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Abstract: Although global scholarly communication should
include regional diversity it has been centered on English-
language journals published in Western countries that wield
strong economic power. Intending to reduce epistemological
disparity, this study examined the characteristics of OA
diamond journals (OAD]J) published in non-English speaking
countries (NESC). This study analyzed the OA Diamond
Journals Study Dataset which cOAlition S commissioned.
From the dataset 1,496 journals from 84 countries were
assessed in terms of the official language of the journal’s
publication country, the regions of the publication country,
the country’s GDP, and the journal’s language. More than
80 % of OAD] were published in NESC and European coun-
tries, with Latin America and high-income countries as the
main regions. OAD] in Latin America tended to be registered
in Latin American index systems and considered interna-
tional readers less important. Among OAD]J published in
Africa, Asia, and Eastern Europe, and those published in
English, the intention of moving away from OAD] was
stronger and journal impact and international readership
were highly regarded. Based on the findings of this study the
potential of OAD] was discussed, as were suggestions for
enhancing the OAD] environment.
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1 Introduction

Given the rapid growth of global connectivity regional issues
often impact worldwide, either directly or indirectly; as
such, it has become more vital to include regional research
in global scholarly communication (Khelifa, Amano, and
Nufiez 2021). For instance, recent threats to humanity, such
as the COVID-19 outbreaks and climate change-related nat-
ural disasters, have emphasized the importance of global
scholarly communication (Marquez and Porras 2020;
UNESCO 2021). Although international scholarly communi-
cation should embrace unique and valuable knowledge from
geographically diverse areas it nonetheless tends to be
centered on research conducted in Western regions with
strong economic power (Ford and Alemneh 2022; Sin 2011). In
addition, English, which is considered an official academic
language, dominates international scholarly journals
(Marquez and Porras 2020; O’Neil 2018; Steigerwald et al.
2022). In contrast, regional journals, particularly those from
non-English speaking countries (NESC), tend to have lower
visibility in international academic communication systems
and are thus marginalized (Yoon, Kim, and Chung 2023).
Although steady reductions in such disparities have been
observed (O’Neil 2018), a dearth of “equity, diversity, and
inclusion in science” (Khelifa, Amano, and Nuiiez 2021, 109)
is still of concern in academia.

One of the main barriers to the global dissemination of
regional research is language but recently machine trans-
lation techniques have been used to attempt to overcome
such impediments (Amano et al. 2021a; Angulo et al. 2021;
Steigerwald et al. 2022). Open access (OA) can also foster
equitable access to and the sharing of scholarly knowledge
(Paquet, van Bellen, and Lariviere 2022; UNESCO 2021),
primarily by facilitating the international dissemination
of local journals. Compared to subscription-based journals
OA journals, by nature, provide universal accessibility to
scholarly articles as well as readership and citations
(Pearce 2022). However, Demeter and Istratti (2020) and
Tennant et al. (2019) raise an important issue, namely that
the OA model—in which authors pay an Article Processing
Charge (APC)—can expand epistemological disparities
by disadvantaging under-resourced researchers, women
(Lariviére et al. 2013), scholars in the social sciences and
humanities and those from middle- and lower-income
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nations, and early career researchers (Cole, Reichmann, and

Ross-Hellauer 2023). In this context, OADJs (also called

OA platinum journals), which publish manuscripts without

APC, have advantages. For example, OAD] can alleviate the

burden on academics with insufficient research funds for

APC and prevent predatory journal practices that misuse OA

models to pursue profits only. Dalton, Tenopir, and Bjork

(2020) argue that predatory journals undermine OA journals’

credibility. According to Pearce (2022), the increase in the

number of OADJ has been faster than that of scholarly
journals or OA journals; furthermore, a large-scale survey of

OAD]J (Bosman, Frantsvag, and Kramer 2021) reports that the

ratio of OAD] in non-English-speaking countries (NESC) was

higher than their counterparts.

Within this context this research aims to examine the
characteristics of OAD] published in NESC to provide evi-
dence for OADJ’s potential to improve the international
dissemination of scholarly journals published in NESC.
The following research questions guide this study:

— RQI1: How different are OA diamond journals’ charac-
teristics published in non-English-speaking countries
from those published in English-speaking countries?

— RQ2: What are the characteristics of OA diamond jour-
nals published in non-English-speaking countries
regarding the region of publication countries?

— RQ3: What are the characteristics of OA diamond jour-
nals published in non-English-speaking countries
regarding the GDP of publication countries?

— RQ4: What are the characteristics of OA diamond jour-
nals published in non-English-speaking countries in
terms of journal languages (English only, English and
other languages, non-English journals)?

2 International Dissemination of
NESC Journals

As a main effort related to the global dissemination of
journals from NESC there are studies that measure the
internationality of their country’s journals and then make
recommendations for enhancing their international visibil-
ity. These studies are interested in positioning their journals
as “international” and having a worldwide reputation and
visibility. Such research adopts various attributes for
measuring international scope such as the global composi-
tion of authors and editorial boards, listings in international
databases, language, access modes, and impact. For instance,
Ren and Rousseau (2002) examine the international visibility
of Chinese scientific journals covered by the Web of Science
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(WoS) regarding authors, editorial board composition, and
citation trends. They find that even those articles published
in internationally-indexed journals remain fairly local and
thus have a minor global presence. Zainab (2008) evaluates
the internationalization features of two Malaysian journals
in terms of the ratio of foreign and Malaysian authors, the
distribution of the national affiliation of editors and
reviewers, and the geographical distribution of authors who
cite the journals’ articles. Shin, Choi, and Seo (2015) assess the
internationality of Korean journals in terms of editorial
board composition, publication of English language manu-
scripts, journal impact factor, online accessibility, accessi-
bility of journal websites, journal title (inclusion of
“international”), OA status, and indexation in international
databases. They reported an insufficiency of these interna-
tional factors in Korean journals and recommended rein-
forcing such attributes to increase their global visibility and
reputation as international journals. Navas-Fernandez,
Abadal, and Rodrigues (2018) attempt to identify interna-
tional characteristics by analyzing 445 Spanish journals
indexed in WoS Core Collection and Scopus and find that
subject areas, access modes, and publisher type are factors
that determine the degree of internationality. They also
report that articles with international collaborations had a
higher impact and that of foreign authors accompanies the
presence of foreign members on editorial committees.
Whereas the above studies were conducted internally
(i.e., by NESC themselves) there are also efforts led by
external or international agencies. Over the last decade in-
ternational academic databases such as WoS Core Collection
and Scopus have tried to increase the proportion of non-
English journals by reflecting the growing number of
excellent journals among NESC. Gazni and Ghaseminik
(2016), using the citable documents (articles, reviews, and
proceeding papers) indexed in WoS between 1991 and 2014,
examine the trends of journal internationality. They find
that older journals are more global than newer journals and
that journals became increasingly international four to six
years after being indexed by WoS. Moreover, they observed
that journals produced by multinational publishers continue
to be more global than those produced by national pub-
lishers. Within the context that WoS had added approxi-
mately 1,600 regional journals to their database to enhance
the visibility of high-quality local studies, Purnell and
Quevedo-Blasco (2013) evaluate the influence that adding
Spanish regional journals to WoS has had on the publishing
and citation trends of Spanish researchers. Regarding the
internationalization of Scopus, as stated by Elsevier
(2020, 19): “[T1tiles from all geographical regions are covered,
including non-English titles [... and] approximately 22 % of
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titles in Scopus are published in languages other than
English, adding up to 40 local languages.”

