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Abstract: The current academic publishing system is increasingly defined by exclusionary gate-
keeping, prestige-driven metrics, and restricted access, all of which undermine equity, innovation,
and scholarly integrity. This position paper critiques these systemic issues and proposes a reform
framework grounded in transparency, inclusivity, and sustainability. Key recommendations include
mentorship-centered editorial models, post-publication peer review, diversified evaluation criteria,
and the development of community-led open access platforms. The paper also anticipates common
concerns, such as fears of declining quality and resistance from entrenched stakeholders , and offers
counterarguments grounded in evidence and practice. The paper concludes with a call to action for
researchers, editors, academic institutions, funding agencies, and policymakers to collaboratively
transform the publishing landscape, ensuring that the production and dissemination of knowledge
remains a public good.
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1. Position Overview: Toward a More Inclusive and Authentic Publishing Model

For decades, the academic publishing system has served as a cornerstone for the validation and
dissemination of research. Despite its essential role, this system has become increasingly characterized
by inefficiencies and inequities rooted in issues such as subjective peer-review processes, citation-based
metric journal rankings, and paywall-led knowledge inaccessibility. An attestation to this problem
is a recent antitrust lawsuit that was filed against prominent publishers such as Elsevier, Springer
Nature, Taylor and Francis, Sage, Wiley, and Wolters Kluwer, alleging that they diverted billions
of dollars from scientific research into the their profits through unpaid academic labor, restricting
manuscript submissions to one journal at a time, appropriating researcher’s intellectual property
upon manuscript acceptance without compensation [1]. Researchers encounter significant pressure to
conform to the rigid demands of high-prestige outlets, often at the expense of pursuing intellectually
bold and unconventional inquiries [2].

This pressure manifests in various ways, from the prioritization of "safe" research topics to
the undervaluation of niche-but-meaningful work [3]. Scholars often face the dilemma of choosing
between producing research that aligns with the priorities of elite journals or risking rejection by
focusing on less mainstream but potentially transformative ideas. This culture of conformity not only
undermines the diversity of academic thought but also perpetuates systemic biases that privilege
certain disciplines, regions, and methodologies [2,4].

Furthermore, the overreliance on metrics such as journal impact factors - a quantitative measure
indicating the average number of citations received by articles published in a journal over a two-year
period - exacerbates these issues [5]. An example of such practices is the tendency for researchers
to prioritize publication in journals with high impact factors, often at the expense of the quality and
originality of their work [5]. This overemphasis on impact factors can lead to a narrow focus on topics
that are likely to generate high citation counts, thereby stifling innovation and discouraging risk-taking
in research [6]. The metric-driven culture contributes to a homogenization of academic output, where
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only certain types of research are deemed valuable, further entrenching existing hierarchies within
academia.

Additionally, academic paywalls, whether from traditional close-access models that burden the
reader or open-access models that place the financial burden on the author, worsen the issue by
restricting access to knowledge. Traditional subscription-based journals create barriers for readers,
especially those from institutions with limited funding, who cannot afford the high costs of accessing
articles [7]. On the other hand, open-access models often require authors to pay substantial publication
fees, which can be prohibitive for researchers without adequate funding [8,9]. Both models thus
perpetuate inequities in knowledge dissemination, limiting the reach and impact of research, and
creating a divide between those who can afford to participate fully in the academic community and
those who cannot.

This position paper, which is a document that presents arguments to a subject matter supported
through researched evidence, interrogates the structural shortcomings of the current academic pub-
lishing model and outlines a comprehensive vision for reform. By addressing entrenched gatekeeping
practices, inequities in access, and the misplaced emphasis on prestige, this essay initiates a conversa-
tion of a research culture that values intellectual diversity, equity, and meaningful collaboration. The
ultimate goal is to empower researchers to prioritize authentic inquiry over performative pursuits of
narrowly defined academic success. Furthermore, this paper adds to the ongoing conversation posited
by Batterbury et al. [10] and Pia et al. [11] that urges academics to critically examine the inequalities
embedded in their scholarly practices and publishing labor. The dialogue prompts vital questions such
as: Who truly benefits from these systems? And who is systematically excluded or silenced by them?

2. Critiques of the Current System
2.1. Gatekeeping and Editorial Subjectivity

Academic gatekeeping, referred to in this paper as the role and process of journal editors, per-
petuates systemic issues within academic publishing. Journal editors are responsible for overseeing
the editorial process of scholarly journals, with primary roles including peer review coordination
and research selection [12]. Given these responsibilities, editors wield considerable authority over
the journals they manage. One manifestation of this authority is the ability to desk reject, which
involves rejecting manuscripts without peer review [13,14]. Proponents of desk rejection argue that it
efficiently conserves reviewer time and goodwill, ensuring that only papers likely to meet the journal’s
standards undergo peer review [13]. As a gatekeeping mechanism, it helps maintain high standards,
which are essential for the credibility and prestige of scientific outlets in a competitive academic
environment [15]. Desk rejection also improves operational efficiency by reducing review backlogs
through early elimination of unsuitable manuscripts [13]. Moreover, editors, drawing on their broader
perspective of the journal’s aims and standards, are often better positioned than individual reviewers
to assess whether a submission is a good fit.

