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Abstract 

Academic publishing is a cornerstone of knowledge creation and dissemination; however, 
structural inequities, commercial monopolisation, and cultural biases compromise its ability to 
serve a global scholarly community. This paper examines how structural, epistemic, and cultural 
reforms can be integrated to establish equitable, inclusive, and sustainable scholarly 
communication. Drawing on Knowledge Equity Theory and Critical Political Economy, the 
study critically analyses the monopolistic tendencies of commercial publishers, the 
marginalisation of Global South scholars, and the dominance of Western epistemic paradigms. 
The current findings indicate that reforms targeting the structural (open access and cooperative 
publishing), epistemic (decolonisation and multilingual dissemination), and cultural (evaluation 
metrics and collaborative norms) dimensions are interdependent and mutually reinforcing. The 
discussion emphasises the need for policy interventions, capacity-building, and incentive 
realignment to achieve systemic transformation. Recommendations include public investment in 
open infrastructures, support for regional journals, reforms in academic evaluation, and global 
partnerships to foster inclusive scholarly practices. This paper concludes that integrated reform 
across these three dimensions is imperative to ensure knowledge equity, enhance accessibility, 
and restore the public mission of academic scholarship. 

Keywords: academic publishing, cultural reform, decolonisation, knowledge equity, open 
access, scholarly communication. 

Introduction 

Scholarly communication is a cornerstone of global knowledge production, serving as the vehicle 
for sharing, validating, and building on research findings. It underpins the cumulative nature of 
science and scholarship, ensuring that intellectual contributions remain verifiable and accessible 
for the public good. However, the modern academic publishing landscape has become intensely 
commercialised, with a few multinational corporations dominating the market and prioritising 
profit over public accessibility (Larivière et al., 2015). These corporations have transformed what 
was once a collaborative, knowledge-sharing enterprise into a multibillion-dollar industry 
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sustained by paywalls and restrictive licensing practices. This commodification of knowledge 
raises ethical questions about who benefits from scholarly work and who is excluded from it 
(Fyfe et al., 2017). The result is a growing tension between the ideals of open science and the 
realities of market-driven publishing. Consequently, scholars and institutions must critically 
reassess how knowledge is produced, distributed, and valued within academia. 

The concentration of publishing power among a few major companies-such as Elsevier, Springer 
Nature, and Wiley-has created a monopolistic structure that influences not only access but also 
the very direction of academic inquiry (Larivière et al., 2015). These entities control significant 
portions of journal output and impose high subscription and publication fees, which strain 
university budgets and restrict access to essential research (Eriksson et al., 2020). For many 
scholars, particularly those in developing nations, these economic barriers make it nearly 
impossible to publish or access the latest findings, thereby reinforcing global inequalities in 
knowledge exchange. Such inequities reflect broader structural imbalances in the global 
academic system, where the Global North dictates the pace and tone of scholarly discourse (Chan 
et al., 2019a, 2019b). This imbalance undermines academic diversity, marginalising local and 
indigenous epistemologies that fall outside Western paradigms. Moreover, the dependency on 
corporate-controlled publication systems limits the autonomy of universities and researchers 
worldwide. Hence, reforming these systems is not merely an economic necessity but also an 
ethical imperative for global justice in knowledge dissemination. 

Beyond economic monopolisation, scholarly communication is distorted by the metrics used to 
evaluate research impact and academic performance. The reliance on citation counts, h-indexes, 
and journal impact factors has created a prestige economy that rewards visibility over substance 
(Moher et al., 2018). These indicators often privilege researchers in well-resourced contexts who 
can afford to publish in high-impact journals, while penalising those working in underfunded 
institutions or in languages other than English. This systemic bias reinforces existing hierarchies 
and discourages interdisciplinary, locally relevant, or community-based scholarship (Biagioli & 
Lippman, 2020). As a result, academic success becomes tied to conformity with established 
norms rather than intellectual innovation or social contribution. The overemphasis on metrics 
also fosters a culture of hypercompetition, which can erode collaboration and integrity in 
research (Müller, 2018). Therefore, a critical re-evaluation of evaluation systems is central to 
fostering a more equitable scholarly ecosystem. 

Epistemic inequity represents another layer of complexity within the global scholarly 
communication system. English has become the dominant language of academia, shaping not 
only the dissemination of research but also the kinds of knowledge considered legitimate (Lillis 
& Curry, 2015). Non-English-speaking scholars often face challenges in publishing in prestigious 
journals, as linguistic and stylistic barriers limit their visibility and perceived credibility. 
Furthermore, Western epistemologies are frequently positioned as universal standards, 
marginalising knowledge systems rooted in the Global South, indigenous communities, or non-
Western traditions (Canagarajah, 2020). This dynamic perpetuates what decolonial scholars 
describe as “epistemic violence,” where specific ways of knowing are systematically devalued or 
erased. Addressing this imbalance requires not only linguistic diversification but also a genuine 
epistemological openness to multiple ways of producing and validating knowledge. Such 
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inclusivity is essential if global scholarship is to reflect the full range of human experience and 
understanding. 