Among NESC, research has attempted to transition from
non-English journals to English journals and examine the
impact of these transitions. Dinkel et al. (2004) analyze the
transition of two German-language journals to English-
language ones. They find that the transition to English-
language journals increased the number of foreign authors
and domestic researchers’ citations. Moreover, they note
that switching to English as its publishing language would
expand a journal’s internationalization and worldwide
dissemination. Using the WoS, Kirchik, Gingras, and Lar-
iviere (2012) examine the impact of translating Russian-
language articles into English. For Russia’s international
scientific visibility they conclude that publishing original
English-language articles in English-language journals is a
more effective internationalization approach than trans-
lating local publications. They also suggest that if a country
aims to enhance international awareness of its scientific
work efforts should be made to promote publishing in
reputable English-language journals.

With the development of machine translation technol-
ogies recent efforts have been made to adopt such technol-
ogy for internationally disseminating research. Steigerwald
et al. (2022) argue that machine translation techniques can
indeed be a solution for attaining a greater degree of global
dissemination and suggest that individuals and institutions
could support multilingual scholarly communities. They
conclude that machine translation can “transform a mono-
lingual scientific hub into a more distributed, multilingual
scientific network” (1). Amano et al. (2021a) analyze the
contribution of non-English journal manuscripts to the field
of global diversity conservation and report that incorpo-
rating non-English research expands the field’s geographical
coverage. Moreover, they urge the disciplines to incorporate
non-English studies to overcome the lack of local evidence
and face global challenges. They also discuss how machine
translation can help to expand English-centered scholarly
communication and propose methods for writing scholarly
papers that can be machine-translated effectively.

Asreviewed thus far, the international dissemination of
NESC journals has received attention among researchers
and machine translation has been used recently to overcome
language barriers. In addition to language issues, accessi-
bility to multilingual scholarly journals is another problem
for multilingual scholarly communication. However, a
dearth of studies examine OA journals published in NESC.
Thus, in this context, this study examines the characteristics
of OAD]J published in NESC.
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3 Research Methods

This study analyzed the OA Diamond Journals Study Dataset
(Bosman, Frantsvag, and Kramer 2021a), commissioned by
cOAlition S.! OA Diamond Journals Study (OADJS) was a
large-scale study on OADJ to provide “an analysis of the
global landscape of OA diamond journals and platforms,
identify their current funding models and their technical
and organizational challenges” (Bosman, Frantsvag, and
Kramer 2021a, 6). The data was collected from June 2020 to
February 2021 by a consortium of ten organizations who
published two reports which are freely available in the OA
Diamond Journals Study, Part 1: Findings (Bosman, Frants-
vag, and Kramer 2021a) and OA Diamond Journals Study,
Part 2: Recommendations (Becerril et al. 2021).

The OAD]S online survey, which was used to collect the
OAD]JS dataset, was prepared in six languages (English,
French, German, Italian, Spanish, and Portuguese) and
disseminated to diamond journals identified in the Directory
of Open Access Journals (DOA]), 30 mailing lists, nine hosting
platforms and aggregators, ten partners and community
websites, and several personalities and social media
accounts, to be shared worldwide. The dataset includes 1,619
journals (Bosman et al. 2021b). The current study utilized the
OADJS dataset (and survey instrument) and two supple-
mentary datasets, as described below. First, since the cur-
rent study focuses on OA diamond journal publishing in
NESC 123 journals whose publication countries were not
identified were excluded from 1,619 journals for the current
study. For this exclusion process Q14 of the OADJS survey
instrument asking journal publication countries (OAD]S Q14)
was used and as a result 1,496 journals from 84 countries
were thus selected for this current study. Second, in accor-
dance with RQ1-RQ4, four variables should be identified: the
official language of the journal’s publication country (RQ1),
the regions of the journal’s publication country (RQ2), the
GDP of the journal’s publication country (RQ3), and the
journal’s language (RQ4). For RQ1, based on the journal
publication countries (OADJS Q14), their official languages
were identified using Encyclopedia Britannica’s website.?
The OAD]S dataset includes the regions of the journals’
publication countries, which were processed from OADJS
Q14, with these data used for RQ2. For RQ3, based on the
journals’ publication countries (OADJS Q14), GDP (2020 data)

1 cOAlition Sis an initiative that aims to make full and immediate Open
Access for research publications a reality (https://www.coalition-s.org/
about/).

2 https://www.britannica.com/ (accessed June 15, 2022).
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Table 1: Income levels of countries in the OAD)S and World Bank
datasets.

Income level OADJS World Bank

# % # %
High income 35 41.67 79 36.41
Upper-middle income 24 28.57 55 25.35
Lower-middle income 20 23.81 55 25.35
Low income 3 357 27 12.44
N/A 2 238 1 0.46
Total 84 100.00 217 100.00

and income levels were identified using the World Bank’s
data.® Table 1 shows a comparison of the ratios of income
levels between countries in the OADJS dataset and those in
the World Bank’s dataset. Overall, countries included in
OAD]JS have a relatively higher income level than those
recorded in the World Bank data. Because only three coun-
tries were in the low-income level category the current study
combined lower-middle and low-income levels for further
analysis. For RQ4 the journal’s language was obtained from
the OADJS dataset (OAD]S Q18).

To examine the characteristics of journal publishing in
the current study, the study’s authors systematically selected
the questions shown in Table 2. The OAD]JS survey instru-
ment has a section entitled “Challenges” which includes a set
of questions asking the participant to rate the level of
challenges that a journal faces in six areas (peer-review
management, editorial workflow, dissemination, indexation
and visibility, skills and competencies, and sustainability
and funding). Because the current study’s authors regarded
these six areas as important in sustaining and operating
OAD], they selected 18 questions related to them. Next, these
questions were classified into three categories, as shown in
Table 2. In addition, six questions demonstrating the general
characteristics of journals were also selected.

4 Findings

RQ1: How different are the characteristics of OA diamond
journals published in non-English-speaking countries from
those published in English-speaking countries?

In the dataset 264 (17.64 %) journals were published in
countries using English as their official language (ESC), and
1,232 (82.4 %) were produced in countries using a language

3 https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD
June 15, 2022).

(accessed
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Table 2: Selected questions from the OADJS survey instrument.

