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Talk Outline
• Thoughts on the ‘OA’ colour system

• Journal Impact Factor ™

• “Transformative Agreements” (sic)

• Rights retention, copyright, and ways forward



Adapted from: Elisabeth Böker, 
Peter Brettschneider, Ilona Lang, 
Lena Dreher, Matthias Landwehr, 
Anja Oberländer, & Gabriel 
Schneider. (2020, September 8). 
Open Science: Von Daten zu
Publikationen. Zenodo. 
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.
4018594

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4018594


Historical background of the green / gold dichotomy

Stevan Harnad Stevan Harnad, Tim Brody, François Vallières, Les Carr, Steve Hitchcock, Yves Gingras, Charles Oppenheim, Heinrich Stamerjohanns & Eberhard R. Hilf (2004) 
The Access/Impact Problem and the Green and Gold Roads to Open Access, Serials Review, 30:4, 310-314, DOI: 10.1080/00987913.2004.10764930

We have Stevan Harnad to thank/blame for the green/gold jargon.

Some background: Harnad was known for many flowery terms and 
phrases in open access including: 

“Subversive proposal”

“Scholarly skywriting”

“Post-Gutenberg Galaxy: The Fourth Revolution in the Means of 
Production of Knowledge”

“Keystroke Koans”

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00987913.2004.10764930


Gold open access - a widely misinterpreted term

Source: Harnad et al 2004

“There are two roads to OA: 
the “golden” road (publish your article in an OA journal) 
and the “green” road (publish your article in a non-OA journal 
but also self-archive it in an OA archive).”

Stevan Harnad, Tim Brody, François Vallières, Les Carr, Steve Hitchcock, Yves Gingras, Charles Oppenheim, Heinrich Stamerjohanns & Eberhard R. Hilf (2004) 
The Access/Impact Problem and the Green and Gold Roads to Open Access, Serials Review, 30:4, 310-314, DOI: 10.1080/00987913.2004.10764930

“Executive summary: The purpose of this work is to provide information to UK universities and 
policy makers on the likely cost impacts of Gold OA, where the costs of peer review, editorial work 
and other publishing services are covered by fees paid per article.”  

Source: “Going for Gold?” Swan & Houghton 2012

👍👍

👎👎
Swan, A and Houghton, J (2012) Going for Gold? The costs and benefits of Gold Open Access for UK research institutions: further economic modelling. Report to the UK Open Access Implementation Group
https://repository.jisc.ac.uk/610/

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00987913.2004.10764930
https://repository.jisc.ac.uk/610/


“Gold open access does not intrinsically mean, however, that the 
author pays and, indeed, this was not integral to the term as it was 
coined by Stevan Harnad.”

-- Martin P. Eve (2014) Open Access and the Humanities Contexts, Controversies and the Future. Chapter 1 pp. 
1-42 https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316161012.003

“In the jargon, OA delivered by journals is called gold OA, and OA 
delivered by repositories is called green OA.” 

-- Peter Suber (2012) Open Access. Chapter 1: What is Open Access? p.6
https://openaccesseks.mitpress.mit.edu/pub/6y6fc8k5/release/2

👍👍

👍👍

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316161012.003
https://openaccesseks.mitpress.mit.edu/pub/6y6fc8k5/release/2


Green/Gold is perhaps a flawed non-dichotomy anyway?

Q: Consider a journal that is solely published and made available online from an institutional 
repository platform – is it ‘gold’ or ‘green’ ?

Thought process: because it is the ‘official’ journal website it could be considered ‘gold’
because it is published on repository platform software it could be considered ‘green’

A: the green/gold dichotomy is flawed and not actually useful to describe all situations

The line between a journal hosting platform and a repository hosting platform is blurred. Both are 
just content hosting platforms. There are content hosting platforms that can be both at the same 
time! Multifunctionality.

e.g. Colorado Journal of Psychiatry and Psychology and Cornell Real Estate Review which are solely 
published on institutional repositories with help from librarians not “publishers”.



