the reproducibility crisis, linking ethical misconduct with
methodological and evaluative reform.
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The thematic map reflects both continuity and transformation of the discourse. The basic theme
quadrant presents foundational conversation around publication practices and peer review, while
recognizing a coexistence between legacy metrics and alternative indicators; This suggests that,
despite critiques, quantitative assessments remain deeply institutionalized. The niche theme has two
specialized areas: one engages in domain-specific methodological critiques, while the other examines
how evaluation intersects with institutional equity, marking growing awareness of representation and
fairness. The cross-quadrant cluster centered on the reproducibility crisis focuses on conversations
about research integrity and methodological rigor. Its transitional position indicates that concerns
once peripheral are now increasingly integrated into the broader discourse on reforming research
assessment in a post-DORA landscape.

Thematic Evolution After DORA

Figure 16 displays the thematic evolution diagram map of this topic before and after the emer-
gence of DORA. During the pre-DORA period (2000-2013), there are 4 prominent themes of bias,
journal impact factor, publication bias, and research. These themes suggest a period dominated by
concerns about the dominance of simplistic metrics and growing awareness of distortions in research
dissemination (like publication bias), but limited in terms of actionable reform tools.

Figure 16. Thematic Evolution of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic.

During the post-DORA period (2014-2025), there are 4 prominent themes of bias, journal impact
factor, p-hacking, and peer review. These keywords reflect a shift toward introspection, transparency,
and the mechanics of scientific integrity, likely by the influence of DORA and similar reform initiatives
(i.e., Leiden manifesto).

In terms of linkage, using the latter period as benchmark, bias is linked with bias, indicating that
structural and evaluative bias remains a persistent issue in both periods, showing little conceptual
disruption. Journal impact factor is linked with journal impact factor, showing that despite DORA’s
critique, journal impact factor retains conceptual centrality, illustrating resistance to change in eval-
uation culture. P-hacking is linked with publication bias, showing how initial concerns about what
gets published evolved into deeper critiques of how results are produced, a sign of increasing focus
on methodological integrity. Peer review is linked with bias, journal impact factor, and research,
highlighting its central role in shaping the evaluation landscape. Peer review now functions as a
convergence point for many longstanding concerns; it has become the ground where biases, metrics,
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and research legitimacy all intersect. Its evolution from implicit to explicit theme reflects growing
scrutiny and reform effort.

In the pre-DORA period (2000–2013), discourse centered on simplistic metrics and distortions
in publishing practices, reflecting concerns over bias and publication visibility without strong re-
form mechanisms. In the post-DORA period (2014–2025), themes moved toward transparency and
methodological integrity, with greater emphasis on practices like p-hacking and the central role of peer
review. Persistent linkages such as the enduring influence of journal impact factor and structural bias
illustrate continuity of the topic. Meanwhile, the emergence of peer review as a thematic hub signals
its evolution into a focal point where long-standing issues around evaluation, legitimacy, and bias now
converge.

5.2.5. Time Sliced Analysis: Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Before and After
Sci-Hub
Keyword Co-Occurrence Network BEFORE Sci-Hub

Figure 17 displays the keyword co-occurrence networks of this topic before Sci-hub. The red
cluster contains 4 large nodes representing the keywords of scholarly publishing, academic libraries,
internet, and electronic journals, with scholarly publishing as the most prominent. These terms depict
the traditional infrastructure of academic dissemination prior to the emergence of shadow libraries.
This thematic grouping reflects concerns related to institutional access to content, the shift toward
digital resources, and the reliance on libraries and journal subscriptions.

Figure 17. Keyword Co-occurrence Networks of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic:
pre-Sci-hub.

The blue cluster consists of 25 smaller nodes (keywords) of remixable textbooks, bologna process,
remixing, globalization, crowdsourcing, open education, public domain, sakai, decoupling, colleges,
learning design lenses, universities, open source software, open source, international, partnerships,
bologna accords, general public license, opencourseware, connexions, moodle, freeware, shareware,
collaboration, and higher education. This cluster reflects a conceptual space around open education,
open source software, and collaborative platforms such as Moodle, Sakai, and Opencourseware. It also
includes more ideological or global framing elements like the Bologna Process, globalization, and the
public domain. This cluster reflects a broader, systemic discussion of knowledge democratization, with
an emphasis on remixability, international cooperation, and decentralized innovation in education.

Additionally, there is one isolated keyword, open access, which serves as a linking node between
these two clusters. The term open access stands alone between the two clusters, serving as a potential
conceptual bridge. Its isolated position at this stage signals that while open access was recognized,
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it had not yet been fully integrated into either the institutional publishing infrastructure or the open
educational ecosystems.

Before the emergence of Sci-Hub, the discourse on barriers and equity in research accessibility was
somewhat fragmented. Institutional models of publishing (with access barriers rooted in subscription
models) and educational movements toward openness (grounded in pedagogy and collaboration)
existed in parallel but were not strongly integrated. Open access, though conceptually critical, had not
been incorporated into the roader conversation.

MCA-Based Conceptual Clustering Before Sci-Hub

Figure 18 displays the keyword clusters from MCA of this topic before Sci-hub. The biggest cluster
(blue) has prominent keywords such as electronic journals, academic libraries, scholarly publishing,
and higher education. This cluster captures the dominant structure of knowledge dissemination before
Sci-Hub that relies heavily on institutional access mechanisms. The emphasis on academic libraries
and electronic journals signals a focus on digital transformation within established systems.

Figure 18. MCA Keyword Cluster of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic: pre-Sci-hub.

There are two smaller clusters of similar size. The yellow cluster has prominent keywords of
grey literature and digital library. It reflects emerging alternatives outside mainstream publishing.
These terms represent non-traditional, often publicly accessible forms of scholarly communication.
Their presence could represent growing recognition of the importance of diversified content and
non-commercial dissemination strategies.

The red cluster has prominent keywords of internet and open access. The red cluster reflects
early discussions of technological democratization in scholarly publishing. While small, it signifies
the conceptual foundation of the open access movement, connecting the internet’s infrastructure with
broader aspirations for equitable access. However, its limited size and separation from larger clusters
indicate that open access had not yet been mainstreamed into systemic academic discourse.

There is also an isolated keyword cluster represented by peer review. The term peer review stands
as an isolated node, thematically disconnected from the rest. This suggests that while peer review
was clearly part of scholarly publishing, it was not yet being conceptually linked with issues of access,
equity, or systemic reform.

The MCA output portrays a landscape representing institutional infrastructure, with limited
integration between traditional academic systems and emerging access movements. Academic libraries
and digital journals dominate the discourse, while open access appears as a disconnected but emerging
idea, not yet central to mainstream thinking. This fragmentation reflects a conceptual field not yet
unified under shared concerns of equity or resistance to paywalls.
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Thematic Map Before Sci-hub

Figure 19 displays the thematic map of this topic before Sci-hub. The motor theme quadrant
has three keyword clusters. Cluster 1 has scholarly journals, commercial publishers, and knowledge
production. It reflects a critical focus on the traditional knowledge economy, where commercial
publishers play a central role in controlling the dissemination of scholarly outputs. The tension between
scholarly work and its commodification is apparent, and the positioning as a motor theme suggests
that debates around access and control were already central, even before Sci-Hub’s disruption. Cluster
2 has databases and education. It reflects the infrastructure side of access (i.e., how educational systems
rely on database subscriptions). Cluster 3 has cost, commercial publisher, freedom of information,
licensing, and private sector. The cluster represents a more explicit critique of the financial and legal
barriers in academic publishing. This cluster shows how cost and licensing regimes, dominated by
the private sector, were already key friction points, which is an issue Sci-Hub would later exploit and
popularize.

