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Open Access (OA), or free online access, to scholarly and scientific publica-
tions has emerged as a significant global movement since the twenty-first 
century began.1 OA has also become an area of special interest to the devel-
opment community, given that access to knowledge is fundamental to all 
aspects of human development, from health to food security, and from 
education to social capacity building. The potential of OA to dramatically 
improve the visibility, usage and, therefore, the impact of publicly funded 
research is also increasingly recognized by national and international fund-
ing bodies, aid agencies, and institutions of higher learning. This has led to 
the implementation of a growing number of policy mandates that ensure 
public accessibility to publicly funded research.2

Open Access has the potential to facilitate the flow of knowledge in all 
directions, not only from the Global North to the Global South, but also 
from the Global South to the Global South, which is far more essential 
for local and development since Global Southern countries have more in 
common than with those of the Global North.3 This at a time in which 
there are increasing calls by policymakers, particularly in the Global South, 
for research to demonstrate its impact on the United Nation’s Millennium 
Development Goals. For example, the Namibian prime minister asked of 
a UNESCO conference in 2010: “How could the application of knowledge 
end poverty and hunger in Africa? How could higher education empower 
women and promote gender equity? How can knowledge be considered 
in an African context to address child mortality and improve maternal 
health?”4 This chapter, however, argues that, as OA is currently practiced, 
its potential to advance development is not being exploited.

Instead of being used to support greater local participation in research 
that would confront fundamental development issues, OA is all too often 
focused on improving online access to journal articles, particularly those 
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in expensive Global Northern journals. This is in good part because of the 
near universal adoption—even in the developing world—of the Thomson 
Reuter’s Science Citation Index and Journal Impact Factor5 (JIF) as a mea-
sure of journal quality and international prestige.

Drawing largely on African examples, this paper seeks to demonstrate 
how the use of this narrow global yardstick as a one-size-fits-all framework 
has resulted in the continual invisibility of research publications from the 
Global South and distortion of research priorities and agendas in many 
developing countries.6 The adherence to this approach by developing 
country governments has led to a situation where research that is of vital 
importance to national development priorities has been marginalized in 
the race for improved citation metrics. This applies also to a volume of 
development-focused publications produced in developing countries that 
remain invisible as a result of such policies.7

Implicit in the acceptance of the JIF as the standard measure for publi-
cation impact is an industrial age “innovation system” view that seeks to 
measure the potential impact of research in terms of commercial exploita-
tion for economic growth.8 In this discourse there is a particular under-
standing of what constitutes the center or mainstream research, from 
which voices and knowledge from the Global South—dismissed as “local 
knowledge”—are largely excluded and within which different disciplines 
are valued unequally. This is in contrast to the twenty-first-century network 
society described by Yochai Benkler,9 in which a decentered and coopera-
tive environment can lead to different innovation approaches, more likely 
to contribute to development goals.

This chapter will argue that while OA provides the means to challenge 
the hegemony of this global publishing system, there is a need to rethink 
what constitutes scholarly publication, quality, and impact in an open net-
worked knowledge environment. To do so requires the inclusion of a wider 
range of research objects or outputs and the development of an expanded 
system of accounting for the social and development impact of research.10 
Such a system would include alternative and enhanced metrics that take 
into account the multiple outcomes of improved access beyond citation 
impact, and into less tangible realms including expanded collaboration, 
inclusive participation, cross disciplinary exchange of ideas, and uptake 
of research knowledge by development workers and policymakers. Such a 
system would also provide alternative foundations for allocating research 
funding that would better recognize the role of publicly funded research 
institutions in developing countries.
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The Geo-Politics of Academic Knowledge Production
Since the mid-1950s, knowledge and knowledge management have come 
to be seen as key drivers of development. Although this has often been 
expressed as a matter of economic growth, in recent decades there has 
been increasing emphasis on the importance of knowledge dissemination 
and information provision for human and social development. As Benkler 
argues, “In the global networked information economy, the constituent 
elements of human welfare and development depend on information and 
knowledge.”11 These sentiments are echoed in a number of global and 
regional policy statements from UNESCO and the World Bank,12 to con-
tinental initiatives such as the African Union Plan of Action for Renewing 
the African University.13 This is true also for the universities, where the 
research they disseminate is often seen as lying at the heart of any sustain-
able effort to build economic growth and foster human development, espe-
cially in developing countries.