At what level does the term Gold OA apply?
Article-level or Journal-level? 

Harnad couldn’t have foreseen the advent of the ‘hybrid’ publishing option.

Are individual open access articles within an otherwise paywalled journal ‘gold’?

Or does the entirety of a journal volume have to be open access for it to be ‘gold’?



Debates on “Gold” and “Green” are now endlessly confusing 
due to very different definitions used per debate

A good example of avoiding 
confusion is the DOAJ 
website. It lists a lot of 
(gold) open access journals. 

The phrase “gold open 
access” is avoided/absent 



Lovely graphic, but it oversimplifies a bit…

• Diamond is a subset of Gold

• Authors do not always retain copyright in Diamond 
OA and Gold OA journals

• Vanity presses aren’t always necessarily free for 
readers

• Some toll-access journals are NOT free for authors
e.g. page charges & submission fees
e.g. PNAS, The Journal of Bone & Joint Surgery

Image source: Farquharson, Jamie (2022): Diamond open access venn diagram. https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21598179.v1

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21598179.v1


Clarivate’s Journal Impact Factor™

• Proprietary
• Irreproducible
• Statistically illiterate
• Negotiable
• Negatively correlates with scientific rigour
• Narrow 2-year window of citation-counting
• Wasn’t designed for research assessment of individuals / papers 

http://bjoern.brembs.net/2016/01/just-how-widespread-are-impact-factor-negotiations/
https://occamstypewriter.org/scurry/2012/08/13/sick-of-impact-factors/
http://quantixed.org/2015/05/05/wrong-number-a-closer-look-at-impact-factors/
Brembs B, Button K and Munafò M (2013) Deep impact: unintended consequences of journal rank. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7:291. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2013.00291
PLoS Medicine Editors (2006) The impact factor game. It is time to find a better way to assess the scientific literature. PLoS Medicine doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.0030291

http://bjoern.brembs.net/2016/01/just-how-widespread-are-impact-factor-negotiations/
https://occamstypewriter.org/scurry/2012/08/13/sick-of-impact-factors/
http://quantixed.org/2015/05/05/wrong-number-a-closer-look-at-impact-factors/
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00291/full
https://doi.org/10.1371%2Fjournal.pmed.0030291


Clarivate’s Journal Impact Factor™
• The journal Acta Crystallographica A

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

JIF™ 2.385 2.051 49.93 54.33 2.076 2.244

As discussed in: Dimitrov, J., Kaveri, S. & Bayry, J. Metrics: journal's impact factor skewed by a single 
paper. Nature 466, 179 (2010). https://doi.org/10.1038/466179b

One highly cited paper: Sheldrick GM. (2008) A short history of SHELX. Acta Crystallogr A.

https://doi.org/10.1038/466179b


The statistical power of 650 neuroscience studies. 
No association between statistical power & JIF.

Brembs B, Button K and Munafò M (2013) Deep impact: unintended consequences of journal rank.
Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7:291. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2013.00291

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00291/full


https://www.researchprofessionalnews.com/rr-news-uk-views-of-the-uk-2021-9-how-should-dora-be-enforced/

One for the Q&A session?

Is responsible research assessment 
being practiced in 2023?

https://www.researchprofessionalnews.com/rr-news-uk-views-of-the-uk-2021-9-how-should-dora-be-enforced/


https://esac-initiative.org/about/transformative-agreements/agreement-registry/

https://esac-initiative.org/about/transformative-agreements/agreement-registry/


Number of ESAC registered “Transformative 
Agreements” (as of March 2023)

ONE (exc. Hong Kong)
37 (of which 24 are single institution TAs) 
73  
ZERO
83  
TWELVE (none with Elsevier or OUP)  
FOUR      (none with Elsevier, OUP, T&F…) 
SIX        (none with Elsevier, OUP, T&F…) 
ZERO
THREE    (Wiley & EDP Sciences x2) 
25
19
TWO   (Elsevier & Wiley)
ZERO
ZERO
88  