Figure 19. Thematic Map of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic: pre-Sci-hub.

The niche theme quadrant has one keyword cluster with the keywords of grey literature, teaching,
academic community/setting, and raising awareness. The cluster reflects educational reform and
advocacy efforts focused on teaching about alternative forms of literature and access. It shows that grey
literature was valued for its accessibility and practical relevance, even if it was not yet mainstream. This
quadrant also has isolated keywords forming their own cluster of: collection, institutional repositories,
and developing countries. The fragmented keywords represent region-specific and infrastructural
challenges, especially for the Global South. The presence of “developing countries” as isolated hints at
underdeveloped discourse on global access inequality.

The emerging or declining theme has one keyword cluster with the keywords of higher education,
collaboration, open source, and intellectual property. The cluster suggests an early interest in open-
source collaboration and the legal frameworks surrounding access. These were possibly emerging
debates,which is still marginal but pointing toward the changes Sci-Hub would catalyze. This quadrant
also has isolated keywords of scientific journal, forming their own cluster. This isolated keyword could
represent a default object of study that is not integrated in a broader conversation.

The basic theme has two keyword clusters. Cluster 1 has scholarly publishing, academic libraries,
electronic journals, open access, and digital library. This cluster represents the technical and institu-
tional mechanism of the access conversation. Cluster 2 has keywords of research and knowledge. It
represents general foundational terms of the discussion, which is important but not deeply connected
to the subject matter.
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The thematic map reflects a landscape of the pre-disrupted research access status-quo. The motor
themes capture entrenched debates around the commodification of scholarly knowledge, systemic
dependence on institutional infrastructures, and mounting criticism of cost and legal barriers, which
indicates that access and control were central concerns even prior to Sci-Hub’s emergence. The
niche theme points to pockets of advocacy and educational reform, where alternative literatures
and access models, particularly those relevant to underserved regions, were promoted but remained
marginal. Within the emerging or declining theme, early attention to open-source solutions and
intellectual property frameworks foreshadowed structural shifts that would soon redefine access
debates. Meanwhile, the basic theme anchors the discourse in institutional practices and conceptual
foundations, emphasizing the role of libraries, digital platforms, and scholarly communication as core
components of the evolving access ecosystem.

Keyword Co-Occurrence Network After Sci-Hub

Figure 20 displays the keyword co-occurrence networks of this topic after Sci-hub. The biggest
cluster (blue) has 16 words of open access (the biggest node), scholarly publishing (second biggest
node), article processing charge (third biggest node), and smaller nodes of directory of open access
journals (doaj), predatory journals, journal impact factor, peer review, gold open access, bibliometrics,
predatory publishing, scopus, scientific journal, institutional repositories, scholarly journals, hybrid
journals, and transformative agreements. This cluster represents the formal infrastructure and eco-
nomics of open access publishing, showing how the landscape diversified and became more contested
after Sci-Hub’s rise. The largest cluster (i.e., open access) reflects the formalization and diversification
of the open access ecosystem. Prominent keywords such as "scholarly publishing," "article processing
charge (APC)," and “directory of open access (doaj)” indicate that the conversation has moved beyond
whether open access should exist to how it is structured and financed. The inclusion of "journal
impact factor" within this cluster also shows the continuing entanglement between access and prestige-
oriented evaluation systems. The growing focus on APCs highlights an equity paradox in which the
paywall to read may be dissolving, but new financial barriers to publishing are emerging, especially
for underfunded researchers.

Figure 20. Keyword Co-occurrence Networks of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic:
post-Sci-hub.

The smaller red cluster has 8 keywords of digital library, sci-hub, copyright, open data, academic
libraries, commercial publishers, open science, and commercial publishing. This cluster reflects
tensions between traditional publishing structures and disruptive forces. Sci-Hub, as a node in this
cluster, could represent a pivotal disruption that challenged the legitimacy of paywalled knowledge
and catalyzed broader debates about copyright, ownership, and access. This cluster captures both the
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institutional resistance to and the ethical justification for alternative models of scholarly dissemination.
The appearance of "open data" and "open science" alongside these terms signals a broader epistemic
shift, one where knowledge production is increasingly framed as a public good rather than a privatized
commodity.

The smallest green cluster has 2 keywords of research and ethics. This cluster represents an
emerging normative framing in which access to knowledge is treated not only as a technical or
economic issue, but as an ethical imperative. There are 4 isolated keywords, each forming their own
cluster. Those words are knowledge equity, equity, research accessibility, and diversity. These terms,
while not yet structurally integrated into the core of the network, their standalone presence points to a
growing awareness of justice-oriented dimensions of access. These concepts are gaining discursive
traction, likely in policy and advocacy spaces, even if they remain underdeveloped in the more metrics-
or infrastructure-focused literature.

The post–Sci-Hub landscape reflects a significant broadening of concerns around research accessi-
bility, from infrastructural debates to ethical and political critiques. Sci-Hub did not just expose cracks
in the system; it provoked new lines of inquiry about who benefits from current publishing models,
who is excluded, and how global knowledge infrastructures can be made more equitable.

MCA-Based Conceptual Clustering After Sci-Hub

Figure 21 displays the keyword clusters from MCA of this topic after Sci-hub. The biggest cluster
(blue) has prominent keywords such as subscriptions, licensing, publishing model, creative commons,
mega journals, green, self-archiving, gold oa, metrics, altmetrics, impact, india, bibliometrics, citations,
beall’s list, publishers, h-index, elsevier, springer, repository, black open access, research evaluation,
databases, grey literature, data sharing, intellectual property, information literacy, piracy, shadow
libraries. This cluster maps the wide range of legal and economic mechanisms through which access to
scholarly knowledge is structured (e.g., "subscriptions," "licensing," "publishing model".) The inclusion
of both "green" and "gold OA," "self-archiving," "mega journals," and "repositories" indicates a growing
diversity in open access pathways. Meanwhile, the co-occurrence of "Beall’s list," "piracy," "shadow
libraries," "black open access," and commercial publishers like "Elsevier" and "Springer" speaks to
increasing awareness of both legitimate and illicit alternatives to traditional publishing, many of which
were amplified in visibility and usage following Sci-Hub’s rise. Keywords such as "impact," "metrics,"
"altmetrics," "citations," "h-index," and "research evaluation" also show how evaluation systems remain
deeply intertwined with accessibility issues; This raises concerns about how visibility, prestige, and
access co-produce inequality in research access.

Figure 21. MCA Keyword Cluster of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic: post-Sci-hub.
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The second biggest cluster (red) has prominent keywords such as scopus, web of science, citation
impact, gold open access, scimago journal rank, and google scholar. This cluster situates access
debates within the context of established indexing services and impact measurement systems. The
keywords imply that accessibility isn’t only about cost or copyright, but also about discoverability and
institutional legitimacy. By linking open access to prestige-based metrics and citation systems, this
cluster highlights ongoing tensions between openness and entrenched systems of academic valuation.

The third biggest cluster (yellow) has prominent keywords such as green open access, diamond
open access, citation advantage, hybrid journals, preprints, transformative agreements, plan S, library
consortia, and publish and read. This cluster implies policy-level and collaborative dimensions of open
access infrastructure. Keywords such as "green open access," "citation advantage," and "preprints"
reflect the operational complexities of open publishing models. The presence of policy-oriented
terms like "transformative agreements," "Plan S," "publish and read," and "library consortia" suggests
increased institutional and governmental engagement in shaping access models. This cluster illustrates
a shift from grassroots or individual-level access work (e.g., Sci-Hub use or institutional repositories)
toward systemic, policy-driven solutions intended to restructure scholarly communication globally.