However, the decision to desk-reject a manuscript can be influenced by editor bias or subjective
criteria, rather than a fair assessment of the manuscript’s quality [14]. Editors may unconsciously
favor certain topics, methodologies (e.g., quantitative vs. qualitative), paper types (e.g., position
paper vs. empirical paper), or authors based on personal preferences or familiarity, leading to the
exclusion of innovative or unconventional work. This phenomenon may be a case of confirmation bias,
where editors select works that align with their worldview of "scientific merit" or "novelty" instead of
considering the actual contribution of the work [16,17]. Furthermore, the argument that submissions
are "not up to journal standards" is flawed, as rigid standards risk excluding valuable contributions that
the paper may offer after refinements. For example, replication studies, which may not be perceived
as novel, strengthen the existing foundation of certain topics and are valuable as building blocks for
meta-analyses [18,19]. Another example is studies with negative results, which are underrepresented
due to the positive publication bias - where papers with positive or successful results are deemed
more interesting and generate more citations [20]. However, negative results papers also offer valuable
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lessons that can be learned [21]. To foster a more inclusive, innovative, and fair publishing process,
journals should prioritize collaboration and openness to manuscript submissions over narrow editorial
gatekeeping.

Arguments supporting desk rejection for efficiency overlook the deeper purpose of academia:
fostering a culture of continual learning and inclusive knowledge dissemination [22]. In fact, the
entrenched notion of "prestigious” journals could exacerbate these issues by acting as bottlenecks
in the dissemination of knowledge [23]. While not all research is initially of equal clarity or impact,
scholarly work can often reach comparable standards through rigorous peer review and revision.
The hierarchical structure of academic publishing implies that some findings or implications are
inherently more valuable than others, which undermines the diverse and cumulative nature of scientific
inquiry [24,25]. Every study, regardless of its perceived novelty, outcome, or scope, has the potential to
contribute meaningfully to the academic discourse [23,25]. The competitive and selective practices
upheld by prestigious journals, therefore, may inadvertently slow scientific progress by privileging
exclusivity over inclusivity and iterative development [23].

Academic journals and their editors should not merely be arbiters of what is publishable at a
given moment, but they rather should also serve as mentors and enablers for scholars at all stages of
their careers. By embracing this role, journals can truly embody the spirit of academia and ensure
that no voice is excluded from the conversation. Cross et al. [22] highlight the benefits of mentorship
in academia, emphasizing how it supports scholars in overcoming challenges and advancing their
careers. Similarly, Bajracharya et al. [26] posits that the value of mentorship is in building expertise
and sustaining capacity in academic fields. These examples underscore the importance of academic
journals fostering a culture of collaboration and support, ultimately enriching the academic community
and advancing knowledge.

2.2. Distorted Academic Priorities from Prestige-Driven Metrics

Although the impact factor has its merits, such as serving as an indicator of research exposure,
its overemphasis distorts academic priorities. For instance, McKiernan et al. [27] found that 40% of
research-focused universities and 18% of master’s-level institutions explicitly mention the journal
impact factor in their guidelines for review, promotion, and tenure. Furthermore, 87% of these
institutions endorse its application in at least one component of the evaluation process. In certain
countries and fields, journals with an impact factor below a specified cut-off point, such as < 5.0, are
considered of no value and may be reflected as poor attempts in the CV of early career researchers [28].
This criteria encourages early-career researchers to "play the game" by aiming for high-impact factor
journals, even if it means repeatedly submitting and facing rejection, which can shift researchers’ focus
away from the meaningful dissemination of intended knowledge toward the pursuit of metrics [28,29].
Ironically, this practice is not the intended use of such a metric when it was originally created. In fact,
the index was initially developed by Garfield [30] to aid researchers in locating relevant literature and
facilitating retrieval and relationship mapping for meta-level research such as systematic review.

Over time, impact factor, journal quartiles, and citation counts, all of which are used in the
calculations of each other, have come to dominate evaluations of academic success, thereby shaping
researchers’ behaviors in problematic ways [5,30,31]. As Brembs et al. [32] found, publications in
high-impact journals are actually associated with higher rates of retraction, suggesting that the intense
pressure to publish in these venues may undermine research integrity and quality. This reliance on
aggregated indicators represents an ecological fallacy: it assumes that the merit of individual articles
can be accurately inferred from journal-level metrics (first order) or quartile rankings (second order), a
flawed logic that distorts evaluation and decision-making processes at multiple levels [31].