There seems, however, to be a blockage between these policy ideals and 
the creation of an effective regime for knowledge dissemination to under-
pin these development targets. Benkler’s analysis of the rise of the informa-
tion society offers some insights into this situation. He argues that there 
have been conflicting views on the best way knowledge can be made to 
contribute to the economy and society. These views are reflected in four 
sequential but overlapping events: (1) the rise of a neoliberal trading sys-
tem; (2) the rise of an information economy enshrined in global treaties 
for intellectual property; (3) the rise of a network society in which the pro-
duction of culture has been radically decentralized; and (4) the linking of 
human rights and development as freedom in the face of an inequitable 
global dispensation.14

Ideas about how knowledge can contribute to development will be 
very different depending on whether they are inspired by the trade related 
aspects of intellectual property rights (TRIPS), and a TRIPS-governed infor-
mation economy, or an understanding of the radically decentralized and 
collaborative network society.15 The conflation of these two very different 
development paradigms in global and national research policy creates a 
similar disjuncture between our understanding of the importance of knowl-
edge for development and the creation of effective policy for the leverage of 
research for its contribution to the public good.

What has happened, Benkler argues, is that access to knowledge has 
become essential to developing countries at the same time as the enforce-
ment of control over information flows became of central concern to the 
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major copyright industries, using maximalist models of intellectual prop-
erty (IP) enforcement and the leverage of trade treaties such as TRIPS.16 In 
this contested terrain, developing countries recognize the importance of 
knowledge for development, but allow commercial publishing values to 
influence the policies that drive knowledge and educational systems.17

Thus UNESCO’s report, Toward Knowledge Societies, published in 2005, 
recognized the value of open access initiatives like the Public Library of 
Science (PLOS) and http://ArXiv.org, but it recommended donor-funded 
collaborations with commercial providers, such as those evidenced in the 
reduced-subscription medical and agricultural journal initiatives HINARI 
and AGORA, as a means to redress global inequality in access to knowledge. 
The emphasis is thus on greater distribution of commercially produced 
centralized resources from the Global North over models that favor decen-
tralized production, collaboration, and distribution of knowledge from the 
Global South. There is little sense in the 2005 report that research might 
emerge from countries in the Global South; rather,  the emphasis falls on 
enhanced North–South access to (and consumption of) Global Northern 
knowledge.

The UNESCO Science Report 2010 continues the endorsement of counts 
of journal articles and patents as a core measure for judging the effective-
ness of national research systems.18 This is a system that is now deeply 
entrenched in the academy,19 which we argue is at odds with the develop-
ment potential offered by the twenty-first-century networked knowledge 
society, running counter to policymakers’ desire to achieve social and eco-
nomic impact from research. It is in the UNESCO Social Science Report 2010, 
interestingly in a more marginalized disciplinary research area, that more 
complex arguments emerge in favor of a changed evaluation system and a 
wider range of publications.20

The Center and the Periphery According to ISI/Thompson Reuters
In A Geopolitics of Academic Writing, A. Suresh Canagarajah21 shows how 
scholarship from the center has created publication conventions and prac-
tices that are simultaneously shaped by technological progress and social 
institutions. Scholars operating in the peripheries have to adopt these dis-
cursive practices in order to gain entry into the center, where mainstream 
knowledge resides. This system of production has been perpetuating itself 
without reflection. Voices and knowledge from the Global South that do 
not fit international standards for publishing are excluded from the well-
known and largely commercial databases and their citation counts, and so 
they remain largely invisible.
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Even as the Internet has opened new channels for collaboration and 
dissemination, the journal article has remained the currency of scholarly 
recognition across the English-speaking world and beyond. In this system, 
the journals that qualify for inclusion in the indexes are predominantly the 
publications of large commercial publishing companies based in the Global 
North. In 2004, four top countries produced 84 percent of the articles in the 
dominant index, the Institute for Scientific Information (ISI) index, while 
at the other end of the spectrum, 163 countries contributed 2.5 percent of 
the indexed articles.22