The fourth biggest cluster (green) has prominent keywords such as cite score and bibliometry. This
cluster focuses on specific evaluative tools and bibliometric techniques, showing continued analytical
interest in how research outputs are assessed. There is one isolated keyword of information access.
This keyword is a small but conceptually important node. Its isolation suggests that, despite being
conceptually central to the entire discussion, "information access" may not yet be fully integrated
into the broader technical, evaluative, and policy frameworks dominating post–Sci-Hub discourse.
However, its presence on the map indicates that fundamental questions about access remain active,
even if fragmented across different lines of inquiry.

The post–Sci-Hub MCA shows that access-related scholarship has evolved from simple di-
chotomies of open versus closed into a multi-dimensional terrain shaped by economics, policy, legality,
technological infrastructure, and evaluative paradigms. Sci-Hub may have catalyzed the urgency of
these discussions, but the current landscape reflects a maturing and increasingly institutionalized
engagement with the complexities of access and equity in scholarly communication.

Thematic Map After Sci-Hub

Figure 22 displays the thematic map of this topic after Sci-hub. The motor theme quadrant
has five keyword clusters. Cluster 1 has open access, scholarly publishing, article processing charge,
academic libraries, and gold open access. It represents the ongoing conversations about open access
infrastructure, funding models, and library roles within academic institutions. This theme underscores
how open access has moved from being a disruptive idea to a normalized and structured part of
scholarly publishing. Cluster 2 has predatory journals, scientific journal, peer review, bibliometrics,
and journal impact factor. It represents concerns about quality control and research evaluation in
an increasingly open ecosystem. It reflects the tension between expanding access and maintaining
rigorous standards (e.g., predatory journal). Cluster 3 has open science, ethics, open data, institutional
repository, and china. It represents growing internationalization and ethical dimensions of research
dissemination, especially regarding data transparency and national participation in open movements.
Cluster 4 has electronic journals, library consortia, and collection development. It highlights technical
and collaborative elements for scholarly resource management in the digital age. Cluster 5 has citations,
collaboration, funding, and publications. It reflects how scholarly visibility and access are shaped by
collaborative structures and funding policies.
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Figure 22. Thematic Map of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic: post-Sci-hub.

The niche theme quadrant has four keyword clusters. Cluster 1 has research data management,
data sharing, and metadata. It represents the growing importance of data infrastructure and its
transparency in scholarly accessibility conversations. Cluster 2 has digital library, grey literature, and
repository. It represents conversation about alternative or non-mainstream knowledge dissemination
systems. Cluster 3 has qualitative research and research ethics. It represents methodological and
ethical subthemes that are less central but still relevant to the broader conversation of research. Cluster
4 has impact and sustainability. It represents long-term structural concerns about the viability of
prestige metric (e.g. impact) in the scientific dissemination ecosystem. This quadrant also has isolated
keywords, each forming their own cluster of barriers, and integrity. These two words suggest areas
that may be relevant to the topic but thematic integration remains limited.

The emerging or declining theme quadrant has several isolated keywords, each forming their own
cluster of: disparities, education, elsevier, knowledge equity, and research accessibility. The isolated
terms in this quadrant represent topics that are relevant to the overall conversation (e.g., elsevier as the
commercial publisher or knowledge equity as a symbolic representation of the entrenched commercial
publishing system) but have yet to be integrated with the subject matter.

The basic theme quadrant has two keyword clusters. Cluster 1 has sci-hub, copyright, piracy,
black open access, and shadow libraries. It represents the core of post–Sci-Hub discourse. These terms
directly reflect the realities and controversies of alternative access methods, illustrating how the rise of
shadow libraries has redefined debates around legality, ethics, and access equity. Cluster 2 has research,
and databases. It represents enduring, foundational discussions around how scholarly information is
stored, retrieved, and managed. This quadrant also has isolated keywords, each forming their own
cluster of: hybrid journal, higher education, diversity, and equity. These keywords represent issues
that are recognized but remain peripheral in more structured debates.

There is also one isolated keyword, forming their own cluster of: commercial publishing posi-
tioned between the emerging or declining theme quadrant and basic theme quadrant. This position
indicates the transitional standing of this topic in the broader literature landscape.

The thematic map reflects a maturing but increasingly fragmented discourse. The motor themes
reflect how open access has evolved into an institutionalized norm, encompassing debates on funding
models, quality assurance, international participation, and collaborative infrastructure. The niche
themes reveal sustained but specialized interest in data transparency, nontraditional dissemination
pathways, and ethical concerns, suggesting depth but limited connectivity to mainstream discussions.
The emerging or declining themes consist largely of isolated concepts that, while relevant, remain
theoretically diffuse and under-integrated. Meanwhile, the basic and basic-emerging hybrid themes
present foundational conversations shaped by shadow libraries and copyright disputes, affirming
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the centrality of alternative access in the current publishing ecosystem. Overall, the map signals an
increasingly complex terrain, where institutional reform, grassroots disruption, and ethical pluralism
intersect but not yet harmonize.

Thematic Evolution After Sci-Hub

Figure 23 displays the thematic evolution diagram map of this topic before and after the emer-
gence of Sci-hub. During the pre-Sci-hub period (2000-2011), there are 9 prominent themes of collection
development, databases, grey literature, higher education, institutional repositories, research, schol-
arly journals, scholarly publishing, and scientific journal. These keywords indicate how academic
content is curated, stored, and disseminated. This era reflects the groundwork of digital transition,
where institutions focused on building and managing academic resources, often within the confines of
subscription-based access and traditional library systems of higher education institutions.

Figure 23. Thematic Evolution of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic.

During the post-Sci-hub period (2012-2025), there are 9 prominent themes of citations, digital
library, education, electronic journals, higher education, open access, predatory journals, research, and
sci-hub. This change represents a transformation toward accessibility, openness, and critical evaluation
of publishing systems. The emergence of new themes such as open access, predatory journals, Sci-Hub,
and electronic journals points to a more direct engagement with the systemic barriers to research
accessibility. The prominence of Sci-Hub itself as a standalone theme in this period is a testament to
its catalytic impact on global discussions about equity, piracy, and the ethics of information access.
Additionally, recurring themes such as higher education, research, digital libraries, and education
show the continuity of institutional involvement, but these are now situated within a broader debate
on how access intersects with impact, legitimacy, and evaluation.

In terms of linkage, using the latter period as a benchmark, citations is linked with higher
education. This link reflects the growing role of bibliometrics and citation-based evaluation in shaping
how access influences academic visibility and impact. Digital library is linked with grey literature
and scholarly publishing. This link points to the expansion of informal or alternative dissemination
channels in the wake of access limitations. Education is linked with databases. This link alludes to
the broader connection of scientific data storage and management. Electronic journals is linked with
collection development and scholarly publishing. This link illustrates the digitization of publishing
and its impact on how academic content is curated. Higher education is linked with higher education.
This link shows the persistent involvement of higher education in the conversation.

Open access is linked with institutional repositories, scholarly journals, and scholarly publish-
ing. This link highlights its roots in pre-Sci-Hub infrastructures but also signaling its post-Sci-Hub
mainstreaming of knowledge accessibility. Predatory journals is linked with scholarly journals and
scientific journal. This link indicates an evolution from trusted dissemination venues to contested

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 31 July 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


41 of 56

and potentially exploitative models, likely an unintended side effect of scholarly publishing norms.
Research is linked with databases and research. This link also represents the broader connection of
scholarly work and its channel to visibility. Scihub is linked with scholarly publishing. This link most
importantly shows its disruptive position, both as a critique of the paywalled status quo and as a
symptom of unmet access needs.