From another angle, this practice can also be viewed as a reductionist fallacy, which is a flawed
logic that oversimplifies complex phenomena by reducing them to a single or overly simplistic
metric [33,34]. In the context of academic research, it distorts research evaluation and decision making
by assuming that a multifaceted body of scholarly work can be fully represented by metrics such as
impact factor, citation count, or journal quartiles [31,35]. For example, research focused on improving

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


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202505.1897.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 26 May 2025 d0i:10.20944/preprints202505.1897.v1

40f16

local educational outcomes for underprivileged students may have significant societal impact but is
often undervalued if published in lower-impact journals. In contrast, studies on advanced educational
theories published in top journals are typically viewed more favorably, despite being less directly
relevant to immediate community needs. While both studies contribute valuable insights, the current
academic system may prioritize visibility and prestige from high-impact journals. Consequently,
researchers may prioritize work that is more likely to be cited or published in prestigious outlets
by focusing on trending topics over research that addresses more substantive, but less "publishable”
scientific or societal needs.

This phenomenon is compounded by the valorization of high-impact journals, which frequently
demand concise, polished narratives that risk oversimplifying complex findings. Consequently, these
metrics could foster a culture where prestige and visibility take precedence over substantive contribu-
tions, discouraging in-depth investigations or replication studies that are foundational to scientific
progress [36]. This misalignment between evaluation criteria and genuine contribution fosters a
hypercompetitive environment, where style often eclipses substance. The reliance on metrics has
created what Smaldino and McElreath [37] term a "natural selection of bad science,"” where method-
ological quality is often sacrificed for publishability. This dynamic not only discourages innovation
but also marginalizes critical research areas that deviate from mainstream trends [16]. For example,
groundbreaking studies in climate science, social equity, or indigenous epistemologies may struggle to
find a platform in high-impact journals due to their perceived lack of generalizability or marketabil-
ity. Instead, journals often prioritize research that aligns with popular theoretical frameworks or
produces results with a high likelihood of generating citations, regardless of its societal relevance or
methodological rigor.

The consequences of these trends extend beyond individual researchers. Institutions and funding
bodies frequently rely on journal rankings and citation metrics to assess the impact and quality of
scholars” work, further entrenching these problematic norms. For example, the The Royal Golden
Jubilee (RG]) Ph.D. Programme [38] from Thailand requires scholars to publish in international journals
indexed in the Institute for Scientific Information Web of Science database, which typically includes
quartile 1 and 2 journals. This pressure can lead to academic malpractice such as p-hacking [39] and
selective reporting [40]. While intended as a proxy for quality for modern academic evaluation, these
metrics can also incentivize practices that prioritize quantity over substance, including salami-slicing
(fragmenting research into smaller publishable units) and the pursuit of sensational findings at the
expense of replicable and rigorous science [37]. As a result, the current system privileges the visibility
of research over its actual contribution to knowledge.

2.3. Barrier and Equity Issues in Research Accessibility

The academic publishing industry has long been dominated by a handful of powerful entities,
leading to systemic barriers that disproportionately affect marginalized scholars and institutions [41].
Commercial publishers, such as Elsevier and Springer, have historically profited from subscription-
based models that restrict access to publicly funded research [42]. Specifically, these models have
created a significant financial burden on academic libraries and researchers, thereby limiting the
dissemination of knowledge [41].

The commercialization of academic publishing has led to what Lariviere et al. [43] describe as an
"oligopoly" of commercial publishers, where they control over 50% of published research output. This
concentration of power has resulted in an increase in subscription costs, restricted access to knowledge,
and the establishment of problematic evaluation metrics associated with the journals themselves [44].
For example, the high costs associated with accessing research articles have forced many institutions
to cut back on journal subscriptions, thereby limiting the resources available to their researchers [45].

The emergence of open-access publishing was intended to disrupt these barriers, yet many open-
access models rely on article processing charge (APCs), which can be prohibitively expensive for
researchers from underfunded institutions or low-income countries. This high-cost issue is currently
allowed to continue in a widely unregulated scholarly publishing market [42]. With prices estimated
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to have outpaced inflation at 250% in the past thirty years, this will slowly but surely diminish the
scope of access to the scholarly literature as fewer organizations are able to pay such high costs [46].

Examples of costs are approximately $1,350 for MDPI [47] and $1,595 for PLOS [48]. Paywalls and
high publication fees exacerbate global disparities in access to knowledge. Researchers and institutions
from underfunded regions face significant barriers to participation in academic discourse, hindering
equitable contributions to global scholarship [49]. This problem is evident in the modern publishing
ecosystem.

The profit-driven "pay-to-publish/pay-to-read" model prioritizes financial gain over public good,
undermining the societal impact of research by restricting accessibility to those who need it most.
Sci-Hub, a shadow library, is an epitome of how people circumvent this problem in terms of universal
accessibility through legally gray routes [50]. On one hand, using shadow libraries may be seen as
damaging to citation indexing due to its piracy nature, but it also speaks to the flaw of the subscription-
based publishing system [51].

Unsurprisingly, Sci-hub was found to provide a wider range of article coverage than some
universities in the United States [52]. In fact, articles that are downloadable from Sci-hub are more
likely to be cited than articles that are not available from such a site [53]. While these alternatives
provide temporary relief, they do not address the root cause of the issue: the restrictive practices of
commercial publishers. By relying on such workarounds, the academic community inadvertently
perpetuates the existing problems rather than challenging the systemic barriers by focusing on public
good over profit and prestige.

