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EDITORIAL

The Blind Spots of ‘“Publicness” of Scholarly
Publishing Under the Open Access Policy

During the development of scholarly publishing industry, it requires efforts
from experts of various fields to build a progressive atmosphere and create
substantial growth. In Taiwan, in addition to efforts of scholars and academic
institutions, the scholarly publishers in private sectors have also cultivated for a
long time, occasionally along with the supervision and guidance of government.
In other words, this is an academic environment and market created together by a
scholarly publishing community.

In Taiwan, the governmental institution, Ministry of Science and Technology
(MOST), has played an influential and often decisive role on a journal evaluation
system. It is the administrative unit, and also the ultimate decision maker.
However, being influential suggests that any subtle actions of the public sector
would be watched closely by the public, thus the institution should have its self-
knowledge, knowing if its own conditions, such as influence, authority, executive
power, and policy making, etc., could meet the needs for development. The public
sector should also appreciate the efforts and contributions of each participant in
this industry. Furthermore, since it is the national administrative unit and policy
maker of the scholarly publishing environment, it should exercise the due care of
a good administrator, and take the full responsibility for the development of the
environment.

For many years, the MOST (the former National Science Council), has
supervised and managed the scholarly journals through the means of journal
ranking systems, such as Taiwan Humanities Citation Index (THCI Core)
and Taiwan Social Science Index (TSSCI). This system has developed into a
considerate scale and had certain achievements. Several regulations regarding the
conditions of ranking have been partially improved, such as the new regulation
addressing that the rejection rate should count in the numbers of rejected
manuscripts in the internal editorial review process. It is believed that this new
regulation could enhance the editorial and review efficiencies of journals and deal
with the problems of publication ethics. This is a progress, but limited. However,
recently we are surprised to find out that the MOST, along with the National
Central Library (NCL), has boldly advocated the so-called “publicness” of
scholarly publishing, without comprehensive policy debates and planning among
scholars and government.
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“Publicness” here could mean the quality or state of being public or being
owned by the public, however, the real meaning of this term proclaimed by
the MOST or NCL remains somewhat of an ambiguity. As a chief-editor and
publishing science scholar, I have no choice but to express my concerns and
opinions.

1. The phrase “publicness of scholarly publishing” claimed by the MOST
and NCL covers a wide range, including scholarly journals, professional books,
theses and dissertations, conference papers, and research reports, etc. It also
involves the publications of various public and private sectors. It is thus a phrase
with latent, numerous and jumbled meanings. It is nothing but a vague slogan.

2. The government advocates the “publicness” of scholarly publishing,
without considering if the administrator, such as the NCL, would commit to or
be capable of undertaking the tasks of promoting academic resources overseas
(including the Mainland China), budgeting, managing and providing services?
Whether the government is capable of achieving what the scholars look forward,
that is, scholarly communication dynamics?

3. With the so-called “publicness of scholarly publishing”, it is wondered
whether the government has ever set national policies regarding Open Access to
academic resources? This is an issue involving national academic development,
scholarly publishing industry development (i.e. the Knowledge Industry), as
well as those controversial issues regarding scholars’ copyright and scholarly
communication effects.

4. When public affairs involve rights and interests of public and private
sectors, the government should be more cautious to respect and understand the
needs and expectations of “stakeholders” relevant to the scholarly community,
including authors, scholars (peers and readers), publishers, institutions and
sponsors in scholarly publishing.

5. The concept of “publicness of scholarly publishing”, in general, equals
“publicness of academic resources”, requiring comprehensive planning,
consulting, sustainable government budgeting, and determination and executive
power for sustainable management. The MOST, and the NCL, should have got
prepared before they announced and advocated the concept; otherwise, this kind
of scattered, one-shot, short-term, parochial policy manipulation is nothing but
despicable and irresponsible bureaucratic monopoly.