Category Questions

General characteristics - Main discipline covered by the journal

(Q40)

- Who owns the journal? (Q34)

- Average number of published articles
each year during the last three years
(Q16)

- Approximate share of authors from
outside the country where the publisher
is based (Q37)

Challenges® - Peer-review management (Q82)

- Dissemination (Q84)

- Indexation and visibility (Q85)

- Editorial workflow (Q83)

- Skills and competencies (Q86)

- Sustainability and funding (Q87)

Peer review, editorial, and -  How is the peer-review process

competences managed by the journal?®(Q48)

- Does the journal have a trained copy
editor? (Q49)

- What is the size of paid staff for editing
and operational work for the journal (in
full-time equivalent (FTE))? (Q67)

- For editorial management does the
journal use an external publisher or
publishing service to perform certain
functions? This includes commercial or
non-commercial services.” (Q24)

- Do you use volunteers? (Q69)

What is the type of dissemination host or

platform? (Q58)

- Isthejournal readership more important
in numbers outside of the journal’s
country? (Q80)

- List of directories and indexes where the

journal is indexed® (Q81)

Are you thinking of moving away from

this model to another? (Q76)

- Ifyou are reconsidering this model what
are the reasons for doing so? Q77

Dissemination, indexation,
visibility

Sustainability -

Question asking about the challenges regarding each of the six areas
(1 corresponds to low concern, 5 corresponds to very significant
concern). ® Multiple choice question

other than English as their official language (Non-English-
Speaking Countries: NESC). General characteristics be-
tween these two categories of journals were compared
(Table 3). Statistically significant differences were shown
in all variables. In both categories approximately 90 %
allowed reuse/remixing. Regarding journal disciplines the
humanities and social sciences (HSS) comprise the largest
fields in both ESC and NESC. However, the percentages
for medicine and multidisciplinary topics were higher
among ESC journals whereas those for science were higher
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Table 3: A comparison of journal characteristics between English-speaking countries and non-English speaking-countries.

ESC NESC X P
N % N %
Main discipline HSS 122 46.2 608 494 38.977  0.000
Science 17 6.4 213 17.3
Medicine 32 121 91 74
Multidisciplinary 57 21.6 145 11.8
Other 26 9.8 117 9.5
N/A 10 3.8 58 4.7
Total 264 1000 1,232 100.0
Journal ownership Government agencies 4 1.5 75 6.1 121.038° 0.000
Learned society 55 20.8 153 124
University 63 239 543 441
University press 6 23 64 5.2
Other research org. 1 4.2 1 9.0
Other non-profit publisher 27 10.2 50 4.1
For-profit publisher 3 1.1 10 0.8
Individual 32 121 36 2.9
Other 60 227 155 12.6
Unknown 2 0.8 6 0.5
N/A 1 0.4 29 24
Total 264 1000 1,232 100.0
Avg. # of published articles/yr. (Past 3 yrs) 0-4 14 53 29 24 33.522° 0.000
5-9 45 17.0 102 8.3
10-24 99 375 504 40.9
25-49 52 19.7 317 25.7
50-99 22 83 118 9.6
100-499 10 3.8 25 2.0
> 500 1 0.4 0 0.0
N/A 21 8.0 137 1.1
Total 264 1000 1,232 100.0
Share (%) of authors from outside the publication country 0 21 8.0 82 6.7 41300  0.000
25 46 17.4 457 371
50 70 26.5 291 23.6
75 80 30.3 255 20.7
100 14 53 49 4.0
NA 33 12.5 98 8.0
Total 264 1000 1,232 100.0

“Fisher’s exact test; others are chi-square tests. Statistically significant differences between journals in ESC and NESC were found for five of the
challenges: Peer-review management (X [5, n = 1,496] = 23.641, p = .000); Editorial workflow (X [5, n = 1,496] = 26.310, p = .000); Dissemination

(X* [5, n = 1,496] = 23.576, p = .000); Indexation and visibility (X* [5, n = 1,496] = 17.245, p = .004); and Skills and competencies (X* [5, n = 1,496] = 29.208,
p =.000) (Figure 1). Journals in NESC had more pronounced concerns than those in ESC in these five areas. The percentages of pronounced concerns
(i.e., the combination of ratings 4 and 5) among NESC journals were: Indexation and visibility (49.3 %), Peer-review management (41.2 %), Sustainability and
funding (33.5 %), Dissemination (32.0 %), Editorial workflow (28.6 %), and Skills and competencies (20.2 %).

in NESC. As for journal ownership, for those in ESC,
universities (23.9 %) and learned societies (20.8 %) were
the two most common types of ownership, however, for
journals in NESC, universities (44.1%) were dominant,
followed by learned societies (12.4 %). Overall, the number
of published articles per year was higher among NESC
journals. The share of authors from foreign countries was
higher for the journals in ESC.

Questions related to these challenging areas were
analyzed (Supplementary Table 1). Regarding the type of

dissemination platform, institutional (37.2%) and interna-
tional (22.7 %) were popular for both ESC and NESC journals,
however, international platforms were more prevalent
among ESC while institutional platforms were more com-
mon among NESC [X? (6, n = 1,496) = 108.986, p = 0.000].
Regarding the question of whether they were thinking of
moving away from the OA diamond model, 66.2 % indicated
that they were not considering this; the ratio of those not
intending to move away was higher among ESC journals
[X* (4, n = 1,496) = 13.734, p = 0.008].
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Figure 1: Challenges in six areas: a comparison of OA diamond journals in English-speaking countries and non-English speaking-countries (1: low

concern; 5: significant concern).

The analysis of multiple responses is detailed in Sup-
plementary Table 2. For both ESC and NESC journals, email
(42.0 % of ESC, 55.3 % of NESC) and OJS (42.4 % of ESC, 46.4 %
of NESC) were the most popular ways for processing peer
reviews. As for the question on their use of external pub-
lishing services for editorial purposes, 45.7 % of ESC journals
and 52.4 % of NESC journals reported not using them. DOAJ
(71.8 % of ESC, 77.7 % of NESC) and Google Scholar (73.5 % of
ESC, 69.8 % of NESC) were the most popular indexes in which
the journals were registered and indexed. Among ESC
journals the main financial supporters were libraries
(31.7 %), research organizations/universities (24.3 %), and
publishers (23.0 %). In contrast, among NESC journals the
primary sources of support came from research organiza-
tions/universities (34.7 %), national/government funding
agencies (23.8%), and publishers (22.4%). Among NESC
journals, libraries and foundations/trusts provided notice-
ably lower support than they did for ESC journals. The main
expenses and support provided for ESC journals were host-
ing (45.2%), copyediting (44.3%), and technical support
(35.5%). For NESC, however, the primary expenses were
editing (43.1 %) and copyediting (33.0 %). Regarding reasons
for reconsidering the OA diamond model, economic viability
(57.7% of ESC, 40.4% of NESC) and long-term feasibility
(43.6 % of ESC, 45.3 % of NESC) were mentioned the most.