3. Strategies for Reformation
3.1. Mentorship-Oriented Editorial Practice and Post-Publication Peer Review Model

One promising strategy to reform gatekeeping practices in academic publishing is the implemen-
tation of robust mentorship programs. Journals can establish formal initiatives in which editorial teams
actively guide early career researchers through the publication process. An example of such approach
is the Canadian journal for new scholars in education [54], where researchers are required to work with
the review mentor to bring the manuscript to the publishable quality to foster the learning process
through mentorship. By providing comprehensive feedback and support, editors can help authors
refine their work prior to publication, thereby ensuring that quality is achieved through iterative
improvement rather than being used as a strict pre-publication barrier.

This approach reinforces the view that academic publishing should be a dynamic learning process,
where every submission, regardless of its initial state, is treated as an opportunity for growth [55].
Furthermore, mentorship programs not only demystify the publication process but also help early
career researchers develop their scholarly voice, contributing to a more inclusive and supportive
research environment [56]. In fact, this practice helps advocating for epistemic justice, where different
ways of knowing are acknowledged and respected by rethinking who gets to decide what counts
as valid knowledge, who controls the publishing process, and what values shape how research is
shared [10]. By shifting the focus from rigid gatekeeping to nurturing scholarly potential, journals can
become true enablers of academic progress.

Complementing mentorship, the post-publication peer review model marks a significant shift from
traditional pre-publication evaluation. In this approach, exemplified by F1000Research, submissions
are immediately viewable and citable while undergoing peer review [57]. Unlike preprints, which do
not guarantee an ongoing review process, this model ensures active assessment by experts with authors
playing a proactive role by identifying and inviting qualified reviewers from relevant fields [57].

The editorial team, rather than serving as the ultimate arbiter of quality through pre-publication
rejection, assumes a supportive role that includes verifying reviewer credentials, facilitating communi-
cation between authors and reviewers, and ensuring that every critical aspect of the article undergoes
thorough evaluation. Manuscript submissions that do not get approvals from the peer review process
can be revised and resubmitted as a new version. Figure 1 delineates the complete post-publication
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peer review. This approach is recommended especially in specialized research fields where the notion
of a truly blind peer review is increasingly unrealistic.
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v Reviewers not approved

Our Editorial teamcheck your One or more of your
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Figure 1. The Post-Publication Peer Review Process. Note. Diagram from “Everything you need to know about
the F1000 post-publication open peer review process”, (https:/ /www.f1000.com/resources-for-researchers/how-
to-publish-your-research/peer-review /). Copyright 2025 by F1000.
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In small, interconnected academic communities, anonymity is often more theoretical than practical.
The open-review process may encourage greater accountability in the reviewing process [58,59]. In this
system, all versions of an article, as well as the complete history of peer review reports, are permanently
published alongside the final version. This transparency allows the scholarly community to witness
the evolution of research, acknowledging that the notion of truth or knowledge is inherently dynamic
and subject to refinement.

The post-publication model offers several benefits. First, it enables research to evolve continuously,
as subsequent reviews and revisions can address limitations that were not apparent at the time of
initial publication. Second, by making all review reports publicly available, the process becomes more
accountable and less prone to the subjective biases that can pervade traditional pre-publication review
systems.

Third, by shifting responsibility for identifying expert reviewers to the authors, the model encour-
ages a more engaged and collaborative review process while mitigating the workload that journal
editors have in identifying peer reviewers. This not only democratizes the evaluation of scholarly
work but also alleviates a major operational bottleneck in traditional publishing, which is editors’
recurring difficulty in securing reviewers, thereby improving the efficiency of journal workflows.
Finally, researchers can publish their work as long as they are proactive in engaging with feedback and
committed to improving the quality of their scholarship. This model affirms that academic research is
an evolving conversation rather than a static product.

Together, these strategies, mentorship programs and a post-publication peer review model, offer
a transformative vision for addressing gatekeeping and subjectivity in academic publishing. By
promoting an inclusive environment that values iterative learning and transparency, journals can
fulfill their deeper role as mentors and facilitators of scholarly discourse. This model supports the
broader mission of advancing knowledge in a manner that is both rigorous and open to continuous
improvement.

3.2. Toward Meaningful Research Evaluation

The current reliance on prestige-driven metrics, such as journal impact factors, journal quartiles,
and citation counts, has significantly distorted academic priorities by incentivizing research that
maximizes short-term visibility rather than advancing rigorous, innovative scholarship. Such practice
does not directly translate into the quality of the published studies [24]. Reforming this metric-centric
paradigm requires strategies that shift the focus from superficial indicators of prestige to a more
comprehensive, meaningful evaluation of scholarly contributions. Rather than relying on a handful of
metrics to determine the worth of research, researchers could consider diversifying evaluation metrics
or indicators to examine studies on several aspects where appropriate.