Even after a review of the role of developing country journals in the 
ISI Web of Science in 2008—which responded to a rising tide of criticism 
of bias inherent in the indexes and resulted in seven hundred developing 
country journals being added to the indexes—Africa remained poorly rep-
resented. Nineteen journals were added from South Africa, in addition to 
one from Kenya and one from Nigeria. To put this in perspective, in 2007 
there were twenty-eight African journals in the index out of a total listing 
of around ten thousand according to the Institute for Scientific Informa-
tion (ISI) report compiled in 2010. More significantly, the criteria for this 
expanded inclusion of developing country journals remained the extent to 
which articles in these journals could contribute to global understanding of 
science from the periphery.23

Figure 8.1
The map shows the unequal contribution and participation in journal publishing 
science. Source: World Bank’s 2005 World Development Indicators.
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Thus, it is not a coincidence that the centers of this global publishing 
system reside primarily in the Global North, dominated by the United 
States and the United Kingdom in particular, with Japan being the notable 
exception from Asia. Figure 8.1 depicts the world of knowledge production 
according to Thomson’s Science Citation Index.24

This would matter less if the ISI indexes had not been accepted by devel-
oping countries as the measure of scholarly excellence, as countries, even 
in the developing world, compete for their position in the global university 
rankings, such as the Times Higher Education (THE) rankings, as the pri-
mary measure of success.

These rankings are, in turn, tied to measures of overall development of 
a country or an entire region. So, for example, the Global Research Report 
Africa produced by Thomson Reuters, uses output metrics and citation 
impact factors as a sole indicator of the state of national research systems. 
The reports are designed to “inform policymakers and others about the 
landscape and dynamics of the global research base” and at the global level, 
they aim to “help provide a further context to that set by the OECD’s eco-
nomic reports, while also furnishing background against which to view the 
pertinent regional dispatches in the UNESCO Science report 2010.”25

Implications for Local Research and Development
These metrics “can have perverse and dangerous effects on universities in 
underdeveloped countries in the global South,” Saleem Badat argues.26 In 
the place of “uncritical mimicry and ‘catching up’ with the world class uni-
versity,” which relegates developing country research systems to second-rate 
status in an idealized global hierarchical system, he argues for the creation 
of favorable national environments for universities’ contribution to society. 
What is needed, if research is truly to have an impact on social development 
in the developing world, is a diversity of models and of measures aligned to 
the realities of a diversity of university systems across the world.27

The impact of the wide adoption of this system of evaluation is to render 
invisible wide swathes of developing country research, and to distort the 
emergence of knowledge production that serves local development needs. 
While the journals included in the ISI indexes are only a very small propor-
tion of the publications emerging from developing countries, the publica-
tions not included are consigned to oblivion, with very small circulation, 
little reach beyond the borders of the country of publication, and mini-
mal impact in the global research system.28 Typically, as the South Afri-
can Academy of Science discovered, local print journals had a circulation 
of under four hundred.29 Moreover, the assumption that locally produced 
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publications in developing countries are of lower quality can become a 
self-fulfilling prophecy, as researchers from peripheral countries focus their 
energies on conforming to the requirements of Global Northern journals 
for the sake of their prospects of recognition and advancement in an ideal-
ized global system.30

Jean-Claude Guédon argues that as researchers try to achieve their visibil-
ity in global journals “the end result is a paradoxical and unexpected form 
of foreign ‘contribution’ or aid flowing from poor countries to rich coun-
tries.”31 In the political economy of global knowledge production, this tends 
to go unnoticed by governments and international agencies; they adopt 
impact factors as the norm for the monitoring of the research systems that 
they oversee, while at the same time questioning why their research systems 
are not more responsive to urgent development needs in their regions.32

The system, in turn, involves a distortion of research priorities, as 
researchers seek exposure in international journals, often in contradiction 
to their own reasons for conducting research33 and of the research priorities 
in their region. This has resulted, worldwide, in an emphasis, for example, 
on research dealing with health issues that are of concern to the United 
States and Europe and that have economic potential in these markets.