TWO   (ACS & CUP)
SEVEN   (all of which are expired)
ZERO
18



(for the avoidance of doubt)

• I am NOT criticizing countries, consortia, and institutions 
that have NOT signed “transformative agreements”

• There are simply other (better?) ways and means of 
financially supporting open access to research



Number of ESAC registered “Transformative 
Agreements” (as of March 2023)

ONE (exc. Hong Kong)
37 (of which 24 are single institution TAs) 
73  
ZERO
83  
TWELVE (none with Elsevier or OUP)  
FOUR      (none with Elsevier, OUP, T&F…) 
SIX        (none with Elsevier, OUP, T&F…) 
ZERO
THREE    (Wiley & EDP Sciences x2) 
25
19
TWO   (Elsevier & Wiley)
ZERO
ZERO
88  

TWO   (ACS & CUP)
SEVEN   (all of which are expired)
ZERO
18



Reminder: the current year is 2023



Marketing nonsense: things touted as “OA agreements”

• Major consortia of Italian and French research institutions are notable 
in that they have some sort of agreement with Elsevier, but neither 
are registered in the ESAC agreement registry, nor published in-detail 
AFAIK.

In my view, whilst I acknowledge they exist, these non-transparent 
agreements are thus NOT “transformative agreements”. 

• https://www.elsevier.com/open-access/agreements/france-couperin-consortium

• https://www.elsevier.com/open-access/agreements/crui

https://www.elsevier.com/open-access/agreements/france-couperin-consortium
https://www.elsevier.com/open-access/agreements/crui


Number of ESAC registered “Transformative 
Agreements” (as of March 2023)

ONE (exc. Hong Kong)
37 (of which 24 are single institution TAs) 
73  
ZERO
83  
TWELVE (none with Elsevier or OUP)  
FOUR      (none with Elsevier, OUP, T&F…) 
SIX        (none with Elsevier, OUP, T&F…) 
ZERO
THREE    (Wiley & EDP Sciences x2) 
25
19
TWO   (Elsevier & Wiley)
ZERO
ZERO
88  

TWO   (ACS & CUP)
SEVEN   (all of which are expired)
ZERO
18



Time for the UK to walk away from TAs?

• The UK (via Jisc) is currently in negotiations Springer Nature about 
whether or not to sign another expensive TA with them.

• The UK doesn’t have to make a deal with Springer Nature.

• recommended read: 
Prof. Stephen Eglen, 20th Feb 2023 “Should the UK make a deal with Springer 
Nature?” https://unlockingresearch-blog.lib.cam.ac.uk/?p=3494

https://unlockingresearch-blog.lib.cam.ac.uk/?p=3494


RIGHTS RETENTION

Full disclaimer: I love rights retention

* Institutional rights retention
* Funder-encouraged rights retention
* Author-led rights retention

All are great. 

Giving exclusive rights over research 
to publishers is a bad thing & we should 
stop doing it.





A background on copyright & research communications

• Open-access (OA) literature is digital, online, free of charge, and free of most copyright and licensing restrictions

• OA removes price barriers (licensing fees, pay-per-view fees) 
AND permission barriers (most copyright and licensing restrictions)

• Here's how the Budapest Open Access Initiative (BOAI, 2002) put it: 

“…By 'open access' to this literature, we mean its free availability on the public internet, permitting any users 
to read, download, copy, distribute, print, search, or link to the full texts of these articles, crawl them for 
indexing, pass them as data to software, or use them for any other lawful purpose, without financial, legal, or 
technical barriers other than those inseparable from gaining access to the internet itself. The only constraint 
on reproduction and distribution, and the only role for copyright in this domain, should be to give authors 
control over the integrity of their work and the right to be properly acknowledged and cited."

Taken from Peter Suber’s Open Access Overview: https://legacy.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/overview.htm

https://legacy.earlham.edu/%7Epeters/fos/overview.htm


• Journals pre-date the invention of copyright e.g. Journal des sçavans (1665) & Philos. Trans. R. Soc. (1665)

• Scholarly organisations such as The Royal Society were historically supportive of efforts to reprint, reuse 
and share research papers, so long as credit and priority were appropriately attributed. No payment was 
sought for re-use. 