Academic institutions, funding agencies, and journals could broaden the criteria by adopting
evaluation frameworks that incorporate a diverse array of quantitative and qualitative measures. In
addition to traditional citation counts, alternative metrics (altmetrics) such as online engagement,
downloads, and social media impact should be considered [60]. Qualitative indicators like method-
ological rigor, reproducibility, transparency, and societal relevance must also be integrated. This
diversification mitigates the disproportionate influence of any single metric, allowing for a more
balanced and equitable assessment of research contributions.

Furthermore, academic evaluation systems should explicitly value research contributions that
do not conform to the traditional mold of “high-impact” work. Replication studies, negative results,
interdisciplinary research, and data sharing initiatives often fall outside the purview of conventional
metrics, yet these products are vital for scientific progress [20,21]. Institutions should create venues
such as conferences, awards, and recognition programs that reward high-quality research regardless
of the publication venue. This strategy encourages researchers to pursue innovative and meaningful
inquiries without being constrained by the pressure to publish only in high-impact journals.

Similarly to the proposed revision of the academic evaluation system, a broader cultural shift
is required to move away from an overemphasis on prestige-driven metrics. Guidelines such as
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the Leiden Manifesto [35] and the San Francisco Declaration of Research Assessment (DORA) [61]
have underscored the pitfalls of overreliance on simplistic metrics and recommended its departure.
Institutions must reconfigure reward and promotion criteria to value long-term impact and scholarly
quality over short-term citation metrics. This may include restructuring tenure policies to foster an
environment that prioritizes deep, meaningful inquiry. By aligning institutional incentives with the
true goals of academia, the scholarly community can cultivate a culture that prizes innovation and
rigorous scholarship.

For example, instead of focusing solely on the impact factors of journals where faculty published,
the new system could require researchers to submit a "long-term impact statement" alongside their
applications. This statement details how their work has influenced subsequent research, informed
policy decisions, or led to tangible changes in practice within their field even if immediate citation
counts are modest. One example in practice is the opportunity for faculty members to explain the
quality of their knowledge dissemination through means such as personal reflection on research
audiences, engagements, and impacts, as well as capacity for the research to develop communities [62].
This practice allows academic institutions to perform responsible research assessment, where faculty
and administrators learn how to evaluate the broader societal and academic contributions of research
to reduce the pressure on researchers to aim exclusively for high-impact journals and foster an
environment that values innovative, risk-taking research in niche contexts.

3.3. Democratizing Knowledge Accessibility

In order to dismantle the entrenched barriers that restrict access to and equitable participation in
academic publishing, it is essential to implement a range of strategies that address both the financial
and structural aspects of the current system. The following strategies could be considered to transform
the publication landscape into one that is truly inclusive and oriented toward the public good.

First, mandating that published work be available under open license such as the Creative
Commons Attribution (CC BY) license to ensure that research outputs are free to access, reuse, and
distribute [63]. This policy not only facilitates the broader dissemination of knowledge but also
encourages collaborative innovation across disciplines and borders, as it removes legal and financial
obstacles that often stifle interdisciplinary engagement.

Second, the widespread adoption of preprint repositories such as ArXiv [64], ResearchGate [65],
or Open science framework [66] websites should be actively encouraged. By enabling researchers to
share their work prior to formal publication, preprint platforms significantly increase accessibility and
provide a venue for early feedback from the global research community. This exchange of ideas can
improve the quality of research before it enters the formal peer-review process, while also fostering a
culture of openness and rapid dissemination of new findings without financial barriers.

In addition to open licensing and preprint repositories, the development of community-driven
publishing platforms or library-led publishing such as the Education and Research Archive [67] offers
a promising alternative to profit-driven commercial publishers. Non-profit, community-led publishing
initiatives prioritize academic merit and public accessibility over commercial gain. Empowering
academic communities to take control of their own publishing infrastructure not only curbs the influ-
ence of profit-driven models but also ensures that scholarly work is disseminated without imposing
prohibitive financial barriers on either authors or readers. Such grassroots initiatives can help balance
the system by providing equitable access and fostering an environment where quality and innovation
are the primary metrics of success.

Universities and research institutions play a pivotal role in this reform by investing in robust,
interoperable digital repositories. These repositories should host not only published articles but
also datasets, supplementary materials, and earlier versions of research outputs. By enhancing the
discoverability of the full spectrum of academic work, these repositories ensure that knowledge is
accessible to the global community. Given that many universities are subsidized by government
funding, which is ultimately sourced from taxpayers, it is both logical and justifiable that the general
public should not be required to pay again for access to research that was already funded by their tax
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contributions. Collectively, these strategies could dismantle existing barriers that treat knowledge as
commodity and build an ecosystem that values and ensures equitable access to knowledge for all.

4. Anticipated Challenges and Counterarguments
4.1. Fear of Low-Quality Work

One of the primary concerns raised by critics of reforming academic publishing, particularly
with respect to open repository, mentorship programs, and post-publication peer review, is the fear
that these approaches will lead to the proliferation of low-quality work [15]. Critics may argue that
traditional pre-publication peer review and stringent gatekeeping have long served as essential filters
to ensure that only rigorously vetted research is disseminated [13]. They may contend that relaxing
these standards might inadvertently allow flawed, poorly executed, or even pseudo-scientific studies
to enter the public domain, thereby diluting the overall quality of scholarly literature [15].