Thus Benkler argues that in the last decade, more attention has been 
paid to research on curing acne than on malaria.34 The research system also 
favors disciplinary production over area studies, while applied disciplines 
like engineering and agriculture are less well represented.35

As a result, social science research of importance to national and regional 
policy and economic development, health research on neglected diseases 
that affect the developing world, or agricultural research relevant to food 
sustainability, are marginalized and under-published.36

Limits of Open Access 1.0 as an Alternative Paradigm
In this context Open Access becomes critically important as a way of level-
ing the playing field and providing a voice for developing country publica-
tions. Open Access has emerged as an alternative paradigm to address these 
concerns. OA refers to online access to scholarly literature that is free from 
price and most permission barriers. The primary target of OA is the peer-
reviewed journal literature, but other research related outputs, including 
data, software, research reports, and monographs are also being considered. 
The impetus for OA is that it “gives authors and their works vast and mea-
surable new visibility, readership, and impact.”37

Two broad approaches have developed in the scholarly community for 
the use of open access to maximize research exposure and impact. One is 
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to use the potential of open access repositories, institutional or subject-
based, in order to provide access to the text of articles published in closed 
access journals. The posting of preprints (the article before peer review) or 
postprints (the text revised after peer review but before editing and typeset-
ting) is allowed by a high percentage of journal publishers. This has come 
to be known as author self-archiving or the “green route” and is promoted 
by some advocates as the only effective way to get maximum benefit from 
Open Access while still benefiting from the skills of professional publish-
ers.38 The use of these institutional repositories has demonstrated consider-
ably increased downloads and increased citations over time.39

The other approach, the “gold route,” to Open Access is the publication 
of journals, using a variety of business models. There are now close to nine 
thousand such journals listed in the major OA journal directory and over 
one million full text articles.40 Open Access journals have seen consider-
able growth in numbers of journals and even higher growth in numbers of 
articles, in comparison with subscription journals.41 Early adopters were in 
the medical and biological sciences: the Public Library of Science (PLOS) as 
a not-for-profit publisher produces eight broad-based disciplinary journals, 
and BioMedCentral, now owned by Springer Science+Business Media, is a 
commercial open access publisher that now publishes hundreds of OA titles 
based on the authors-pay model of gold OA publishing. These publishers 
have been quick to point to the impressive citations counts of articles pub-
lished in their journals, and the rapid rise in JIF of their flagship journals. In 
essence, they are still using the same yardstick to measure research quality 
and impact. Numerous studies have now been published on the citation 
advantage of OA, either through the green or the gold route.42

The gold route has a particular appeal in the developing world, which 
experiences barriers to the effective distribution of research publications. 
The Academy of Science of South Africa (AASAf), for example, has argued 
that there is a need to use Open Access as the publication route for jour-
nal articles (and books) in order to provide a platform that will grow the 
volume of research out of the Global South and ensure its wide dissemina-
tion.43 ASSAf, supported by the South African government, has joined the 
Scientific Library Online (SciELO) platform in Brazil, a large regional plat-
form for the hosting of Latin American publications.44

Unfortunately, however, debates over which of these two routes is bet-
ter often tend to miss out on the bigger question of how best, in a network 
society, to produce knowledge that addresses the problems of development. 
As long as the journal article and the scholarly monograph remain the cur-
rency of international scholarship, the current hierarchies that limit the 
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potential of developing country research and of research for development 
will continue. As Nancy L. Maron and K. Kirby Smith argue:

The urge to consider new forms in comparison to the monograph and journal genres 
that dominate library collections and the consciousness of the Academy is powerful. 
Yet this frame for interpreting changing practises of scholarly communication carries 
the risk of falling into a certain circularity of thought—we may acknowledge that 
scholarly works will change and yet behave as if anything that does not look like a 
traditional work of scholarship is not a scholarly work; thus the immutability of tradi-
tional publishing models becomes axiomatic. Different becomes less by definition.45