Overall, the thematic evolution captures a critical transition in the discourse: from building
academic access structures to radical disruption in the discourse on research accessibility. In the pre–Sci-
Hub period (2000–2011), scholarly conversations were grounded in institutional curation, emphasizing
traditional publishing, repositories, and library systems; This reflects a subscription-bound model
of controlled academic dissemination. By contrast, the post–Sci-Hub period (2012–2025) marks a
pivot toward openness, evaluation, and critique. Themes such as open access, predatory journals,
and Sci-Hub itself point to intensified scrutiny of publishing hierarchies and access inequalities. The
emergence of Sci-Hub as a dominant theme underscores its catalytic role in challenging the paywall
paradigm. Linkages across the periods reveal both continuity and disruption: while infrastructures
like higher education and digital libraries persist, new connections, such as between citations and
academic visibility or between open access and institutional repository signal a transformed landscape.
Ultimately, the diagram captures an evolving discourse that moves from institutional stewardship to
contested, decentralized models of knowledge access.

5.3. Literature Landscape Through Result Integration

Table 5 juxtaposes key characteristics of the literature landscape of the three topics, as informed
by the integration of both performance- and conceptual analysis results.

Table 5. Key Characteristics of the Literature Landscape.
Insights from performance analysis Insights from conceptual analysis Key characteristic of the discourse from integration

Topic 1

Highest growth across topics, indicating a steadily increasing scholarly interest.

The discourse is not only empirical but also reflective and opinion-driven

US is the dominant country

Focus on peer review systems and editorial practices

Clusters reveal discourses on editorial bias, inclusion, and power asymmetries in the scholarly communication process.

Recurring keywords are “peer review,” “publication bias,” “prestige bias”

Discourse is critical and reform-oriented

The main theme is transparency, bias, power in editorial systems

Links to epistemic justice and legitimacy in academia

Topic 2

Largest number of literature among all topics.

Active discussion as seen from the volume of conference proceeding and citation rate.

US is the dominant country

Sources represent a mix of methodological and policy-focused journals.

Focus on impact factors, rankings, citation metrics

Clusters reveal the discourse of scholarly metrics, its limitations, and the following problem.

Recurring keywords are “impact factor,” “research evaluation,” “metrics”

Critique of metric-based academic culture

The main theme is performance pressures, questionable research practices, scholarly metricization

Mix of critical reassessment and institutional entrenchment

Topic 3

Relatively lowest scholarly interest as seen from annual growth rate and citation rate.

US is the dominant country

Sources focus on the library and information science area.

Focus on access inequities, APCs, copyright, predatory publishing

Clusters reveal concerns of economic and legal barriers to research accessibility, as well as grassroot responses.

Recurring keywords are “open access,” “APC,” “predatory publishing”

Equity and ethics at the center of the discourse

The main theme is institutional reform, funding, informal infrastructures

Tensions between open science ideals and exclusionary research access

5.3.1. Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias

The discourse on gatekeeping and editorial bias in scholarly publishing has gained traction over
the past two decades, as evidenced by a robust annual growth rate of 10.7% in the topic’s literature,
despite it constituting the smallest dataset among the analyzed topics. This upward trend reflects an
increasing scholarly engagement with the mechanisms and consequences of editorial decision-making.
The predominance of journal articles, supplemented by a substantial number of review pieces and
editorials, indicates a discourse that is both empirically grounded and normatively reflective, aligning
with broader concerns about the credibility, fairness, legitimacy, and transparency of peer review
systems.

Conceptual analysis reinforces this characterization by revealing a landscape structured around
the intersection of institutional, ethical, and systemic dimensions of editorial practice and its entailing
issue. Central themes revolve around the operational dynamics of peer review and editorial judgment,
while distinct clusters address socio-structural issues such as identity-based bias, inclusion efforts, and
the asymmetric power relations between editors and authors. The thematic map further delineates the
discourse into motor themes advocating reform and transparency, and niche inquiries into bibliometric
accountability, and foundational concerns (i.e., basic theme) about prestige-based gatekeeping and
insider bias. Recurring keywords, such as “peer review,” “publication bias,” and “prestige bias”,
signal enduring anxieties over the equity and credibility of scholarly publishing. Geographically,
the United States emerges as a dominant site of authorship and discourse production, reflecting its
influential role in shaping editorial norms. Collectively, the conceptual and performance analyses
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depict a discourse increasingly preoccupied with interrogating the structures, practices, and values
that underpin editorial gatekeeping and its implications for epistemic justice in academia.

5.3.2. Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Evaluation

The discourse surrounding prestige-driven metrics and research evaluation has emerged as a
prominent and expansive area of scholarly inquiry, as evidenced by the dataset’s substantial volume.
This volume, coupled with relatively high citation rate, could imply the intensifying global examination
of performance indicators such as journal impact factors, citation counts, and institutional rankings.
The substantial presence of reviews and conference papers indicate active discussion of the topic.
The dominant national affiliation of corresponding authorship in the United States, further reflects
concentrated scholarly and policy interest in systems of academic valuation. Top publication venues
align with the field’s methodological and policy-oriented engagement.

Conceptually, the discourse focuses on the pervasive influence of quantitative research indicators
within academic systems, and the consequences of their institutionalization. Keyword co-occurrence
patterns reveal that core concerns revolve around the use of impact factors, peer review, and other
metrics within higher education and publication systems, as well as their entanglement with research
biases and integrity threats such as p-hacking and selective reporting. The MCA clustering highlights
similar areas of inquiry, with the addition of innovation in research and acceptance processes. The
thematic map further clarifies the structure of this discourse: the motor-basic hybrid theme captures
both the dominance and critical reassessment of performance metrics in defining scholarly worth,
while the emerging-basic cluster identifies growing concern over the institutional pressures that may
foster questionable research practices. The niche theme points to the metricization of academic labor,
where hiring, promotion, and funding decisions are increasingly tethered to quantitative evaluations
of prestige. Together, these findings illustrate a discourse that critically examines the epistemic,
methodological, and institutional consequences of a metric-oriented academic culture.

5.3.3. Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility

The discourse on barriers to research accessibility and equity in knowledge dissemination, while
showing the slowest annual growth rate among the three topics, still conceptually reflects a growing
scholarly engagement with the structural and normative questions surrounding who gets to access and
contribute to academic knowledge. While the United States again led in corresponding authorship,
the global south likely features prominently in the thematic scope due to the direct impact of access
inequities on researchers in resource-limited contexts. Key publishing venues focus on scholarly
communication and library science. Top keywords reflect ongoing tensions between formal publishing
infrastructures and alternative models of access.