• The Royal Society only introduced copyright transfer forms to take copyright away from authors in 1990.

• Takeaways: (1) Publishers do not need full copyright transfer to publish research
(2) Academic publishers only started grabbing copyright from authors between 1970-1999

Aileen Fyfe (@AileenFyfe on twitter)
historian of academic publishing 
at University of St Andrews

https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2019/06/03/what-the-history-of-copyright-in-academic-publishing-tells-us-about-open-research/

https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2019/06/03/what-the-history-of-copyright-in-academic-publishing-tells-us-about-open-research/


Page 1 (of 4) of Elsevier’s 
sample copyright transfer 
agreement.

https://www.elsevier.com
/about/policies/copyright
accessed 2021-07-06 

https://www.elsevier.com/about/policies/copyright


Page 1 (of 6) of Wiley’s sample 
Copyright Transfer Agreement (CTA): 
https://authorservices.wiley.com/asset
/Copyright-Transfer-Agreement-
Sample.pdf

accessed 2021-07-06 

https://authorservices.wiley.com/asset/Copyright-Transfer-Agreement-Sample.pdf


Why fight a battle for rights?



Copyright transfer helps enforce a scarcity of access

Data from: https://www.lumendatabase.org/ (an Arcadia Fund grantee), as of 2021-07-06

Copyright holding by publishers is not ‘benign’

The American Psychological Association (APA) pay Digimarc to send out DMCA ‘takedown notices’ on their behalf, 
alleging copyright infringement. Lumen has records of over 12,600 notices sent on APA’s behalf in the last six months

In the last six months, the number of Lumen-recorded (not all of them) takedown notices sent out are:

• >12,600 on behalf of the American Psychological Association (APA)
• >5,000 on behalf of Oxford University Press (OUP)
• >5,000 on behalf of Cambridge University Press (CUP)
• >3,500 on behalf of Wiley
• >1,500 on behalf of Taylor & Francis

https://www.lumendatabase.org/


CC BY licensing enables criticism & replication attempts

Data from the Retraction Watch Database: http://retractiondatabase.org/, as of 2021-07-12

Copyright infringement claims are involved in over 400 documented article retractions.
A lot of these are plagiarism which CC BY protects against

BUT…  some authors unscrupulously use “all rights reserved” copyright as a means of impeding replication attempts

https://everythinghertz.com/134

“Copyright claim prompts 
retraction of study on 

alexithymia in autism” by 
Niko McCarty for Spectrum 

News 9th June 2021

http://retractiondatabase.org/
https://everythinghertz.com/134
https://www.spectrumnews.org/news/copyright-claim-prompts-retraction-of-study-on-alexithymia-in-autism/


CC BY licensing enables frictionless re-use

Oophaga sylvatica

Fat embolism syndrome Open Educational Resources (OER)

Open Educational Resources (OER)

Fat embolism syndrome
(WP article)

~200 pageviews every day



Non-open licensing makes re-use expensive 
and/or totally prevented

Oophaga sylvatica

Open Educational Resources (OER)

If non-open 
licensed 
journal article

Educational ResourcesExtra payment 
often required for 
licensed re-use



Reproducing 1 figure in a textbook, is priced at $207 USD



Acromegaly
Fig.1 Orphanet Journal of Rare Diseases (2008)

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pituitary_gland
1,900 pageviews per day
~700,000 pageviews per year

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acromegaly
2,500 pageviews per day
~900,000 pageviews per year

(an academic journal article would be exceptional to receive >100,000 pageviews in its 1st/best year)

Greater impact specifically because of CC BY enabled re-use

Chanson, P., Salenave, S. (2008) Acromegaly. Orphanet J Rare Dis 3, 17. https://doi.org/10.1186/1750-1172-3-17