RQ2: What are the characteristics of OA diamond journals
published in non-English-speaking countries regarding the
region of publication countries?

The regional distributions of NESC journals are as
follows: Western Europe (47.4 %), Latin America (25.9 %),

Eastern Europe (18.6 %), Asia (5.2 %), Middle East (1.9 %), and
Africa (1.1%). According to the Chi-square test results all
variables of the general journal characteristics showed sta-
tistically significant differences (Table 4). Regarding disci-
plines, HSS was the most dominant in all regions but
Western European journals comprised a higher percentage
of HSS disciplines (57.4 %). Journals in Africa, Asia, and the
Middle East contained higher percentages of articles in Sci-
ence (23.1 %, 26.6 %, and 30.4 %, respectively) and Medicine
(15.4 %, 18.8 %, 13.0 %, respectively); for Eastern Europe, the
percentage was higher for Science (27.1 %). Regarding jour-
nal ownership universities are the dominant owners in all
regions. In Latin America the percentage of universities
owning journals was remarkably higher (70.8 %) than in
other regions. Africa and Asia had relatively higher per-
centages of learned societies than their own journals (23.1 %
and 21.9 %, respectively) while the Middle East showed
relatively higher ownerships by other non-profit publishers
and individuals (17.4 % for each). In the diversity of au-
thorships category African journals had more international
authors. However, journals in the Middle East, Latin Amer-
ica, and Asia had fewer international authors.

Additional questions related to these challenging areas
were analyzed (Supplementary Table 3). Among NESC jour-
nals 63.1% had a trained copyeditor, with Latin America
having the highest percentage of journals with a trained
copyeditor (74.9 %) and Asia having the lowest percentage
(54.7 %) [p = 0.000, Fisher’s Exact Test, FET]. Regarding the
type of dissemination platform an institutional platform was
more common among Latin American journals (56.4 %), with
international and national platforms more prevalent for
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Table 4: A comparison of OA diamond journal characteristics in non-English-speaking countries in terms of region.

Africa Asia Europe Europe Latin Mid. East X° P
(Eastern) (Western) America
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Main discipline HSS 5 385 24 375 97 424 335 574 137 429 10 435 88.137° 0.000
Science 3 23117 266 62 271 72 123 52 163 7 304
Medicine 2 154 12 188 22 96 22 38 30 94 3 130
Multidisciplinary 2 154 6 94 25 109 68 116 44 138 0 0.0
Other 0 00 2 31 12 52 65 11 37 116 1 43
N/A 177 3 47 11 48 22 38 19 60 2 87
Total 13 100.0 64 100.0 229 100.0 584 100.0 319 100.0 23 100.0
Journal ownership Government agencies 0 0.0 9 14.1 4 17 50 86 M1 34 1 4.3 231.421° 0.000
Learned society 3 231 14 219 21 92 93 159 20 63 2 87
University 4 308 22 344 80 349 205 351 226 708 6 26.1
University press 0 00 2 31 15 66 26 45 20 63 1 43
Other research org. 2 154 2 31 37 162 57 98 N 34 2 87
Other non-profit 0 00 5 78 14 61 26 45 1 03 4 174
publisher
For-profit publisher 0 00 O 00 6 26 4 07 0 00 O 00
Individual 1 7.7 1 1.6 5 22 21 3.6 4 1.3 4 174
Other 3 231 6 94 40 175 87 149 17 53 2 87
Unknown 0 00 1 14 0 00 5 09 0 00 0 0.0
N/A 0o 00 2 31 7 31 10 17 9 28 1 43
Total 13 100.0 64 100.0 229 100.0 584 100.0 319 100.0 23 100.0
Avg. # of published articles/yr. (Past 0-4 0 00 7 109 6 26 16 27 0 00 0 0.0 93.489° 0.000
3yrs) 5-9 1 77 6 94 19 83 62 106 11 34 3 130
10-24 5 385 25 391 101 441 249 426 116 364 8 348
25-49 0 00 9 141 53 231 131 224 115 361 9 39.1
50-99 4 308 4 63 23 100 43 74 41 129 3 130
100-499 0 00 1 16 7 31 15 26 2 06 0 00
> 500 0 00 O 00 O 00 O 00 O 00 0O 0.0
N/A 3 23112 188 20 87 68 116 34 107 0 00
Total 13 100.0 64 100.0 229 100.0 584 100.0 319 100.0 23 100.0
Share of authors from outside the 0 0 0014 219 13 57 29 50 22 69 4 174 73.847° 0.000
publication country 25 6 462 18 281 85 371 183 313 155 48.6 10 435
50 2 154 12 188 52 227 151 259 71 223 3 13.0
75 3 231 11 172 56 245 130 223 52 163 3 13.0
100 1 77 3 47 11 48 31 53 3 09 0 00
N/A 1 77 6 94 12 52 60 103 16 50 3 13.0
Total 13 100.0 64 100.0 229 100.0 584 100.0 319 100.0 23 100.0

®Fisher’s exact test; others are chi-square tests. Statistically significant differences among journals in six regions were found in six areas of challenges: Peer-
review management [p = 0.037, Fisher’s Exact Test], Editorial workflow [p = 0.036, Fisher’s Exact Test], Dissemination [p = 0.008, Fisher’s Exact Test],
Indexation and visibility [p = 0.001, Fisher’s Exact Test], Skills and competencies [p = 0.001, Fisher’s Exact Test], and Sustainability and funding [p = 0.001,
Fisher’s Exact Test] (Figure 2). Among NESC journals those in Asian countries reported more concerns regarding peer-review management (51.5 %),
editorial workflow (32.8 %), and skills and competencies (32.8 %). Journals in Latin America reported more concern in their editorial workflow (35.4 %),
dissemination (40.1 %), and indexation and visibility (55.5 %). In Africa, journals reported greater concern for skills and competencies (30.8 %).

African and Middle Eastern journals [p = 0.000, Fisher’s
Exact Test, FET]. Thirty-two percent of NESC journals indi-
cated that their international readership was important but
this was noticeably lower for those in Latin America
[p = 0.000, Fisher’s Exact Test, FET]. Among NESC journals
64.5% answered that they were not considering moving
away from the OA diamond model, with the ratio that is
thinking of doing so was much higher in Africa (23.1%)
[p = 0.000, Fisher’s Exact Test, FET].