Conceptual analysis reveals a discourse fundamentally concerned with the ethical, structural,
and economic dynamics that underpin academic publishing. The co-occurrence network highlights
tensions between commercial publishing interests, access mechanisms, and the pursuit of scholarly
inclusivity. Central themes include financial barriers such as article processing charges, ethical dilem-
mas like predatory publishing and copyright restrictions, and the infrastructural roles of libraries and
repositories. The MCA clustering points out the systemic nature of access barriers, linking them to en-
trenched prestige hierarchies and global disparities in publishing capacity. The thematic map presents
a discourse distributed across several conceptual terrains: the motor theme quadrant emphasizes
institutional and financial debates over equitable access and open science funding models; the niche
themes point to underexplored disparities and infrastructural challenges; and the emerging themes
points toward grassroots dissemination practices and informal infrastructures, albeit in a fragmented
manner. The basic themes reinforce the foundational role of both formal and informal systems in
shaping how, and for whom, academic knowledge circulates. Together, these findings portray a field
grappling with the tension between democratizing ideals and exclusionary research access, revealing
the urgent need for structural reform in how access to knowledge is ethically justified.
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5.4. Key Literature Changes Through Result Integration
5.4.1. Prestige-Driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Before and After DORA

Table 6 juxtaposes key characteristics of the literature landscape of the prestige-driven metrics and
research evaluation topic BEFORE and AFTER the emergence of San Francisco DORA, by integrating
insights from both performance- and conceptual analysis results. The discourse on prestige-driven
metrics and research evaluation has undergone a significant conceptual and structural transformation
across the pre- and post-DORA periods, as evident from the shift from metric-centric focus to more
reflexive and reform-oriented critique.

Table 6. Key Literature of the Prestige-driven Metrics and Research Evaluation Topic

Insights from performance analysis Insights from conceptual analysis

Pre-DORA
Rapid publication growth
High number of conference proceedings, implying topic engagement
Dominated by USA

Evaluation centered on quantification and hierarchy
Journal impact factor viewed as legitimate proxy for value
Early concerns (e.g., selective reporting) were marginal
Critiques were emergent and peripheral

Post-DORA
Relatively lower engagement from growth rate and number of conference proceedings.
More diversified discussion as seen from the distribution of document type.
Dominated by China

Reflexive and multidimensional discourse
Focus on methodological integrity, ethics, and equity
Research integrity and peer review now central
Emphasis on rethinking research evaluation

Key change from Integrated insight
Shift from a metrics-dominated, performance-driven model to a more reflexive, ethically grounded, and pluralistic evaluation paradigm.
Metrics are now contextualized within broader concerns of transparency, fairness, and methodological rigor.
Keyword shifts to conversation in examining the processes and incentives that shape scientific outputs.

In the pre-DORA era (2000–2013), scholarly engagement was characterized by rapid growth
and a relatively narrow conceptual focus. The landscape was dominated by traditional bibliometric
indicators, particularly the Journal Impact Factor, which served as both a practical and symbolic anchor
for institutional research assessment. Thematic clustering during this period reflected a hierarchical
and quantitatively-driven evaluative practice, wherein citation-based metrics were largely accepted
as legitimate proxies for scholarly value. Although early concerns about methodological distortion
and selective reporting had begun to surface, these remained peripheral to a dominant narrative
that privileged performance over process. The thematic map of this period captured a landscape of
normative entrenchment, where evaluation was institutionalized, quantification was uncontested, and
critiques of the system were largely emergent rather than mainstream.

Following the publication of the San Francisco DORA in 2013, the discourse experienced both
expansion and conceptual reorientation. While publication volume grew considerably in the post-
DORA period (2014–2025), it did so with a slower trajectory, suggesting a maturation and possible
saturation of the field. More significantly, the thematic architecture of the post-DORA landscape
became increasingly multidimensional. The discourse became widespread as seen from the shift in
dominant country and diversified document type. Traditional metrics like impact factor remained
influential, but they now coexisted with an expanding vocabulary of reform, including altmetrics,
open science, research transparency, and p-hacking. Conceptual analysis revealed a diversification
of evaluative concerns, as the once-dominant bibliometric discourse was challenged by emerging
clusters emphasizing methodological integrity, ethical scrutiny, and institutional equity. Thematic
maps demonstrated how previously marginal concerns, such as research integrity and reproducibility,
gained centrality and began to reshape the evaluative conversation. Peer review, in particular, evolved
from a supporting evaluative mechanism into a foundational theme, reflecting an ongoing examination
and scrutiny.

The thematic evolution across periods implies both continuity and change in the literature.
On one hand, the enduring prominence of journal impact factors and persistent concerns about
structural bias illustrate the deep institutional embeddedness of prestige-based metrics. On the
other hand, the post-DORA discourse reflects a broadening of what constitutes legitimate research
assessment. Rather than a rejection of quantitative indicators, the post-DORA era is characterized
by their recontextualization, where metrics are no longer seen as ends in themselves, but as tools
that must be scrutinized within broader ethical, methodological, and social frameworks. DORA’s
influence is most evident in the discursive shift toward transparency, equity, and rigor, as well as in the
decentralization of evaluative authority across methodological, epistemic, and geographic lines. This
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transition from a metrics-dominated paradigm to a more holistic and contested evaluative landscape
marks a significant inflection point in the scholarly discourse on research assessment.

5.4.2. Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Before and After Sci-Hub

Table 7 juxtaposes key characteristics of the literature landscape of the barrier and equity issues
in research accessibility topic BEFORE and AFTER the emergence of Sci-hub, as suggested by the
integration of both performance- and conceptual analysis results. The emergence of Sci-Hub changed
the discourse surrounding barriers and equity in research accessibility, transforming a relatively
institution-bound conversation into a contested, politically relevant, and increasingly decentralized
debate.

Table 7. Key Literature of the Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility Topic.
Insights from performance analysis Insights from conceptual analysis

Pre-Sci-hub
Relatively smaller starting point interest from high growth but low citation rate
Dominated by USA
Sources are library-oriented field

Framed as infrastructure and digitization issue
Themes focused on institutional roles (e.g., libraries)
Open access was fragmented and peripheral
Debate largely within traditional publishing structures
Keywords imply discussion around the infrastructure of research access.

Post-Sci-hub
Relatively higher engagement with the topic as seen from nearly doubled citation rate albeit lower growth rate.
Dominated by USA
Sources include science evaluation and communication venues.

Shift to systemic, ethical, and legal critique
Central themes are APCs, piracy, predatory journals, open access
Motor themes now include reform and inclusivity
Expanded discourse on grassroots dissemination and data ethics
Keywords imply economic and political-oriented discourse, with Sci-hub as a key object.

Key change + Integrated insight Shift from technical/institutional access issues to a politicized, systemic critique of publishing norms.
The field now engages with ethical, economic, and global dimensions of access, driven by Sci-Hub’s role in exposing structural inequities and legitimizing informal knowledge sharing.

In the pre–Sci-Hub period (2000–2011), scholarly attention to access issues was modest, with slow
but steady growth and low citation impact, signaling that the topic was largely peripheral within the
academic community. The discourse was institutionally grounded, dominated by themes related to
library systems, digital repositories, and electronic publishing. Conceptually, access was framed as
a technical or infrastructural concern, embedded in the digital transition and rooted in institutional
stewardship. Thematic maps and keyword networks reveal fragmented debates, with open access
still an emerging and isolated concept, largely unintegrated into mainstream publishing norms. The
focus remained on building formal structures within the traditional publishing ecosystem rather than
disrupting it.

Post–Sci-Hub (2012–2025), the landscape shifted both quantitatively and conceptually. While the
publication growth rate slowed down, the volume of literature increased substantially, and average
citation rates nearly doubled, indicating heightened scholarly interest and recognition of the issue’s
systemic relevance. Sci-Hub itself emerged as a central node in both keyword networks and thematic
structures, catalyzing a transition from infrastructural improvement to ethical critique and resistance.
The discourse evolved to encompass economic models (e.g., article processing charges), legal challenges
(e.g., copyright and piracy), and informal access mechanisms. Importantly, the vocabulary broadened:
keywords such as predatory journals, Sci-Hub, and open access now indicate a more politicized
framing of access inequities, with global implications.