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pituitary_gland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acromegaly
https://doi.org/10.1186/1750-1172-3-17


Originally published -> 49,000 views
Some of the content, e.g. figures 
contributes to pages that have been 
viewed cumulatively >10,800,000 times 
since mid-2015, over at Wikipedia

https://pageviews.toolforge.org/?project=en.wikipedia.org&platform=all-
access&agent=user&redirects=0&range=all-time&pages=Acromegaly|Pituitary_gland

https://pageviews.toolforge.org/?project=en.wikipedia.org&platform=all-access&agent=user&redirects=0&range=all-time&pages=Acromegaly|Pituitary_gland


Neopalpa donaldtrumpi
217,000+ pageviews

the Olinguito
287,000+ pageviews

Brookesia micra
126,000+ pageviewshttps://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neopalpa_donaldtrumpi

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Olinguito

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brookesia_micra

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neopalpa_donaldtrumpi
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Olinguito
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brookesia_micra




Examples of RRS In Action

A researcher in receipt of a Wellcome Trust grant submitted a manuscript for consideration by 
the Italian journal Galenos published by Fabrizio Serra editore [Commercial Publisher]

In the submitted manuscript, the researcher includes the RRS ‘magic words’ giving fair notice to 
the publisher that the manuscript is covered by the Rights Retention Strategy:

The full title of the project is: Plants and Minerals in Byzantine Popular Pharmacy. A Multidisciplinary 
Approach (217861/Z/19/Z) … I am most grateful to the Wellcome Trust for making my research possible … 
For the purpose of open access, the author has applied a CC BY public copyright licence to any Author 
Accepted Manuscript version arising from this submission.

The journal accepts the manuscript after peer-review and publishes it.

The author after acceptance, can then upload the author accepted manuscript to a repository.



The ‘Version of record’ … Paywalled

https://www.torrossa.com/en/resources/an/4900705
https://doi.org/10.19272/202020501003

The VOR will eventually become freely available at JSTOR after a 5-year moving wall embargo

https://www.torrossa.com/en/resources/an/4900705
https://doi.org/10.19272/202020501003


The Author Manuscript is open access

The full text author manuscript is openly available thanks to the RRS at both: 
NCBI PMC: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7610590/
EuropePMC: https://europepmc.org/article/PMC/PMC7610590

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7610590/
https://europepmc.org/article/PMC/PMC7610590


Example #2

Unpaywall finds the 
OA version

Paywalled at the 
journal, £32



(Interestingly, there is no compliant ‘gold OA’ option, even 
though NUI Galway has a “transformative agreement” with SAGE 
Publications – this SAGE journal lies outside that agreement)

https://journalcheckertool.org/

https://journalcheckertool.org/


Here’s the OA version of the 
same work, at the Galway 
institutional repository

https://aran.library.nu
igalway.ie/handle/103
79/16760

https://aran.library.nuigalway.ie/handle/10379/16760


observations arising from RRS so far…

• ‘Copyfraud’ :   some publisher production workflows have “© [the publisher]” stamps embedded 
in a very automated manner. Publishers need to take more care to read what they publish 

and ensure that copyright assignment is accurately indicated, not just blithely printed.
(this is also an issue for repositories hosting AAMs too; check the licence!)

• RRS is a good backstop for “transformative agreement” gaps/errors/failures

-> e.g. researcher didn’t realise specific journal was excluded from TA
->  TA is a ‘capped’ agreement and the ‘cap’ has been reached



https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-022-04789-9

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-022-04789-9


https://europepmc.org/article/MED/35705807

https://europepmc.org/article/MED/35705807


https://www.nature.com/articles/s41388-021-01748-y

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41388-021-01748-y


https://europepmc.org/
article/MED/33742126

https://europepmc.org/article/MED/33742126


https://movementdisorders.
onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/
full/10.1002/mdc3.13314

https://movementdisorders.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/mdc3.13314


https://europepmc.org
/article/MED/34765685

https://europepmc.org/article/MED/34765685


https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.neuropharm.2021.1087
27