The analysis of multiple responses was reported in
Supplementary Table 4. Regarding processing peer reviews
using OJS was much more frequent among Latin American
journals (74.8%) and email was the preferred method
in Africa (69.2%) and Eastern Europe (61.9 %). Using
publishers’ systems was noticeable (30.0 %) for the Middle
Eastern journals. Although DOAJ and Google Scholar were
the most popular indexes among NESC journals some unique
characteristics were found depending on the region. For
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Question Country
Peer-Review  Africa
management  Asia
E.Europe 12.50%
W.Europe 18.13%
Latin America 15.02%
Middle East 16.67%
Editorial Africa 33.33%
workflow Asia 12.96%
E.Europe 26.04%
W.Europe 18.04%
Latin America 20.66%
) ~ Middle East 27.78%
Dissemination Africa 38.46%
Asia
E.Europe 20.21%
W.Europe 24.40%
Latin America 15.13%
Middle East 11.76%
Indexationand Africa
visibility Asia
E.Europe
W.Europe
Latin America
S Middle East
Skills and Africa 23.08% 23.08%
competences  Asia 12.73%
E.Europe 23.04%
W.Europe 27.80%
Latin America 19.54%
Middle East
Sustainability  Africa 25.00%
andfunding  Asia 18.87%
E.Europe 13.02%
W.Europe 29.47%
Latin America 12.18%
o ~ Middle East 16.67%
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Figure 2: Challenges in six areas: comparison among OA diamond journals in six regions (1: low concern; 5: significant concern).

instance, DOAJ was the preferred database for over 90 % of
journals in Africa and the Middle East whereas Google
Scholar was listed for over 90 % of Asian journals. Further-
more, those from Asia, Eastern Europe, and the Middle East
also had more listings in SCOPUS. Latin American journals
were indexed in Latin American indexing systems such as
the Latindex catalog, Redalyc, and Scielo. Moreover, the type
of financial supporters varied depending on the region.
In Africa and the Middle East there were higher percentages
of journals supported by publishers. For Eastern Europe,
publishers and national funding/government agencies were
the predominant supporters while in Latin America and
Western Europe financial support from research organiza-
tions/universities was more common. Regarding the ratio-
nales for reconsidering the OA diamond model, Asian and
Eastern European journals considered journal impact fac-
tors (JIF) more significant while Asian and Latin American
journals cited economic viability.

RQ3: What are the characteristics of OA diamond journals
published in non-English-speaking countries regarding the
GDP of publication countries?

Among NESC journals the distributions in terms of GDP
of their respective regions were as follows: high-income
countries (64.0 %), upper-middle-income countries (31.7 %),
and lower-middle and lower-income countries (4.3 %; here-
after, only lower-income will be used to signify both cate-
gories). Thirteen journals were published in two countries
for which the income levels were unavailable in the World
Bank’s data so those journals were excluded from the anal-
ysis. Statistically significant differences were found for all
general characteristics among these three categories
(Table 5). Regarding journal disciplines HSS was dominant,
however, the percentages for HSS were relatively higher in
high-income-country journals whereas the percentages for
science were greater in upper-middle- and lower-income
countries. The percentages for medicine were relatively
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Table 5: A comparison of OA diamond journal characteristics in non-English-speaking countries in terms of GDP.
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High Upper- Lower- X P
income middle middle/
income Lower
income
N % N % N %
Main discipline HSS 415 532 167 433 23 433 22.263° 0.012
Science 120 15.4 80 207 M 20.8
Medicine 43 5.5 38 9.8 7 13.2
Multidisciplinary 91 1.7 43 111 7 13.2
Other 75 96 39 101 2 3.8
N/A 36 46 19 49 3 5.7
Total 780 100.0 386 100.0 53 100.0
Journal ownership Government agencies 59 7.6 12 3.1 4 7.5 110.809° 0.000
Learned society 123 15.8 22 5.7 7 13.2
University 267 342 242 627 24 453
University press 38 49 23 60 2 3.8
Other research org. 88 11.3 21 5.4 1 1.9
Other non-profit publisher 37 4.7 12 3.1 1 1.9
For-profit publisher 9 1.2 1 0.3 0 0.0
Individual 23 29 10 26 3 5.7
Other 14 146 3 80 10 189
Unknown 5 0.6 1 0.3 0 0.0
N/A 17 22 M 28 1 1.9
Total 780 100.0 386 100.0 53 100.0
Avg. # of published articles/yr. (Past 3 yrs) 0-4 28 3.6 0 00 1 1.9  68.741° 0.000
5-9 81 104 18 47 3 5.7
10-24 330 423 147 381 23 433
25-49 174 223 134 34.7 4 7.5
50-99 64 82 45 117 7 132
100-499 18 23 5 13 2 3.8
> 500 0 0.0 0 00 0 0.0
N/A 8 109 37 96 13 245
Total 780 100.0 386 100.0 53 100.0
Share of authors from outside the publication country 0 46 59 28 73 8 15.1 38.958°  0.000
25 252 323 182 472 20 377
50 195 250 &1 210 10 189
75 175 224 68 17.6 15.1
100 38 4.9 8 21 2 3.8
N/A 74 95 19 49 5 9.4
Total 780 100.0 386 100.0 53 100.0

Fisher’s exact test; others are chi-square tests. Statistically significant differences among journals in high, upper-middle, and lower-income countries were
found in three areas of challenges: Editorial workflow [X* (10, n=1,219) = 21.262, p = 0.019], Skills and competencies [X* (10, n = 1,219) = 30.830, p = 0.001],
and Sustainability and funding X2 (10,n=1,219) = 21.266, p=0.019] (Figure 3). Journals in lower-income countries reported more concern regarding skills
and competencies (39.7 %) and sustainability and funding (37.8 %). For those in upper-middle-income countries there was a greater concern for editorial
workflow (33.7 %) and sustainability and funding (35.8 %). Overall, journals in high-income countries expressed fewer concerns in all areas.

higher in lower-income countries. Regarding journal
ownership 62.7% of journals in upper-middle income
countries were owned by a university. However, for journals
in high-income and lower-income nations two major owners
were universities (34.2% and 45.3%, respectively) and
learned societies (15.8 % and 13.2 %, respectively). Moreover,
it was observed that journals in higher-income countries
publish fewer articles with authors from more diverse
countries.

As shown in Supplementary Table 5 high-income coun-
tries were less likely to have a trained copy-editor [p = 0.000,
Fisher’s Exact Test, FET] and fewer paid staff [p = 0.000,
Fisher’s Exact Test, FET]. Notably, this shows that high-
income countries do not always have strong financial sup-
port for OADJ. Relying on volunteers was more common
among lower income countries [p = 0.031, Fisher’s Exact Test,
FET]. Regarding the types of dissemination platform an
institutional platform was relatively more prominent among
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Figure 3: Challenges in six areas: a comparison among OA diamond journals in non-English-speaking countries in terms of GDP (1: low concern;

5: significant concern).

upper-middle income countries. In contrast, international
platforms were more common for lower income countries
[p=0.000, Fisher’s Exact Test, FET]. The perceived importance
of a journal’s international readership was much more vital
among lower-income countries (64.2 %) than it was for high-
income nations (32.9 %) and upper-middle-income (28.0 %)
countries [X? (6, n = 1,219) = 37.028, p = 0.000]. As for whether
they considered moving away from the OA diamond model,
statistically significant results were not found.