The thematic evolution results reinforce this paradigm shift. Pre–Sci-Hub discussions were
confined to custodial roles of libraries and institutions in navigating the digital transition, while
post–Sci-Hub discourse interrogates the legitimacy and inclusivity of the entire publishing model.
Motor themes now reflect institutionalization of open access and a turn toward systemic reform, while
emerging and niche themes, though scattered, suggest expanding interest in grassroots knowledge
practices, data ethics, and alternative dissemination. Continuities such as ongoing reliance on insti-
tutional repositories coexist with disruptions, most notably, the normalization of Sci-Hub as both a
symptom and critique of exclusionary access models. In sum, the Sci-Hub moment did not merely
introduce a new actor into the scholarly communication ecosystem, it redefined the terms of debate.
The field has transitioned from discussions of how knowledge should be accessed within institutional
frameworks, to who gets to access knowledge, under what conditions, and through which mechanisms.
This has produced a more mature, though fragmented, discourse that integrates political economy,
ethical pluralism, and infrastructural critique, marking a decisive transformation in how the academic
community conceptualizes and responds to barriers in research accessibility.
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6. Discussion
This study examines how the scholarly discourse on academic publishing reform has evolved

between 2000 and 2025, with particular attention to three interconnected domains: editorial gate-
keeping and bias, prestige-driven metrics and evaluation, and barriers and equity issues in research
accessibility. Through bibliometric analysis, we mapped thematic developments, conceptual struc-
tures, and changes in discourse over time. The results reveal both persistent concerns and discourse
transformation shaped by major interventions such as the calls for research assessment reform (e.g.,
San Francisco DORA or Leiden Manifesto) and the emergence of Sci-hub shadow library.

6.1. Who Decides What Knowledge Is? Editorial Elitism in Scholarly Publishing

The discourse on editorial gatekeeping and bias, though constituting the smallest dataset, exhib-
ited the fastest growth rate, indicating rising scholarly concern over the fairness and transparency
of editorial decision-making. The findings reveal a conceptual field structured around institutional,
ethical, and systemic dimensions of editorial practices, with clusters focusing on identity-based bias,
inclusion, and power asymmetries between editors and authors. These findings align with the broader
calls for epistemic justice in knowledge production [12,51].

The prominence of keywords such as "peer review," "publication bias," and "prestige bias" reflects
enduring anxieties over the equity and legitimacy of scholarly communication [3,50,60]. Together, these
terms point to systemic vulnerabilities in the editorial and evaluative mechanism of the publishing
ecosystem. Their continued presence across decades of literature suggests that the issue is not transient
complaints, but rather chronic structural flaws in how academic discourse is curated, validated, and
circulated. As reform efforts gather momentum, addressing the structural roots of these anxieties
becomes essential to foster a more inclusive and epistemically just academic community.

Thematic clustering of transparency and reform in editorial processes, bibliometric account-
ability, and prestige-based gatekeeping are consistent with the literature’s call for more democratic
models of publishing, such as open peer review, preprint dissemination, and post-publication peer
review systems [51,52]. Moreover, foundational concerns persist regarding insider bias and elitist
editorial gatekeeping, especially within journals with invite-only submission practices, which may
systematically disadvantage underrepresented scholars and global perspectives [13–15].

A geographic analysis of corresponding authorship shows the concentration of discourse pro-
duction in the United States. While this reflects the country’s institutional prominence in global
publishing networks, it also raises questions about epistemic centralization and the marginalization
of voices from the Global South and non-English-speaking contexts [3,16]. The dominance of United
States-based contributions likely influences editorial norms and peer review standards, suggesting
a need to diversify representation and editorial board composition to better reflect global scholarly
communities. In this light, editorial bias and gatekeeping are not merely procedural concerns but
represent issues of epistemic justice, shaping who participates in knowledge production and how
scholarly legitimacy is constructed.

6.2. Reassessing Metrics and Meaning in Research Evaluation

The discourse surrounding prestige-driven metrics and research evaluation has also emerged as a
prominent and expansive field within scholarly inquiry. This is evidenced by the substantial dataset
volume and relatively high citation rates that characterize this topic. Together, these indicators suggest
a globally intensifying scrutiny of quantitative performance metrics such as JIF, citation counts, and
institutional rankings. Furthermore, the concentrated authorship in the United States points to a strong
institutional and policy-driven interest in academic valuation mechanisms, which continue to shape
global publishing norms and funding priorities [19,94].

Conceptual analysis reveals that this discourse is related to the institutionalization of quantitative
indicators and their consequences for how scholarly worth is defined and measured. Common
keywords like "impact factor," "peer review," and "research integrity" frequently co-occur, which

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 31 July 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.2644.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


46 of 56

reflects core concerns about how these metrics govern academic publishing and career progression
[7]. The reliance on these metrics are associated with threats to research integrity such as p-hacking,
selective reporting, and outcome-driven publication practices (i.e., research that focuses on getting
good results rather than answering the research objective).

Clustering patterns additionally highlight ongoing inquiries about research evaluation and reform
of acceptance processes. The thematic map captures a motor-basic hybrid theme that reflects both the
entrenched dominance of traditional metrics and a growing critical reassessment of their legitimacy.
Emerging-basic clusters further point to rising concern about institutional pressures that encourage
questionable research practices, while niche themes identify the increasing metricization of academic
labor. These processes are evidenced by hiring, promotion, and funding decisions being increasingly
tethered to prestige-based quantitative evaluations [55,95].

The emphasis on quantifiable outputs (e.g., JIF) has inadvertently fostered a culture of expe-
diency and strategic optimization, often referred to as “gaming the system” [64,96]. In pursuit of
rapid publication and increased visibility, scholars may feel pressured to prioritize productivity over
substance, leading to ethically precarious practices. Among the most recent manifestations of this trend
is the accelerated use of large language models (LLMs), such as generative AI tools, to produce draft
manuscripts or complete entire papers, sometimes without disclosure [97]. This shift reflects desire to
meet journal thresholds, maximize citations, and secure grant funding by creating an environment
where speed, not rigor, is rewarded. In this context, LLMs become instrumental in enabling superfi-
cial compliance with academic conventions, rather than facilitating deeper intellectual engagement.
This phenomenon exposes a structural vulnerability: when metrics become the dominant markers of
scholarly value, they incentivize performative scholarship over epistemic integrity [7,94].

The publication of the San Francisco DORA in 2013 marks a pivotal moment in the evolution of
this discourse. Before DORA, between 2000 and 2013, literature on research evaluation experienced
rapid growth with a narrow conceptual scope. JIF dominated both discourse and practice, operating as
a practical and symbolic anchor for institutional research assessment. Thematic clusters from this era
reflect a hierarchically structured system where bibliometric indicators were widely accepted as valid
proxies for scholarly excellence. Concerns about metric distortion, methodological bias, and selective
reporting existed but were peripheral, lacking mainstream traction. Evaluation practices during this
time were deeply institutionalized, with performance quantification serving as the uncontested norm
across academia [98,99].

In contrast, the post-DORA period from 2014 to 2025 is marked by both expansion in publication
output and a significant conceptual transformation. Although growth rates slowed, the thematic
complexity of the discourse increased, indicating a maturing and diversifying field. Traditional
metrics like JIF remained influential, but they became increasingly contested and coexisted alongside
reformist vocabulary such as altmetrics, research transparency, and methodological reproducibility.
Emerging clusters focused on research integrity gained centrality, and peer review shifted from a
supporting function to a foundational theme of evaluative inquiry. Geographic diversification and
broader document types reflected a decentralization of discourse production and evaluative norms
[26,100].