In response to these concerns, several counterarguments can be presented. First, it is important
to recognize that the traditional system is not infallible; even with rigorous pre-publication review,
instances of substandard or even fraudulent work have historically made their way into respected
journals [24,68]. The proposed models of open repository and post-publication review do not eliminate
quality control; rather, they transform and distribute it across a broader, more transparent process.
Under a post-publication review model, research is also subjected to continuous scrutiny by scholars,
which creates an ongoing feedback loop. This iterative process also allows errors and deficiencies to be
identified and corrected over time, reinforcing the self-correcting nature of scientific inquiry.

Additionally, the transparency of the proposed strategies (i.e., post-publication peer review, using
qualitative metrics) may mitigate the threat of predatory publication—a term that refers to exploitative
academic publishing practices in which journals charge authors publication fees without providing
legitimate editorial and peer review services [69]. When peer review reports, editorial decisions, and
revision histories are made publicly accessible, it becomes far easier for the academic community
to distinguish between legitimate journals that adhere to scholarly standards and those that do not.
Transparency creates a verifiable record of scholarly discourse, which not only deters unethical editorial
practices but also empowers researchers to make informed decisions about where to publish.

There may also be concerns that open peer review may create the chance of nepotism that allows
poor-quality work to be published, but the very transparency of the process serves as a powerful
safeguard against such risks [58]. When reviewer identities and their comments are made publicly
available, any bias or favoritism becomes immediately visible to the scholarly community, which
can then hold individuals accountable for their evaluations [70]. This openness discourages any
preferential treatment, as reviewers are aware that their feedback is subject to collective scrutiny [71].
Empirical studies have indicated that open peer review not only maintains but can enhance the quality
of research by promoting constructive criticism and iterative improvement [72]. In this way, while the
concern about nepotism is understandable, the accountability and inclusivity inherent in open peer
review effectively counterbalance these risks, ensuring that quality control is maintained through a
transparent and self-correcting process.

Moreover, the transparent documentation of review histories and revisions serves as a powerful
accountability mechanism. When all versions of an article, along with the corresponding review
reports, are publicly available, any concerns regarding quality are immediately visible to the scholarly
community. This level of openness encourages reviewers to provide thorough, constructive feedback
and motivates authors to address criticisms promptly. As a result, the collaborative environment
fosters improvements in the quality of published work rather than compromising it.

Additionally, the integration of mentorship programs plays a crucial role in mitigating the risk
of low-quality publications. By engaging experienced editors and senior researchers in guiding
early career scholars, these programs offer hands-on support and training that help to elevate the
standard of submitted work from its inception. Instead of serving as a rigid barrier, traditional
gatekeeping is reimagined as an opportunity for developmental feedback and academic growth,
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ensuring that manuscripts are refined and enhanced before they reach a broader audience. This
approach is consistent with the fundamental objective of academia: to facilitate learning, teaching, and
the elevation of emerging researchers, rather than obstructing the efforts of those keen to learn and
contribute.

Empirical evidence also suggests that open dissemination platforms, such as preprint repositories,
have not led to a significant increase in low-quality work. For example, Abdill and Blekhman [73]
conducted a comprehensive analysis of bioRxiv preprints and found that the quality, as measured by
download count, has significant positive correlation with journal impact factor that it is subsequently
published in. Similarly, Fraser et al. [74] examined the explosion of preprints during the COVID-19
pandemic and observed that the rapid dissemination of research via preprint servers did not compro-
mise quality; instead, it facilitated swift scholarly communication and post-publication scrutiny, which
in turn helped to maintain research integrity. These studies suggest that when open dissemination
is coupled with transparent review processes and the opportunity for post-publication feedback, the
overall quality of research is preserved, mitigating concerns that open platforms inherently lead to the
propagation of substandard work.

In summary, while the fear of low-quality work is a legitimate concern, it is counterbalanced by
the inherent advantages of a transparent, iterative, and collaborative review process. By shifting the
emphasis from pre-publication perfection to ongoing quality improvement, the scholarly community
can maintain high standards without sacrificing accessibility or inclusivity.

4.2. Resistance from Established Stakeholders

One of the most formidable challenges to reforming the academic publishing landscape is the
anticipated resistance from established stakeholders, commercial publishers, traditional editorial
boards, funding agencies, and even segments of the academic community that have long benefited
from the current system. These stakeholders often have entrenched interests and financial incentives
tied to subscription-based models, high APCs, and prestige-driven metrics, making them naturally
inclined to resist reforms that could disrupt their revenue streams and influence.

Commercial publishers, in particular, wield significant power and profit from maintaining re-
stricted access to academic work. Their business models are built on the status quo, where paywalls
and high APCs serve as primary revenue generators. Critics may argue that any shift toward open or
community-driven publishing platforms could undermine the financial stability of these organizations,
potentially leading to a perceived decline in the overall quality of scholarly work due to reduced
resources for editorial services and peer review management Bianchi and Squazzoni [75].