Cameron Neylon, writing about what scholarly communication would 
look like if it were invented now in the current digital age, argues that an 
anachronistic focus on the journal article is limiting the potential impact 
of research46:

It is on re-usability and replication where our current system really falls down. Access 
and rights are a big issue here, but ones that we are gradually pushing back. The real 
issues are much more fundamental. It is essentially assumed, in my experience, by 
most researchers that a paper will not contain sufficient information to replicate an 
experiment or analysis. Just consider that. Our primary means of communication, in 
a philosophical system that rests almost entirely on reproducibility, does not enable 
even simple replication of results. A lot of this is down to the boundaries created 
by the mindset of a printed multi-page article. Mechanisms to publish methods, 
detailed laboratory records, or software are limited, often leading to a lack of care 
in keeping and annotating such records. After all if it isn’t going in the paper why 
bother looking after it?

The resulting impact is described in a study commissioned by the South-
ern African Regional Universities Association (SARUA). The study’s authors 
argue that the current framework for academic publishing, with its low 
valuation of local publishing and its exclusion of gray literature from rec-
ognition and reward systems, contributes to low publication rates. More 
damaging, the report found that there was limited access to research pub-
lications across the region, limiting the potential for collaborative research 
and leading to inefficiencies and research duplication.47

We must ask, however, whether the problem is what is being produced, 
or what is being measured. We would argue that developing countries are 
producing knowledge, and the problem is increasingly one of what is being 
measured. While this production is perhaps not in large volumes, it is cer-
tain that the hidden research production is far larger and more significant 
than that published in journal articles. What sort of a publication, metrics 
and rewards system can ensure that this knowledge is made available to the 
widest audience possible, in ways that support development efforts?
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OA 2.0 and Experiments in Alternative Metrics
In recent years we have seen a proliferation of scholarly metrics, many 
indeed designed to take advantage of the OA environment and to pro-
vide alternative to the JIF.48 The rationale is that better tools that are easy 
for scholars to use will form part of the OA toolkit and further drives 
the uptake of OA. The eigenfactor developed by Carl Bergstrom,49 which 
employs Google-like page rank indices to refine citation ranking; the 
refinement of usage and download metrics from repositories50; and the 
use of recommender and rating systems by PLoS ONE51 are all welcome 
developments.

While these new metrics are an improvement over the JIF, such as the 
longer window of citation and multiple data sources, these measures do 
not really extend beyond the literature and into the dynamic nature of the 
research life cycle and the diverse forms of scholarly communications that 
are taking place. In essence, the journal article in its final form is still being 
treated by conventional publishers as a static object to be counted, rather 
than a dynamic artifact at a specific stage in the knowledge production and 
dissemination cycle. What remains to be developed are tools that capture 
the multiple benefits at various stages of the research knowledge life cycle 
and the recognition mechanisms that recognize these multiple benefits, 
not only at the publication stage, but also during the research process (for 
example new protocols, data generation, community engagement, and 
postpublication review).

Happily, we are witnessing an expansion of the ethos of OA to a broad-
ened conception of openness in scientific research and scholarly prac-
tices. Beyond citation impact, researchers are beginning to document the 
multiple benefits of more open practices to research and their dissemina-
tion. What we are seeing, in effect, is a merging of open access with open 
research approaches.

A recent study by the United Kingdom–based Research Information 
Network52 found a number of distinct benefits of openness reported by 
researchers, such as the increased efficiency of research through lower costs 
of data collection, avoidance of duplication of effort, and sharing of proto-
cols and best practices. Some researchers reported that making methodolo-
gies and protocols open for comments and scrutiny led to more rigorous 
and higher quality of research. Others noted that reuse of data and other 
material created by other researchers led to new research questions and new 
ways of engaging existing questions with new data. In particular, the open 
access to government data in the United Kingdom has allowed epidemiolo-
gists to reuse the data in ways that had direct impact on health policy.
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Openness has also led to enhanced collaboration and community build-
ing. At the same time the enhanced visibility of research leads to new 
opportunities for much wider engagement, not only across research com-
munities, but also with the broader public in the form of citizen science 
and public engagement with the process and result of research. Researchers 
are also using a variety of social media, from initial proposal writing, to 
data gathering, to publishing and subsequent knowledge mobilization and 
knowledge translation after formal publication.