Taken together, this thematic evolution suggests both continuity and change. The enduring
prominence of JIF and persistent structural biases illustrate the deep institutional embeddedness of
prestige-driven metrics. Simultaneously, the post-DORA literature reflects an expanded understanding
of what constitutes meaningful research assessment. Rather than rejecting metrics entirely, the post-
DORA era is defined by their recontextualization: metrics are no longer viewed as ends in themselves
but as tools requiring ethical and methodological scrutiny. DORA’s impact is evident in the discourse’s
shift toward transparency, equity, and rigor, as well as in the diversification of evaluative authority
across epistemic, methodological, and geographic domains. This transition from a metrics-dominated
paradigm to a more reflexive and contested evaluative landscape marks a critical inflection point in
the scholarly understanding of academic worth and institutional legitimacy.
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6.3. Rewriting the Terms of Access: Political Economy and Equity in Scholarly Publishing

Despite having the slowest annual growth rate among the three topics analyzed, the discourse
surrounding barriers to research accessibility and equity has evolved into a conceptually rich and po-
litically important area of inquiry. This trend reflects an increasing engagement with structural, ethical,
and normative questions about who gets to participate in academic knowledge creation/consumption
and under what conditions. While corresponding authorship remains concentrated in the United
States, thematic content suggests growing relevance to researchers in the Global South, where resource
constraints and exclusionary publishing models pose challenges [101]. Leading publication venues
in library and information science reinforce the topic’s institutional and infrastructural anchoring,
while the prevalence of keywords such as “open access,” “predatory publishing,” and “copyright”
signals ongoing conflicts between formal publishing systems and alternative models of dissemination
[71,102].

Conceptual analysis reveals that this discourse is fundamentally oriented toward exploring the
political economy of access. The literature reflects an enduring tension between commercial publishing
interests and the pursuit of inclusive scholarly communication. Financial barriers such as APC, ethical
concerns over copyright enforcement, and the proliferation of predatory journals all point to the sys-
temic obstacles confronting researchers outside elite publishing circuits [22,73]. Additionally, keyword
co-occurrence networks and MCA clustering highlight the vital yet underexamined role of libraries and
institutional repositories in mitigating access disparities. These topics occupy both foundational and
niche positions in the thematic map, revealing how formal and informal infrastructures are embedded
within broader debates about equity, legitimacy, and openness [103].

The emergence of Sci-Hub in 2011 marks a paradigmatic shift in how barriers to access are
conceptualized and contested. Prior to Sci-Hub, literature on research accessibility was modest in scale
and influence. Discussions were generally confined to institutional contexts, with themes focusing on
the custodial responsibilities of libraries and the technical challenges of electronic publishing. Open
access existed largely as a peripheral concern, discussed in terms of digital infrastructure rather than
systemic reform.

In the post-Sci-Hub era, however, the discourse underwent both quantitative expansion and
conceptual transformation. The volume of publications increased substantially, and citation rates
nearly doubled, reflecting greater scholarly attention to the issue’s ethical and political ramifications.
Sci-Hub itself emerged as a central discursive node, symbolizing both a symptom and a critique of
exclusionary publishing models [24,84,85]. Conceptually, access debates moved beyond technical
improvements to interrogate the legitimacy of the academic publishing ecosystem. Motor themes
now emphasize institutional engagement with open access mandates and funding models, while
niche and emerging clusters map out fragmented efforts to document alternative access mechanisms,
data ethics, and grassroots dissemination practices [104]. Thematic maps reveal growing interest
in decentralized solutions, such as informal networks of scholarly sharing, even though it remains
unevenly distributed and ethically contested. This shift has broadened the vocabulary of access
discourse to include terms like “piracy,” “knowledge equity,” indicating a more politically relevant
and socially responsive framing of the issue.

Importantly, continuity persists in the reliance on institutional repositories and formal commer-
cialized repository systems, even as they coexist with disruptive models. The normalization of Sci-Hub
has challenged academic norms around legitimacy and copyright, prompting scholars to re-evaluate
the ethical justifications for paywalled knowledge [85]. The dichotomy between custodial and insur-
gent access strategies illustrates the tension between democratizing ideals and entrenched hierarchies
in scholarly publishing. At its core, this evolving discourse demands that academic institutions ad-
dress not only how knowledge is disseminated but for whom, and under what conditions it remains
accessible.

Together, these findings point to a decisive transformation in how research accessibility is under-
stood within the scholarly community. The field has shifted from institution-bound dialogues about
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infrastructure to a multidimensional critique encompassing political economy, ethical pluralism, and
epistemic inclusion. Reform efforts must now grapple with the ethical imperative to make knowledge
not only technically accessible but also socially and structurally equitable.

7. Conclusions
This study provides a systematic bibliometric overview of how scholarly discourse on academic

publishing reform, with the overarching research question of: How has scholarly literature on academic
publishing reform evolved across the themes of editorial gatekeeping and bias, prestige-driven research metrics
and evaluation, and barrier and equity issues in research accessibility over the past 25 years? The exploration of
editorial gatekeeping, prestige-driven metrics, and research accessibility reveals a scholarly ecosystem
marked by entrenched structural asymmetries. Editorial bias and exclusion reflect ongoing concerns
about legitimacy and transparency, particularly in how decisions about academic merit are made and
whose voices are amplified. Metrics such as impact factors and citation counts, while designed to
measure influence, have become instruments of performative scholarship by pressuring researchers to
prioritize speed, conformity, and visibility over integrity. These same metrics often drive a culture of
expediency, where generative AI tools are leveraged not to support inquiry, but to simulate it. The
rising use of LLM for paper content generation illustrates how a flawed system pushes scholars toward
shortcuts that satisfy institutional demands while eroding methodological rigor [64].

Barriers to research accessibility compound these challenges. Scholars from resource-limited
regions confront prohibitive APC, restrictive copyright regimes, and exclusion from prestigious
editorial circles. The discourse increasingly recognizes that academic publishing is not just a matter
of technical dissemination, but of ethical inclusion. The emergence of Sci-Hub reframed the debate
around access, elevating it from an infrastructural issue to one of political resistance and systemic
critique [24,82]. Post–Sci-Hub discussions interrogate who has the right to access knowledge, under
what conditions, and through which mechanisms, thereby bringing discourses about grassroots
dissemination and ethical pluralism to the forefront.

These three systemic problems are fundamentally interlinked. First, gatekeeping, metrics, and
access do not operate independently, but feed into one another to perpetuate academic hierarchies
and serve elite interests. Together they form a system that privileges conformity, rewards institutions
over individuals, and marginalizes alternative epistemologies [4]. Second, the dominance of Global
North scholarship risks marginalizing voices from contexts most affected by inequities in publishing
systems. Third, the change in discourses as seen from the findings reflects a cultural shift toward
reflexivity, transparency, and ethical accountability, though structural inertia remains a significant
barrier. These findings align with theoretical perspectives that conceptualize academic publishing
as a complex system in which power, prestige, and access privilege co-produce patterns of inclusion
and exclusion [69,105]. What may seem like isolated scholarly experiences are in fact parts of a larger,
shared struggle; a struggle faced not only by current researchers but also by future scholars and the
general public who rely on credible and inclusive academic knowledge.

The study carries implications for ongoing debates about evaluation reform, open science, and
equity. For policy-makers and institutions, the findings point to the importance of moving beyond
the metricization of academic labor toward evaluative practices that account for methodological rigor,
transparency, and social value. Specifically, research and tenureship evaluation should prioritize the
societal relevance, methodological rigor, and ethical impact of scholarship rather than its performance
on prestige-driven metrics or the venue it is published in; this shift recognizes that the true value of
research lies not in how many people “like” it or where it appears in, but in its capacity to contribute
to collective understanding.