6. Any country promoting so-called “Open Access to academic resources”
policy should deal with the two major issues — publishing and archiving, and
prudentially and comprehensively assess various situations and conditions,

including relevant development strategies, market distributions, potential threats)
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budgets and manpower. It also requires detailed reports of impact assessment.

7. The “publicness” of scholarly publishing is not absolutely equal to Open
Access policy. To some extent, I am afraid that the premise of “publicness”,
similar to “nationalization”, is (forced) releases of rights, implying demands
from higher-level administrators. On the other hand, the Open Access policy
emphasizes respecting copyright owners’ willingness of making resources public
for free. With the “publicness” of scholarly publishing, governments are powerful
hegemonies, and they have to bear the overall responsibility of budgeting,
advising, supervising relevant to academic resources, as well as the success or
failure. With the Open Access policy, governments select policies after steps
of prudential considerations among groups of policies, balancing between open
access policy and appropriate development of the scholarly publishing industry. It
also requires a balanced reciprocity between academic resources owned by private
enterprises and public sectors.

8. If the Open Access policy is encouraged in the TSSCI, then journal
publishers and chief-editors should be clearly informed with all the possible
options and compliance practices. The government (i.e. MOST and NCL) should
not advocate its policies biased toward any specific journal platform as the priority
criterial of evaluation, should not pass off the sham as the genuine, and should not
try to carry out partial “publicness” policies nationwide.

In short, problems need to be solved, doubts need to be clarified, and policies
should be effective and well-intended. It is wished that the MOST and NCL
should be more prudential, mature and stable in making decisions.

In this issue (Number 1, Volume 58), 14 manuscripts have gone through the
review process. According to the new regulation, the rejection rate of this issue is
71.4% (10 out of 14). The calculation of rejection rate is presented below.

[number of rejected manuscripts (4) + number of rejected manuscripts
during the internal review process (6)] / [number of rejected (4) +
number of rejected during the internal review process (6) + number of
accepted and published manuscripts (4)]

The four manuscripts published in this issue include “The Effectiveness of
School Libraries on Students’ Reading Engagement and Learning Achievement:
A Case of Rural Schools in Hunan, China” by Tsung-Yeh Lee, Chao-Chen Chen,
Wai-Ming Leung, and Hong-Shiu Liang, “Exploring Government Officials’ Data
Collection Process in Open Data Initiatives” by Chung-Cheh Ma and Tung-
Mou Yang, “Exploring Fact-Checking Behavior: A Case Study on Food Safety
Message” by Ho-Chin Xiao, Chaoyun Liang, Jung-Hung ' Yen, and Yuting,Sun,
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and the “Transformative Agreement: An Exploratory Study of Journal License
Agreements” by Chia-Ning Li and Meng-Ling Lin.

These four excellent papers are with profound insights and long-term
observations. It is expected that they can motivate future researchers to generate
more insights and have various applications in practices.

Jeong-Yeou Chiu
JoEMLS Chief Editor



WELRHHEEEEL  58:1(2021): 1-6
DOI:10.6120/JoEMLS.202103_58(1).editorial

mE S
HIBOIUA (OA) BUR PRI T SR AL

=0

Bl i E e BRI - FERES A LIS ] - AReEidtEd
AE - DRBIEEE FEE - fE651 - BRTE8E B tsh -
A2 R L Rt A RSR[5 U A 1 B B 2
WSz o &5 —EeE T 2RI [EHS o (Scholarly publishing community ) fif—
BRI R BR B B i 5 -

AR B GERTEIRNE ) FIFIATIRELLHIE ~ St &R g (3
5 [ERHE (TSSCL) FEFBARE B i@ T AR AL - & iR T A B
BEEPRER - EAE— SR LRI RO E b - B T AR IIEGE - A RREER
S EWAEE T R TR o BE LR AT DARR e T H i BT R R
b b PR RE - AR+ FEARRAVED 28R - 5 HA X BB B 52
EEE - EEMERECRERELREINEIE T - KIBEEFEE T 24605 A3t
ftoe AaE " Al ) —FET A ERRIRENL + B R EARE RS - MR
THEE

1. BRI R e i 5 B P A Y T B2 Al AR A b, —3F - HEE RS &
Ji& - BATHAT ~ HE - B - SEe Uk - S E - EWRAFEATL
ERFIRIEEH - RIEL R EVEAE M B RYRE R — PR ERI 98 !