The analysis of multiple responses is reported in Sup-
plementary Table 6. Regarding how peer reviews were
processed email was the most popular in all three categories
but OJS was more common in upper-middle-income (61.9 %)
and lower-income (60.8 %) countries than in high-income
nations (37.9 %). Over half (54.1 %) of high income and 46.3 %
of upper-middle income countries did not employ external
resources for editorial services. The majority (80 %) of
lower-income countries did not use those services. For the
indexes in which the journals were registered, DOA]J (72.2 %
of high income, 85.9 % of upper-middle-income, and 95.7 % of
lower income) and Google Scholar (66.1% of high-income,
74.4 % of upper-middle-income, and 91.3 % of lower income)
were the most popular. Furthermore, the ratios were higher
among lower income countries. Regarding financial sup-
porters, among high income and upper-middle-income
nations, research organizations/universities, national fund-
ing/government agencies, and publishers were the primary
sources of financial resources. Among lower income coun-
tries publishers comprised the main source. When it came

to the reasons for reconsidering the OA diamond model,
economic viability, long-term feasibility, and the importance
of the JIF were all listed as the main reasons in all three types
of countries. However, JIF’s importance was deemed more
critical among upper-middle and lower income countries.

RQ4: What are the characteristics of OA diamond journals
published in non-English-speaking countries in terms of
journal languages?

As for languages, journals published in NESC fall into three
categories: English journals (19.8 %), journals in English and
other languages (55.9 %), and non-English journals (24.3 %).
Regarding region and GDP the journals in Africa and Asia were
predominantly in English. In contrast, more Latin American
journals are published in non-English languages (Table 6).

Statistically significant differences were observed in all
general characteristics (Table 7). Regarding journal disci-
pline, English language journals— compared to those in
other languages—published more in science and medicine
fields than in HSS. Universities garnered the highest per-
centages regarding journal ownership, especially among
non-English language journals. However, learned societies
had ownership of more English language journals. The share
of authors from foreign countries was more significant for
English language journals. This result is understandable
when considering the motivations behind publishing
English language journals in NESC.

Supplementary Table 7 presents additional data on
six challenging areas. Regarding types of dissemination
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Table 6: Distribution of journal languages in terms of region and GDP.
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English English and Non-English X P
other languages
N % N % N %
Region Africa 6 2.5 5 0.7 2 0.7 268.294° 0.000
Asia 32 13.2 22 3.2 10 33
Europe (eastern) 78 32.1 137 19.9 14 4.7
Europe (Western) 107 44.0 37 53.9 104 34.8
Latin America 13 53 138 20.1 168 56.2
Mid. East 7 2.9 15 2.2 1 0.3
Total 243 100.0 688 100.0 299 100.0
GDP High 169 69.8 480 70.1 129 44.5 88.383 0.000
Upper-middle 52 21.5 182 26.6 152 524
Lower middle/Lower 21 8.7 23 34 9 3.1
Total 242 100.0 685 100.0 290 100.0

“Fisher’s exact test; others are chi-square tests.

platforms the ratios of institutional platforms were
higher among English and other language journals (39.4 %)
and non-English language journals (51.5%) x? 12,
n = 1,230) = 45.963, p = 0.000]. Whereas 60.5 % of English
language journals replied that their international reader-
ships were indeed important English and other language
journals (28.1 %) and non-English journals (20.7 %) consid-
ered international readership as less vital [X* (6,
n = 1,230) = 141.645, p = 0.000]. Notably, it was found that
more English journals were thinking of moving away from
the OA diamond model [X? (8, n = 1,230) = 25.331, p = 0.000].

The analysis of multiple responses is reported in
Supplementary Table 8. Regarding methods employed for
processing peer reviews, email and O]S were the most
popular for all three groups. Nonetheless, it was noticeable
that publisher systems were more prevalent among English
language journals. Regarding indexes in which the journals
were registered, DOAJ and Google Scholar were the most
common. There were more English language journals in
most indexes except for DOAJ and the Latindex Catalog.
As for the rationale for reconsidering the OAD] model,
economic viability, long-term feasibility, and JIF importance
were cited most, whereas JIF was reported as the more
critical for English language journals.

5 Discussion

Given the need for improved global scholarly communica-
tion (Marquez and Porras 2020; UNESCO 2021), as demon-
strated by major threats to humanity including the COVID-19
pandemic and natural disasters, we set out to investigate the

major issues and role of OA diamond journals (OAD]J) in
reducing disparities and enhancing global scholarly
communication. We analyzed the characteristics of OA dia-
mond journals (OAD]) published in NESC with an emphasis
on these major issues and barriers including language
(global scholarly communication has mainly been centered
on English-language journals published in Western coun-
tries), resources available to authors and publishers (those
in high and upper-middle-income nations have multiple
sources of financial resources whereas those in lower in-
come countries have a sole source — publishers), gender
(women face more barriers; see for instance Lariviére et al.
2013), discipline (scholars in the social sciences and
humanities have fewer opportunities for support), country
status (those in low and middle-income countries face
serious barriers), and career stage (early career researchers
have limited networks and opportunities).

In a related work, Ford and Alemneh (2022) establish a
framework for identifying the obstacles faced by low- and
middle-income countries which explains these hurdles
leading to epistemic injustice in three dimensions:
consuming (accessing), producing, and sharing. We also
argue that OADJ can facilitate reducing barriers pertaining
to these three classifications. Our analysis showed that
82.4% of OAD] were published in countries using non-
English as an official language. NESC publishing OAD]J could
be categorized into two groups: one group where the OAD]
model is actively practiced and the other group where OADJ
has not gained traction. Western Europe, Latin America,
Eastern Europe, and high income countries are in the former
group. In contrast, Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and lower-
middle and low income countries are in the latter. OAD]
distribution among NESC is: Western Europe (47.4 %), Latin
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Table 7: A comparison of OA diamond journal characteristics in non-English-speaking countries in terms of journal language.
English English and Non- X P
others English
N % N % N %
Main discipline HSS 76 313 374 544 157 525 112.786 0.000
Science 86 354 106 15.4 21 7.0
Medicine 32 132 36 52 23 7.7
Multidisciplinary 21 86 81 1.8 43 144
Other 15 6.2 63 92 39 130
N/A 13 53 28 4.1 16 5.4
Total 243 100.0 688 100.0 299 100.0
Journal ownership Government agencies 1 4.5 47 6.8 17 5.7 57.400° 0.000
Learned society 44 18.1 82 1.9 27 9.0
University 79 325 293 426 170 56.9
University press 1" 4.5 37 5.4 16 5.4
Other research org. 22 9.1 69 10.0 20 6.7
Other non-profit publisher 18 74 20 29 12 4.0
For-profit publisher 4 1.6 6 0.9 0 0.0
Individual 8 33 22 3.2 6 2.0
Other 37 152 9% 140 22 7.4
Unknown 2 0.8 3 04 1 0.3
N/A 7 2.9 13 1.9 8 2.7
Total 243 100.0 688 100.0 299 100.0
Avg. # of published articles/yr. (Past 3 yrs) 0-4 4 1.6 22 3.2 3 1.0 46.903° 0.000
5-9 26 10.7 65 94 N 37
10-24 103 424 276 40.1 125 41.8
25-49 46 189 189 275 82 274
50-99 28 115 67 97 23 7.7
100-499 1" 4.5 1" 1.6 3 1.0
> 500 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
N/A 25 103 58 84 52 17.4
Total 243 100.0 688 100.0 299 100.0
Share of authors from outside the publication country 0 7 29 46 6.7 29 9.7 209.087 0.000
25 32 13.2 280 407 145 485
50 56 230 167 243 68 227
75 99 407 122 177 33 11.0
100 35 144 12 1.7 2 0.7
NA 14 58 61 89 22 7.4
Total 243 100.0 688 100.0 299 100.0