However, counterarguments emphasize that the landscape of academic publishing is already
undergoing substantial transformation. Many publishers are beginning to adopt hybrid models, as
evidenced by the steady increase in open access publication Piwowar et al. [76]. Piwowar et al. [76]’s
findings also indicate that global mandates and funding agency policies are driving the adoption of
open access practices, further supporting the idea of an inevitable shift in the publishing landscape.
This shift is further propelled by global mandates from funding agencies and governments, such
as those outlined in cOAlition S Schiltz [77], signaling an inevitable move toward more open and
accessible scholarly communication. These market pressures can foster innovation, encouraging
publishers to explore sustainable business models that balance profit with public good, rather than
simply clinging to outdated practices.

Furthermore, traditional academic gatekeepers, including established editorial boards and senior
researchers, may argue that their rigorous pre-publication peer review processes are essential for
maintaining research quality Fradkov [15]. There may be concerns that alternative models, such as
post-publication review and community-driven platforms, may lead to the dissemination of low-
quality or unvetted research. Yet, this resistance overlooks the inherent limitations of traditional peer
review, which is not immune to bias, errors, or the inadvertent suppression of innovative ideas Arms
[68]. However, as discussed in the section on the fear of low-quality work, empirical evidence indicates
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that open dissemination platforms, complemented by transparent, community-driven review and
continuous mentorship, do not necessarily compromise research quality.

Similarly, funding agencies and institutional stakeholders often reinforce the status quo by relying
heavily on conventional evaluation metrics, such as journal impact factors and citation counts, which
favor established publication venues. Initiatives like the Leiden Manifesto [35] and the San Francisco
DORA [61], as mentioned previously, challenge these entrenched metrics by advocating for more
holistic measures of research impact. By drawing on these alternative models and evolving evaluation
practices, the academic community can both address the concerns regarding quality and gradually
mitigate the resistance from established stakeholders, ultimately fostering an environment that prizes
innovation and meaningful research over superficial prestige.

In summary, while resistance from established stakeholders is a significant challenge to academic
publishing reforms, it is countered by both market forces and a growing body of evidence supporting
more open, transparent, and inclusive models. The evolving landscape of research dissemination,
coupled with ethical imperatives for broader access and the democratization of knowledge, suggests
that these reforms are not only desirable but ultimately inevitable. As the academic community shifts
its focus from profit and prestige towards quality, innovation, and public good, the momentum for
reform will likely continue to grow, gradually overcoming the entrenched resistance of established
stakeholders.

4.3. Sustainability Aspect of the Community Repository

Community-driven repositories offer a promising alternative to traditional, commercially con-
trolled publishing models by promoting open access, transparency, and equity. However, ensuring the
long-term sustainability of these repositories is a complex challenge that requires careful consideration
of financial, technical, and organizational factors.

One of the primary concerns is securing stable and ongoing funding to support the development,
maintenance, and expansion of community-driven repositories. Unlike commercial publishers that
operate on established revenue streams such as subscription fees or APCs, community-driven platforms
often rely on a patchwork of funding sources, including grants, donations, institutional support, and
government funding. There may be concerns that such models can be volatile and may not guarantee
consistent financial backing, which could jeopardize repository operations over time.

Diversified funding strategies can mitigate this risk. For example, institutions can pool resources
to create consortiums that share the costs of maintaining these platforms, while government agencies
and philanthropic organizations can provide targeted grants for digital infrastructure projects. Further-
more, successful examples like arXiv Ginsparg [64] and Zenodo Peters et al. [78] have demonstrated
that community-driven repositories can achieve financial sustainability through a combination of
institutional support, modest membership fees from contributing organizations, and external grants.
By developing robust business models that emphasize transparency and accountability in fund usage,
community-driven repositories can secure the long-term investments necessary for their continued
operation.

From a technical standpoint, maintaining a community-driven repository involves ensuring
data integrity, system security, and user-friendly interfaces while continuously updating software
and hardware to keep pace with evolving technologies. The risk of technological obsolescence and
cybersecurity threats poses ongoing challenges that can affect the reliability and performance of the
repository.

Open-source platforms and community collaboration offer viable solutions to these challenges.
Leveraging the open-source model, repositories can benefit from collective innovation, where devel-
opers and researchers contribute to the improvement and modernization of the platform. Regularly
scheduled software updates, strong cybersecurity protocols, and partnerships with established tech-
nical institutions can further enhance the resilience of these systems Peters et al. [78]. Additionally,
adopting interoperable standards and modular architectures can make it easier to integrate new tech-
nologies and adapt to future requirements, thereby extending the platform’s lifespan and functionality.
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Finally, the sustainability of community-driven repositories also depends on active engagement
from the research community. A lack of participation or insufficient contribution of content and
technical improvements can undermine the platform’s relevance and operational efficiency. This
concern could be mitigated by building a vibrant community around the repository is essential for
its success. Features such as academic recognition and integration with institutional repositories can
encourage researchers to contribute and maintain high-quality content.