A growing number of researchers are experimenting with new forms of 
publishing. The traditional scientific paper is being deconstructed; an article 
may be published as a composite of modules, which allows the data, analy-
sis tools, protocols, interpretations, multimedia objects, and supplementary 
materials to be made available in whole and in parts. These components 
can also be cited and linked in multiple ways.53 An author or research group 
can be cited and given credit for the data made available, or for providing 
the software tools, or for their interpretation of the data or the subject.

Web 2.0 and semantic mark-up tools now exist that allow for easy imple-
mentation of the modular structure of new publications; this may lead to a 
more fine-grained articulation of the original contributions to knowledge 
and provide better resolution to authorship and attribution. An example is 
WikiDashboard,54 a social dynamic analysis tool for Wikipedia intended to 
keep track of the contributions by dispersed writers. It is easy to imagine 
how such a tool could be adapted for credit and reputation attribution in 
open collaborative research.

Jason Priem and Bradley M. Hemminger compiled and reviewed a grow-
ing list of Web 2.0 applications that they grouped into seven categories: 
“bookmarking, reference managers, recommendation services, comments 
on articles, microblogging, Wikipedia, and blogging.”55 They pointed out 
that as researchers increasingly adopt these tools for scholarly purpose, the 
usage and socially generated data gathered by these tools could be har-
nessed for building services for “scientometrics 2.0.”56

But managing the proliferation of data and more metrics is a daunting 
task, and making sense of these diverse sources would be even more chal-
lenging. A key constraint for researchers is time, and services that integrate 
these diverse tools into the researchers’ workflow will be more attractive to 
busy researchers. Given the early stage of such development, however, the 
key question of whether these tools will bring the appropriate recognition 
for researchers remains to be answered. As Neylon has argued, technology 
solutions are available, as are the licenses, to enable OA. More intractable, 
however, are issues of research culture.
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Open Access 2.0 and the Developing World
Whether Web 2.0 platforms can be harnessed for publishing and dissemina-
tion of research from the Global South is an area that is not well researched. 
This is a significant question, as a large percentage of research conducted 
in the developing world by local researchers does not make it to the formal 
publication stage for a variety of reasons. The academic reward and pro-
motion system, which rewards journal articles as the required publication 
output, fails to recognize the successive transformations of the university’s 
relationship with civil society and industry over the twentieth century 
and hence the realities of research production. Arguing for increased fund-
ing and recognition of use-inspired research in South African universities, 
David Cooper suggests that this would form part of a necessary realignment 
with current realities: “[A] national position needs to be articulated . . . that 
in the knowledge society of the third industrial revolution, issues of health, 
housing, transport, etc., are not independent of university research efforts. 
In fact, university research . . . should directly seek to provide knowledge 
for the alleviation of such social problems and hence for the condition of 
poverty of the majority of our population.”57

This would lead, according to Cooper, to the inclusion, in recognition 
and reward systems, of the policy and development-oriented publications 
that were being produced in the research groupings he studied. This concurs 
with the findings of a study of research communication at the University 
of Cape Town’s Opening Scholarship program,58 which identified a cul-
ture of “translational” scholarship, or what Cooper calls “use-inspired basic 
research,”59 in a number of research groupings. These produced, alongside 
traditional peer-reviewed articles, a range of publications, many of which 
were posted online on departmental websites, targeting increased impact 
among policymakers and communities.

In other cases, research of this kind is simply not communicated at all. 
For example, researchers in Ugandan public universities and research institu-
tions gather data in many areas, such as public health, crop yield, and water 
quality. But often these data are not analyzed and synthesized due to a lack 
of funding or appropriate methodologies or analytic tools, and researchers 
may not have the training or language facility to write up research for formal 
publication.60 A good deal of valuable data, therefore, has been languishing 
in back rooms, often forgotten, resulting in duplication of research. Across 
Africa, this scenario is being played out repeatedly, contributing to the lack 
of local knowledge bases needed for solving local problems.