*Fisher’s exact test; others are chi-square tests. Statistically significant differences among journals in English, English and other languages, and non-English
were found in two areas of challenges: Editorial workflow X2 (10, n = 1,230) = 27.360, p = 0.002] and Skills and competencies X2 (10, n = 1,230) = 28.070,
p =0.002] (Figure 4). In both areas non-English journals reported more concerns.

America (25.9 %), Eastern Europe (18.6 %), high income
countries (64.0 %), Asia (5.2 %), the Middle East (1.9 %), Africa
(1.1 %), and lower-middle and low income countries (4.3 %).
This distribution is also consistent with the average number
of OADJ per country in each region (Western Europe [38.93
journals per country], Latin America [21.27 journals per
country], Eastern Europe [14.31 journals per country], Asia
[6.4 journals per country], the Middle East [5.74 journals per
countryl, and Africa [2.17 journals per country]. The
relationships between regions and GDP are reported in
Supplementary Table 9.

Among the NESC in which the OAD] model is actively
practiced it was found that, in general, foreign readership
was perceived as less critical. However, the share of foreign
authors was higher (particularly among high income coun-
tries). In addition, certain unique characteristics were
observed by specific regions. For instance, OAD] from Latin
America, primarily upper-middle income countries, yielded
high percentages for publishing in non-English languages
and being registered in Latin American index systems.
Because both Spanish and Portuguese are the dominant
languages used in Latin America (The Columbia
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Questions Journal Language

Peer-Review  English 13.95%

management  English and Others 16.41% 15.23%
Non-English 15.63% 13.67%

Editorial English 26.98%

workflow English and Others 19.22% 20.92%
Non-English 17.00%

Dissemination English 25.12% 18.14%
English and Others 20.24% 19.55%

Characteristics of DOA Journal Publishing in NESC =—— 63

1163%  28sa% oo
o oy TS
2z NG

1225% . 202s% TS

Non-English 16.54% 17.72% . 2362% |olcsscn
Indexation and English 1038%  1274% | 2311% |Cerc e
visibility Englishand Others ~ 11.15% 13.72% | 17.67%  |NZeIso0on

Non-English 820% 7.42%  2266%  [edci oo
Skills and English 27.23% C2620%  [TZeRSw T CEST
competences  gnglish and Others 24.91% 29.89% . 2331% | 1370%  [Neis%en

Non-English 17.21% 25.41% - 2336% oG
Sustainability English 21.70% ©1s57% . 2028%  Gcecn
andfunding  English and Others 22.32% 17.30% . 2266% 3610990 INGSoR

Non-English 17.81% 1538%  2510%  |[Ncerecn

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100%
1 H2 N3 | A Hs
1 2 N3 | Hs
1 2 Hs3 H4 Hs

Figure 4: Challengesin six areas: a comparison of OA diamond journals in non-English-speaking countries in terms of journal languages (1: low concern;

5: significant concern).

Encyclopedia 2023), and given that Spanish is the second
most widely spoken first language in the world (Central In-
telligence Agency 2023), it appears that they have established
their own scholarly community centered around their lan-
guages. Among European journals, the ratios for English and
other languages were higher than for other regions. Journals
from Latin America and Western Europe showed higher
usage of institutional platforms for dissemination and
hosting. They also reported that research organizations and
national funding/government agencies were their main
financial sources. Although these countries indicated
stronger intentions for staying within the OAD] model the
main barriers regarding model sustainability differed. Latin
America cited economic viability, Eastern Europe reported
economic viability and JIF, and Western Europe—which is
comprised mainly of high income countries—listed longer
term feasibility. Overall, high income countries expressed
lower levels of concern for operating within the OAD] model.

Some common characteristics were also found among
the group for whom OADJ has not gained traction; notably,
this segment of countries are the regions in which, according
to Ford and Alemneh (2022), researchers have additional
barriers to consuming, producing, and sharing research
outputs. Journals from Africa and the Middle East relied
more on volunteers for the journal’s operation, used na-
tional and international platforms for dissemination/hosting
more often, and received more financial support from
publishers. Differences in funding sources were noticed
among ESC, high income NESC, and low income NESC.

Compared to OADJ in ESC, NESC journals had remarkably
rare levels of support from libraries and foundation/trust;
among OADJ in higher income NESC, national/government
funding was more prevalent. However, among OAD]J lower
income NESC, publishers were the more common funding
source. The importance of foreign readership was common
among OADJ from Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. For the
journals from these regions economic viability, JIF, and
longer-term feasibility were cited as obstacles to sustain-
ability. In contrast, the percentage of those considering
moving away from the OA model was much higher in Africa.

5.1 Practical Implications and
Recommendations

To improve OAD]J practices suggestions need to be discussed
differently, depending on the characteristics of said prac-
tices. Countries belonging to the former group seem to have
relatively stable OAD] operating systems and those in Latin
America have established their scholarly communities in
their languages. Therefore, for this group, future efforts
should be centered on promoting the engagement of schol-
arly communication at the international level. In addition to
registering their journals in international indexes, various
accommodations and language translations should be made
to overcome language barriers so that international readers
can access and use journals published in diverse countries.
Steigerwald et al. (2022) and Amano et al. (2021b) suggest
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using machine translation which is now fairly reliable. Yoon,
Kim, and Chung (2023) recommend making accommodations
that can assist readers facing language barriers. Examples
they discussed were providing an online navigational
interface and including key components of manuscripts in
English, such as article titles, author names, references,
abstracts, keywords, key points (or key implications, high-
lights), captions, and labels for tables and figures and
headings and subheadings.