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropharm.2021.108727


https://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/
id/eprint/10131970/

https://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/id/eprint/10131970/


https://www.tandfonline.com/
doi/full/10.1080/01459740.20
21.1961247

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/01459740.2021.1961247?scroll=top&needAccess=true


https://europepmc.org/
article/MED/34383573

https://europepmc.org/article/MED/34383573


https://pubs.acs.org/doi/full/10.1021/acs.
jmedchem.1c00416

https://pubs.acs.org/doi/full/10.1021/acs.jmedchem.1c00416


https://europepmc.org/article/MED/33983732

https://europepmc.org/article/MED/33983732


“in July 2020 cOAlition S contacted over 150 publishers to clarify their position with respect to 
the Rights Retention Strategy, asking them to respond by a certain date. 

Not a single publisher stated that they would reject a submission on the grounds that the 
author has applied a public copyright licence to the AAM” 
https://www.coalition-s.org/the-rrs-and-publisher-equivocation-an-open-letter-to-
researchers/

https://www.coalition-s.org/the-rrs-and-publisher-equivocation-an-open-letter-to-researchers/


Real world benefit from re-use (solely) thanks to rights retention

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hallmarks_of_aging
CC BY image and thus upload-able to 
Wikimedia Commons

Image from: David Gems & João Pedro de Magalhães (2021) The hoverfly and the wasp: A critique of the hallmarks of 
aging as a paradigm. Ageing Research Reviews Author manuscript made available via the rights retention strategy; 
available in PMC from Aug 2nd 2021. Figure 5: https://europepmc.org/articles/PMC7611451/figure/F5/

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hallmarks_of_aging
https://europepmc.org/articles/PMC7611451/figure/F5/


https://www.sciencedirect.com/scien
ce/article/pii/S1568163721001549

The journal version. Paywalled & not openly-licensed

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1568163721001549


Future Directions

https://mitpress.mit.edu/9780262544412/copyrights-broken-promise/

Willinsky presents the case for 
reforming copyright law so that it 
supports, rather than impedes, public 
access to research and scholarship.

https://mitpress.mit.edu/9780262544412/copyrights-broken-promise/


A clear-eyed examination of the open access movement: 
past history, current conflicts, and future possibilities.



For monographs & edited collections For journals

Shift+OPEN will flip existing subscription-based 
journals to a diamond open access publishing model.

English-language journals in any field and from any 
part of the world

No author-side fees.

Opens access to new MIT Press scholarly 
monographs and edited collections (~90 
titles per year) from 2022 via recurring 
participation fees paid by libraries. 

No author-side fees.



https://subscribetoopencommunity.org/

https://oad.simmons.edu/oadwiki/Subs
cribe_to_Open_(S2O)_journals

A journal-level listing is available at the 
Open Access Directory (OAD):

https://subscribetoopencommunity.org/
https://oad.simmons.edu/oadwiki/Subscribe_to_Open_(S2O)_journals


Making self-archiving (green OA) as simple as possible with shareyourpaper.org



Side-stepping journals: open peer review services and overlay journals

Implementing Partners

https://www.coar-repositories.org/notify/

https://www.coar-repositories.org/notify/


An open & complete index of the
global research system

https://openalex.org/

https://openalex.org/


It’s well known that Web of Science & Scopus largely ignore e.g. Latin American scholarship. This is bad. We must do better.



…bringing together the Diamond OA community of journal editors, 
organizations, experts, and stakeholders from the Global South and North, in a 
dialogue that seeks to implement collective action in the spirit of the 
Recommendations on Open Science from UNESCO and BOAI 20 years, where 
Equity, Sustainability, Quality and Usability are the pillars of our journey.

http://amelica.org/index.php/en/2023/02/14/global-summit-on-diamond-open-access-equity-quality-usability-and-sustainability/

A date for your diary…

http://amelica.org/index.php/en/2023/02/14/global-summit-on-diamond-open-access-equity-quality-usability-and-sustainability/
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