2. BURF—IREEE T BT AR A S ) - FHE S (B0 - B EEE ) 7T
FEAR A RE R BT 2T & IR AR S (S TR EIRREE SN ) #EE - THER
FI o~ EE ks ? R PR T B ERE R o BUNE RS RET TR E RS ?

3. RATEE T B IR A AL S BORTT » 3R« IREIBURG A BB SR T B
T E PRI (Open Access ) ) BUR 2 BLE a0 KBBR8 i ~ Bl
FESE (FIERAESE ) Bl o DIRANBASREEERERS ~ Bl Bl et i P h i -

4. BN N FEW AL PRI+ WU E P S0 & I AR R Y
PHIFERGRA o (B - Bilbftsed - BlniicE - tHoehits - e
Bi#EE) G EE « i - RRDURERELER R ERREIR 2

5. T B R A L S B9 REAE - JREISE R T BB IR AL ) - TR
HYBER ~ 3530 ~ AKETHE » DUROKERE L PO TRE ST » RIER B RS
R EEHE R T I B 2 28 ~ BB - 5GER  AROIVECREETE -
ey HAEEEN T E e 1T -

6. (EATBIZBIEHERDFATEE T Z2 & B AU (Open Access ) J BUR » ANifi
A H i B i R AR T B b AR R - W R S TR L R




6 HEEREEZES 58:1(2021)

FERH SRR ~ T3 ~ VBERGE - DURTHE B A R T A o B
B HRWARER B

7.7 EATHAR AL AR RER T BBEUHE (OA) J BGE - KIBATREA
HALRYFTHEE (58 ) MERIRRELL - HEEEMIMEEE  MOAR (EH )&
TR R EBRCERE < HREAAERIRTIEE « 2R T A b ) T - FEEREM
TEEL ) BUNEEE0IHE - HOAVEMER TG 2 &E IR E AR E - i
BEEH  RRBGCE ;T BEEAE (OA) S HIZBUNFE B ~ 28 FHIEL
FOEE - TEad K OARYIFIRG - JRHEHER G I A S S E A IR 5 WA R A2
BN PR AT AR [ - S R A B A R

8. HEE B EATIRELL (TSSCI) Sl " B (OA) J BUGR - HFEIE
LA B BURFERIG S AT AR A B AR - P R RBRYSETE ~ AT
% NEREIHTRER TS - ARERSE - JERRTRERN T A3k BeR -

faz - MEFRERR o SEREERS - MBCRL A R RE -
e N EE R AR ERE S -

AGHA (584 1 HA) FAMERAAIL R STRL 14 el o T E - A
IRFERATE 10/14 » BIR71.4% » SRRERETE R ¢

GERE (4) + NESERREL (6)]/ GERREL (4) + WEFRRRE (6) + RETIRE ()]

ARG IR VYR AR « 530 ~ BIRE ~ REVIE RIS F R
"R T G B R A BRI A SRR R B 2 TS ¢ DU R S R IR AT N T
B, BESh - P EGEERIR R T T BURBHIBGERR I A B ERHERITE
PIER 55 AR ~ RPE ~ BEREHATENRR T ITFEEITR  DIRL
AUE R Bl 5 DUR RS BB B DU ey SR 30 T R ch g S A T 5
AIB S TREHEEE W5 o BRI - BRI R RS - W
B LR VEREBUIE BN /e S AR R, - WAEE B LA EHE -

BE ik
BAAHIE F SR iR