For editors, the persistence of identity-based and structural bias necessitates a reformation from
“Gatekeeper” to “Mentor” through the publication mentorship program, where researchers are required
to work with the editorial team and its associates to bring the manuscript to the satisfactory quality;
this practice reflects the true purpose of academia: to encourage an environment of inclusive and
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continual learning (Cross et al., 2019). This mentorship spirit recognizes that all scholars were once
learners who benefited from the patience and guidance of their predecessors; extending the same
generosity to future researchers aligns with the very nature of academia as a community devoted
to teaching and learning [106]. To deny other scholars, emerging or established, such opportunities
would undermine the institution’s commitment to nurturing knowledge and scholarly growth.

Publishers, on the other hand, bear a complementary responsibility to ensure that the systems
supporting editorial practices are equally inclusive and representative. This involves cultivating
greater diversity among editorial boards, not only in terms of gender, geography, and career stage,
but also in disciplinary perspectives and lived experiences [107]. If possible, publishers should make
the paper freely accessible to public as much as possible, akin to the green or diamond open access
model, as these routes minimize financial and structural barriers for both authors and readers, thereby
dismantling inequities in who can access, produce, and benefit from scholarly work, ensuring that
research serves both academic and broader audiences.

For the broader academic community, including researchers of all career stages and research
students, the politicization of access debates highlights the urgency of systemic reform that addresses
not only technical barriers but also the ethical justification of knowledge distribution. Reform must
happen now. Those who conform to current norms without at least questioning them risk perpetuating
systemic injustices. Academia’s evaluative and publishing frameworks must be critically reimagined
to center equity, transparency, and integrity. Disruptive forces like DORA and Sci-Hub have opened
the door for change, but deeper reform is needed. LLM misuse, publishing elitism, and restricted
access are not isolated incidents; They are symptoms of a system designed to prioritize institutional
prestige over public good. If we fail to act, we could allow these structures to persist and calcify. To
challenge them is not merely a professional obligation; it is a moral imperative.

While bibliometric methods provide robust tools for mapping scholarly discourse, this study is
limited by coverage biases in bibliographic databases, potential underrepresentation of non-English
literature, and the focus on published outputs rather than lived experiences of researchers. Future
research could integrate qualitative analyses of author perspectives, comparative studies of Global
North and Global South publishing systems, and evaluations of the real-world impact of reform
initiatives such as DORA and open access mandates. Further investigation into the intersections of the
three domains may yield deeper insights into how power, prestige, and access privilege co-evolve in
scholarly communication.

The future scholarly culture must reflect inclusive values. Editorial systems should diversify not
only in demographic representation but also in ideological openness. Metrics must be contextualized,
not idolized. Access must be reconceptualized as a public right, not a privilege granted by publishers.
Reflexivity must replace routinization, and collaboration must triumph over gatekeeping. The transfor-
mation will not be simple, but it is essential. A new academic ethos, one that reclaims scholarship for
the many and not the few, is within reach, if we collectively strive for it. The worth of knowledge is not
inherently in its metric, but in its capacity to include, to challenge, and to develop the society it lives in.
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Abbreviations
The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

JIF Journal Impact Factor
DORA Declaration on Research Assessment
Altmetrics Alternative Metrics
APC Article Processing Charges
WoS Web of Science
MCA Multiple Correspondence Analysis
DOAJ Directory of Open Access Journals
LLM Large Language Models

Appendix A. Removed and Consolidated Keywords
For the Gatekeeping and Editorial Bias topic,the following terms were excluded: "news produc-

tion", "online journalism", "journalism", "news", "newspapers", "online-news", "online news", "social
media", "communication", "innovation", "content analysis", "cultural evolution", "cultural transmission",
"social learning", "clinical trials", "meta-analysis", "meta-analyses", "systematic review", "COVID-19",
"epidemiology", "artificial intelligence", "trial registration", "clinical trial registration", "evidence-based
medicine", "protocol", "depression", “systematic reviews”, and “spine”. This was done because these
terms, while potentially frequent or popular in bibliographic records, reflect broader or unrelated
topics and thus dilute the thematic precision of the analysis.

Moreover, synonymous or closely related terms were merged to reduce fragmentation and better
capture coherent conceptual themes. For example: "publication", "publishing", "academic publishing",
and "scholarly publishing" were treated as a single concept. "journal prestige" and "prestige" were
also merged. “Academic journals”, “academic journal”, “Journal” and “journals” were also merged.
“Editorial decisions” and “editorial decision” were also merged. This was necessary to prevent the
dispersion of conceptually similar ideas into separate clusters, which could obscure the true thematic
structure of the field.

For the Prestige-driven metrics and research evaluation topic, several terms were removed to
improve thematic precision and eliminate noise from unrelated or overly broad research areas. The
excluded terms include: "depression", "surgery", "consort", "internet", "child", "optimization", "deep
learning", "serials", "data mining", "machine learning", "schizophrenia", "uncertainty", "randomized
controlled trials", "systematic review", "meta-analysis", "simulation", "management", "evidence-based
practice", "education", "china", "clinical trials", "evidence-based medicine", "systematic reviews", "re-
view", "COVID-19", "SARS-CoV-2", "PRISMA", "artificial intelligence", "meta-analyses", "clinical trial
registration", "HARKing", "clinical appraisal", "big data", "clinical practice guidelines", "observational
study", "correlation", "biology", "neck pain", "qualitative research", "Iran", "World Wide Web", "UK",
"Australia", "United Kingdom", "marketing", "history", "modeling", "communication", "MEDLINE",
"pharmacoepidemiology", and "coronavirus".

In addition, several synonymous or closely related terms were merged, which are "randomized
controlled trials" and "randomized controlled trial"; "human" and "humans"; "research evaluation"
and "research assessment"; "journal impact factor", "impact factors", and "impact factor"; “citations”
and “citation”; “h-index” and “h index”; “journals” and “journal”; “journal ranking” and “journal
rankings”; “publications” and “publication”; “altmetrics” and “alternative metrics” and “altmetric”.

For the Barrier and equity issues in research accessibility topic, the removed terms include
"Wikipedia", "cancer", "pharmacology", "Ethiopia", "Nigeria", "recruitment", "COVID-19", "periodicals",
"assessment", "cognitive behavioral theory", "economics", "federated search", "metasearch", "electronic
books", "usage statistics", "blogs", "evaluation", "serials", "chemistry", "portals", "case study", "informa-
tion technology", "information retrieval", "Web 2.0", "reference services", "guidelines", "Dublin Core",
"OAI-PMH", "health disparities", "health inequity", "climate change", "International Association for
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Vegetation Science (IAVS)", "health equity", "medical education", "artificial intelligence", "serials crisis",
"vegetation classification", “systematic review”, and “meta-analysis”.

Furthermore, synonymous and conceptually overlapping terms were merged as follows: "article
processing charge", "APC", "article processing charges", "article processing charge (APC)", "article
processing charges (APC)"; "human" and "humans"; "open access", "open access journals", "open access
publishing", "OA"; "journal impact factor", "impact factors", "impact factor"; "academic libraries", "uni-
versity libraries", "libraries", "library", "digital library" and "digital libraries"; "scholarly publishing",
"scholarly communication", "academic publishing", "publishing", "scientific publishing", "journal pub-
lishing"; "scientific journal", "journals", "scientific journals"; "research accessibility" and "accessibility";
"electronic journals", "electronic publishing", "e-journals"; "cost" and "price"; "predatory journals",
"predatory journal", "predatory"; "Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ)" and "DOAJ".
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