Many policymakers are not aware of the benefits of OA and open sci-
ence, and most are not familiar with social media and their potential usage 
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for science dissemination. There is a clear need to raise greater awareness, 
not only in support for capacity building for local research, but also for 
the use of new tools for dissemination, engagement, assessment, and rec-
ognition, while not simply duplicating the power structure of the Global 
North. At a practical level, one can imagine digital repositories being set 
up for researchers to upload and store their research materials, including 
data, draft papers, preprints, research reports, theses, proposals as well as 
postprints. Support for social networking tools could enhance research col-
laboration across national boundaries.

Platforms such as AuthorAid,61 set up by the International Network for 
the Availability of Scientific Publications (INASP), are laudable experiments 
in using Web 2.0 to build scientific capacity in the Global South. The site is 
essentially a social networking platform that allows established researchers 
to serve as mentors for less-experienced researchers. But additional tools 
are required, such as repositories, and they should be integrated into the 
same platform to create collaborative spaces for knowledge development 
and sharing.

This expanded concept of research communication could also help sup-
port more effectively the variety of communicative efforts that African 
researchers are undertaking in their search for the impact their research can 
have on development goals. For example, in one of the author’s video inter-
views with a Kenyan crop scientist, Professor Mary Abukutsa-Onyango,62 
the professor discusses the challenges she faced when trying to publish her 
original research on African Indigenous Vegetables (AIV) in international 
journals, and notes the importance of OA journals in Africa to ensure that 
important research relevant to the continent is being published, read, and 
applied. She also discusses the potential impact that the dissemination 
of her work (particularly through translated literature in the form of sim-
plified pamphlets to the farmers and policymakers) can have on poverty 
reduction, improvements in nutrition, agricultural development, and envi-
ronmental sustainability. She also hints at the wider potential for capability 
development and the reinforcement of cultural values, which she sees as 
part and partial of development for countries like Kenya.

It is unlikely that the kinds of impact noted could be easily recorded by 
existing 2.0 tools, nor is it clear at this stage how metrics can be created to 
better reflect these uncaptured impacts. But it is important to gather exam-
ples such as the research done by Abukutsa-Onyango and to build aware-
ness of the issues and possibilities, to follow the multiple impacts through, 
and attempt, as far as possible, to measure those impacts and provide a 
more persuasive policy rationale for research funders and governments. 
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Such an approach would hopefully enable policymakers to reach better-
informed decisions, provide support for the development of access and dis-
semination policies, and have an effect on assessment initiatives outside 
the narrow framework of citation metrics.

Policy Alignment
The question then, is how to convince researchers and policymakers alike 
to take up OA 2.0 as the guiding approach to research metrics. Some propo-
nents of OA see the higher citation impact as a key incentive for authors and 
assume that this alone would be sufficient to drive the widespread adoption 
of OA.63 Economic arguments for better return on research investment have 
also been made, promoting the idea that funders should therefore favor OA 
given their interest in seeing the greater impact of the research they fund.64 
But a decade of experimentation with author self-archiving of published 
papers has shown that left to OA proponents’ own initiative, self-archiving 
rate has hovered around 10 percent to 15 percent for most institutions. 
This has led some key proponents of OA to advocate for funding and policy 
mandates in order to propel higher uptake of OA.

It has not been fully acknowledged, however, that these arguments have 
tended to focus on the leverage of the traditionally accepted publication 
outputs—formally published journal articles and scholarly books. This nar-
rower vision, this chapter has argued, fails to engage fully with the transfor-
mation of research practice in the postwar development of the knowledge 
economy as well as with the fundamental transformations in communica-
tions in the twenty-first-century networked society. Openness generates a 
host of benefits, and policy needs to reflect the values of these benefits so 
that researchers are encouraged to embrace them and further amplify them. 
Institutions and funders need to balance the value placed on the agency 
(the process and interactions), rather than simply on the output and quan-
tity of research.65