In the latter group there was a higher level of depen-
dence on volunteers, a lack of substantial funding, and
concern over skills/competencies and sustainability/fund-
ing. To facilitate OAD] operations well-established system-
atic support should be provided at national and
international levels. For countries and regions with eco-
nomic difficulty or where national support is insufficient,
platforms, open sources, and best practices should be
developed at the international level. Pearce (2022) suggests
utilizing open source software (i.e., O]S), open access re-
positories, Al for copy-editing, and templates. It was also
found that these countries valued international visibility
and JIF and that JIF was a primary factor influencing a
journal’s sustainability. Although it was reported that OAD]
tends to be more internationally distributed than APC-based
or subscription-based journals (Bosman, Frantsvag, and
Kramer 2021a; Yoon, Kim, and Chung 2023) the increase of
their JIF (Pearce 2022) and the over- and misuse of JIF for
research performance evaluation discourage the adoption of
the OAD] model. OA principles, such as DORA and the Leiden
manifesto, raised serious concerns about the misuse of
bibliometric indexes for research performance evaluation.
However, in reality, bibliometric-based research evaluation
has been widely adopted in scholarly communication.
Therefore, continuous discussions about and efforts for
research evaluation reflecting disciplinary and regional di-
versity should be conducted. Finally, the usefulness of the
OADJ model can be discussed productively based on the
findings of previous studies on predatory journals. Accord-
ing to Machacek and Sroholec (2022) this group includes
countries with a higher proportion of predatory journals at
the national level despite the small size of the research
sector. Given how OA journals are viewed in these countries,
Regier (2018) reported that new journals published in South
Asia, the Middle East, and Africa are often misunderstood as
predatory journals. Machdacek and Sroholec (2022) interpret
their results as increased expectations for research perfor-
mance but the immaturity of the research system in those
countries. Notably, OADJ can be an ideal model for solving
predatory journals’ problems which abuse the OA journal
system.
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The findings of this study have several implications for
promoting the OAD] publishing landscape. By identifying the
distinct characteristics and challenges OAD] publishing in
NESC faces we provide a foundation for targeted in-
terventions to support these journals. This includes devel-
oping policies that offer tailored financial and technical
support to various journals operating in various contexts,
ensuring they can sustain their operations and enhance
their visibility. Also, addressing the over-reliance on biblio-
metric indicators such as the JIF is crucial for fostering a
more equitable and diverse scholarly communication sys-
tem. By advocating for alternative metrics and inclusive
evaluation practices we can better recognize and support the
contributions of OADJs to global knowledge production.

5.2 Limitations and Future Research

In addition to this study’s key insights there are also some
limitations to address. First, there were notable confines to
the OADJS dataset itself although an attempt was made to
collect the data comprehensively by utilizing diverse
resources. In their report, Bosman, Frantsvag, and Kramer
(2021a) point to biased geographical distribution and moti-
vation on the journals’ part to participate in the survey
(i.e., participating journals may emphasize the need for
additional support). Additionally, the six specific languages
used in the survey instrument may have caused bias. They
specifically noted an overrepresentation of Western Euro-
pean and US/Canadian journals (32). Therefore, it is essential
to approach the interpretation and generalization of the
results from the current study with caution. Second, to grasp
a profound understanding of OAD] practices, each country’s
research and scholarly communication environments
should be reflected. However, this study analyzed only a few
factors such as a nation’s official language, region, and GDP.

Based on the discussions and study limitations there are
several areas for future research in the field of OA diamond
journal practices. First, although OAD]S utilized diverse
sources to collect data on OAD] there are still limitations and
biases in the dataset. Bosman, Frantsvag, and Kramer (2021a)
addressed that there were 11,200 diamond journals listed in
DOAJ, of which 1,100 responded to the survey, however,
there were an additional 500 diamond journals that partic-
ipated in the survey but were not listed in DOAJ. They
mentioned that it is uncertain whether the distribution of
thislatter category (journals in the survey but not in DOAJ) is
due to biases or actual geographical differences among OA
diamond journals. Future research should aim to create a
more comprehensive and representative dataset of OAD]
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worldwide. Second, to enhance our understanding of OA
diamond journal publishing future research should reflect
the research environments of each country and region. It
should identify the barriers and facilitators for adopting and
maintaining OA diamond journal practices, including fac-
tors such as economic status, national support for OA,
research evaluation systems, technical infrastructure, and
researchers’ perceptions of OA. By considering these
contextual factors it would be possible to gain insights into
the specific challenges different regions face and develop
strategies to promote OA diamond journal publishing. Third,
developing practical guidelines is crucial for ensuring the
sustainability of OA diamond journals and advancing global
scholarly communication. These guidelines should address
various aspects including economic viability (business
model), journal visibility and dissemination, research eval-
uation metrics and culture, multilingual scholarly commu-
nication interfaces, technical platforms, human resources
and training, and related policy development. This can
involve studying successful cases and learning from the
experiences of journals that have effectively operated within
the OA diamond journal model. Guidelines should address
the specific challenges different regions face, offering
tailored recommendations for overcoming barriers and
ensuring long-term feasibility. In conclusion, future
research in the field of OA diamond journals should aim to
overcome the current study’s limitations and delve into new
areas of investigation. It will ultimately promote global
scholarly communication.

6 Conclusion

Although global scholarly communication should include
regional diversity it has unfortunately been centered on
English-language journals published in Western countries
with significant economic power. To reduce epistemological
disparity the current study examined the characteristics of
OAD]J published in NESC. More than 80 % of OAD] were
published in NESC; European countries, Latin America, and
high income nations were the leading regions publishing
OADJ. However, approximately 76 % of NESC OAD] were
published in English or English and other languages. Among
NESC journals produced in low and lower-middle income
countries the publisher was cited as the primary funding
source. In contrast, for NESC journals produced in higher
income nations, the national/government category was
reported as the primary source of financial support. As for
intentions to stay with the OAD] model, these were higher
among NESC journals than ESC journals. However, among
NESC journals, the ratios of those moving away from the
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model were higher among African, Asian, Eastern European,
and English language journals which all highly regard the
importance of JIF. Regarding the indexes in which the jour-
nals were registered, DOAJ and Google Scholar were the most
popular among NESC journals. DOAJ was more dominant in
Africa and the Middle East and Google Scholar was the more
common choice for Asian journals. Latin American journals
were indexed in the Latindex catalog, Redalyc, and Scielo.
Notably, high income countries showed lower indexing rates
but lower income countries had higher numbers in this
category. When it came to NESC journals 32.7 % answered that
international readership is essential; this was particularly
vital for those from low and lower-middle income countries,
whereas the importance of international readership was
much lower among Latin American journals.

Suggestions for enhancing the environment of OAD]
practices were also discussed. Countries actively publishing
OAD] seem to have relatively stable OAD] operating systems.
Those in Latin America have established their scholarly
communities in their own languages. Therefore, for this
group, recommendations for promoting the engagement of
scholarly communication at the international level were
considered. For the countries that did not gain traction on
OAD] well-established systematic support at the interna-
tional level was advised. Finally, this study demonstrated
OADJ’s potential for reducing epistemic disparity and
enhancing global scholarly communication and future
research agenda.
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