Additionally, organizing workshops, webinars, and community forums can foster a sense of
ownership and collective responsibility among users. For example, researchers can create virtual
research communities, where projects, domains, and conferences can be managed and discussed
Sicilia et al. [79]. By continuously demonstrating the tangible benefits of open access and community
collaboration, such as increased visibility and broader societal impact, repositories could maintain and
even enhance community participation over time.

By adopting diversified funding models, leveraging open-source technology, establishing strong
governance frameworks, and fostering active community participation, these platforms can secure
their long-term viability. The success stories of existing repositories provide concrete examples of how
these countermeasures can be effectively implemented, underscoring that a sustainable, community-
driven approach to academic publishing is not only possible but also essential for promoting equitable
access to knowledge.

5. Conclusion and Call to Action

This paper calls on researchers, institutions, and policymakers to actively engage in reimagining
the academic publishing system. In summary, the current academic publishing landscape is burdened
by systemic inefficiencies and inequities that hinder the advancement of genuine, innovative research.
The discussion of issues related to gatekeeping and subjectivity, prestige-driven metrics, and access and
equity reveals a pressing need for transformative reforms. Traditional models, which are characterized
by opaque pre-publication gatekeeping, an overreliance on superficial impact metrics, and restricted
access through costly paywalls, are increasingly out of step with the evolving demands of modern
scholarship.

The proposed strategies advocate for a reimagined publishing ecosystem built on transparency,
inclusivity, and ongoing quality improvement. By integrating robust mentorship programs and
considering post-publication peer review, we can dismantle the elitist barriers that have historically
stifled innovation. In reconfiguring evaluation metrics to recognize the long-term, multifaceted impact
of research, we shift the focus from journal prestige to substantive scholarly contributions. Moreover,
by mandating open licensing, promoting preprint repositories, and fostering community-driven
platforms, we ensure that knowledge generated through public funding is freely accessible and can be
continuously refined through open collaboration.

However, the journey toward these reforms is not without challenges. Concerns about a po-
tential decline in research quality, resistance from established stakeholders, and the sustainability of
community-driven repositories have been raised. Yet, as discussed, these concerns were addressed
through reformed notion of research quality, diversified funding strategies, open-source technological
solutions, robust governance structures, and proactive community engagement. Empirical evidence
supports the assertion that open dissemination platforms can maintain, and even enhance, the quality
and reliability of research when coupled with transparent review processes and continuous mentorship
Marino [56], Abdill and Blekhman [73], Fraser et al. [74].

As we stand, it is imperative that all stakeholders, researchers, editors, academic institutions,
funding agencies, publishers, and policymakers, join forces to foster an environment where knowledge
is not confined by outdated models of exclusivity and profit. This is not merely a technical or logistical
challenge but a moral imperative to democratize access to the cumulative knowledge of humanity.
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5.1. Call to Action:

*  For Researchers: Resist the pressure to chase prestige and metrics as proxies for worth. Publish
what matters to you and your communities, not what aligns with arbitrary rankings or external
validation. Respect your own contributions and those of others based on quality, relevance, and
impact, not citation counts or journal rankings. By embracing open dissemination, thoughtful
mentorship, and transparent review, researchers can foster a more inclusive, intellectually honest
publishing culture.

e  For Editors and Publishers: For editors, reimagine your roles as mentors rather than gatekeepers.
Reassess traditional quality control methods and consider integrating mentorship programs and
the post-publication peer review model into your editorial practices. For publishers, invest in
sustainable, community-driven models that prioritize access and equity over profit.

e  For Academic Institutions and Funding Agencies: Revise evaluation criteria to reward holistic,
long-term contributions to scholarship and society. Move beyond journal-based metrics and
incentivize open dissemination, methodological rigor, and interdisciplinary research through
tenure, promotion, and funding decisions. Support initiatives that enhance community-driven
repositories and open licensing policies.

e  For Policymakers: Mandate public access to publicly funded research and invest in infrastructure
that supports open science. Enact regulations that curb exploitative publishing practices and
empower community-owned platforms that democratize knowledge for societal benefit.

The future of academic publishing depends on our collective willingness to reimagine and
reconstruct the frameworks that govern knowledge dissemination. By uniting around shared values of
transparency, quality, and inclusivity, we can create a resilient and dynamic system that not only meets
the needs of today’s scholars but also lays a solid foundation for the discovery and dissemination of
future researchers.

Ultimately, the intention of this paper is not to claim definitive answers or to enact change
overnight. Rather, it seeks to prompt critical reflection on the structural challenges within academic
publishing and to invite meaningful engagement with the ideas presented. The critiques raised
and the strategies proposed are not positioned as absolute truths, but as earnest contributions to
an ongoing dialogue. If this paper succeeds in encouraging you to reflect on your own academic
practices and consider actionable steps toward a more equitable and transparent scholarly ecosystem,
then its purpose has been fulfilled. In that reflection lies the first step toward a more equitable and
forward-looking scholarly ecosystem.
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