In many countries affiliated with the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD), public funders are beginning to place 
stronger emphasis on the importance of social engagement, public dialogue, 
knowledge translation, and mobilization as part and parcel of the research 
life cycle.66 In countries like Canada, funding is being made available for 
knowledge translation projects in order to maximize the multiple impacts 
of research, in public health and in other areas of the social sciences.67 It 
may well be the case that if funder policy encouraging social engagement 
were to be aligned with policy on OA, we may see an increased uptake of 
both by scientists and a cascade of possible benefits as a result.
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At the same time, universities need to revisit the primary mission of 
knowledge creation and stewardship, and place stronger emphasis on the 
scholarship of engagement, which “means connecting the rich resources of 
the university to our most pressing social, civic and ethical problems, to our 
children, to our schools, to our teachers and to our cities.”68 Indeed the repu-
tation of an institution should be tied to the degree of such engagement, not 
simply ranking on some international scale based largely on citation impact.

Blade Nzimande, Minister of Higher Education and Training in South 
Africa, has called for a change in the prevailing ranking system: “Our uni-
versities, in particular, should be directing their research focus to address 
the development and social needs of our communities. The impact of their 
research should be measured by how much difference it makes to the needs 
of our communities, rather than by just how many international citations 
researchers receive in their publications.”69

Many South African academics are doing what Nzimande advocates, but 
the policy administered by his department (DHET) and driven by the often 
conservative senior echelons of the universities still often blocks the full 
acknowledgment of and reward for much of the research being done. If South 
African and African research is really to contribute to regional development 
goals, as the policymakers constantly request, this will need to change. The 
whole suite of research output will have to be taken into account, beyond 
the narrow field of journal articles, monographs, and books.

At the same time, new types of data that correspond to the commitment 
above have to be collected for generating a new metrics, and new kinds of 
accounting based on social accounting principles that measure multiple 
values would have to be employed to generate the reputation of such new 
metrics. A starting point is to expand the vocabulary on impact to include 
other kinds of success, value, and capital and to recognize that depending 
on the kind of value we wish to emphasize, we will need to employ the 
appropriate or correspondent metrics. Metrics, in other words, should serve 
to support what we value, and not define it. The narrow focus of the jour-
nal impact factor as the one-size-fits-all metric for valuing scholarship has 
had a damaging influence in obscuring the realities of twenty-first-century 
research, particularly in the developing world, impeding the implementa-
tion of the development focus that the policymakers seek.

Conclusion

We live in a time when some of the most pressing problems of human-
ity are transnational and global in nature. The solution to these problems, 
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such as the growing inequality in health and wealth, and the many negative 
consequences of climate change, requires a substantial involvement by the 
public sector and new kinds of thinking centered on nonmarket-based peer 
production of knowledge. The deep negative effect of the current global 
recession draws sharp attention to the failures of neoliberal economic theo-
ries based on the power of market and growth. It serves as a critical reminder 
that there is a pressing need to redefine the values that underpin recognition 
and reward systems for universities, their researchers, and their outputs—
and to align them with public good and development goals.

Decision makers, funding agencies, faculty members, and researchers 
have the responsibility to learn about the value of different emerging met-
rics, and not to rely solely on commercial providers to dictate the terms 
of evaluation. Currently we have a highly dysfunctional scholarly com-
munication system, especially in the sciences, where both the means of 
publishing and the means of evaluation are controlled by private for-profit 
entities that are not accountable to the public. The OA movement has in 
part exposed some of this structural imbalance.

The scholarly community has the means and the tools to correct this 
situation and to bring research back in line for the public interest. Now is 
the opportune time for stakeholders in the scholarly communication sys-
tem to work collaboratively toward a new set of tools and policies that 
reframe scholarship and knowledge in terms of the diversity of processes 
and research impact.

While we have seen a proliferation of metrics for measuring productiv-
ity, so far the rankings of universities have not been particularly good at 
valuing their roles in social responsibility, environmental sustainability, 
and community engagement. It is time to produce a new kind of reputation 
ranking based on the institution’s contribution to the public good and their 
commitment to a global knowledge commons. This will ultimately serve to 
overcome Benkler’s divide between neoliberal informational economy and 
the cultural ethos of the network society.
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