Culturally, academia has evolved in ways that reinforce individualism, competition, and 
hierarchical recognition. The academic reward system privileges first authorship, citation counts, 
and institutional prestige, which often discourages collaboration, mentorship, and collective 
problem-solving (Mountz et al., 2015). These norms create a culture of “publish or perish,” 
wherein scholars prioritise productivity over well-being and ethical reflection. Such cultural 
pressures disproportionately affect early-career researchers and scholars from marginalised 
backgrounds, who may lack the institutional support to thrive within such demanding structures 
(Pyhältö et al., 2021). The emphasis on individual achievement also contrasts sharply with the 
collaborative nature of scientific discovery and social progress. As such, cultural reform must 
accompany structural and epistemic changes to create an academic ecosystem that values 
cooperation, care, and integrity. Cultivating a culture of shared purpose and intellectual humility 
is, therefore, key to advancing equitable scholarly communication. 

The movement toward open access (OA) publishing has emerged as a partial remedy to these 
systemic problems, but it too faces contradictions. While OA platforms promise broader access 
to research, the model often shifts financial burdens onto authors through article processing 
charges (APCs), reproducing existing inequalities (Suber, 2019). Wealthier institutions can 
afford to pay APCs, whereas researchers in less affluent contexts may be excluded from 
participation, further entrenching disparities. Moreover, the proliferation of predatory journals 
exploiting the OA model has undermined trust in open publishing (Shen &Björk, 2015). Despite 
these challenges, the open science movement represents a critical step toward democratising 
knowledge and challenging monopolistic control. For it to succeed, however, reforms must 
ensure that open access does not become another form of exclusion. A sustainable OA ecosystem 
should balance accessibility, quality assurance, and global participation in meaningful ways. 

In light of these interlinked challenges, the urgency for comprehensive reform in scholarly 
communication is evident. Structural barriers such as high publication fees must be dismantled to 
ensure equitable participation across geographic and economic divides. Epistemic diversification 
should be prioritised to include and legitimise non-Western and indigenous knowledge systems 
within mainstream academia. Culturally, academia must evolve toward collaboration and 
collective recognition rather than competition and prestige-based validation. Integrating reforms 
across these dimensions offers a pathway toward a more inclusive and just academic system 
(Moher et al., 2018). Such transformation demands a collaborative global effort among 
researchers, institutions, funders, and policymakers. Ultimately, a reimagined scholarly 
communication system should embody openness, justice, and epistemic diversity as core values, 
ensuring that knowledge truly serves humanity. 

The primary objective of this paper is to critically examine the structural, epistemic, and cultural 
inequities embedded in the global scholarly communication system and to propose an integrative 
framework for reform. Specifically, the study aims to analyse how commercialisation, metric-
based evaluation, and Western epistemic dominance interact to shape access, authorship, and 
legitimacy in academic publishing (Larivière et al., 2015; Moher et al., 2018). It further seeks to 
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explore the implications of these dynamics for scholars in the Global South, whose participation 
in global knowledge exchange remains constrained by economic and linguistic barriers (Lillis & 
Curry, 2015). Another key objective is to evaluate the potential and limitations of open access 
movements in democratising scholarly communication, particularly in addressing cost-related 
and epistemological inequalities (Suber, 2019). By doing so, the paper intends to advance a 
critical dialogue on how inclusivity and equity can be operationalised in the future of academic 
publishing. Additionally, it aims to synthesise insights from decolonial theory, open science 
advocacy, and research ethics to develop actionable recommendations for systemic 
transformation (Canagarajah, 2020; Chan et al., 2019). Ultimately, the objective is not only to 
critique the existing system but also to offer a coherent, contextually grounded vision for 
equitable, sustainable, and socially just scholarly communication. 

Theoretical Framework 

This study is anchored in Knowledge Equity Theory and Critical Political Economy, two 
complementary frameworks that illuminate the systemic inequities in global scholarly 
communication (Chan et al., 2019a; Larivière et al., 2015). Knowledge Equity Theory posits that 
knowledge should be produced, validated, and disseminated in ways that are inclusive, 
participatory, and just. It challenges the dominance of Western-centric paradigms by asserting 
that all epistemic communities-irrespective of geography, language, or institutional affiliation-
make valuable contributions to knowledge (Santos, 2014). Conversely, the contemporary 
publishing system privileges scholars affiliated with wealthy universities, who have access to 
high publication fees and English-language editing services. This imbalance perpetuates 
epistemic injustice, excluding large segments of the global scholarly community from 
participating in critical conversations (Lillis & Curry, 2015). As a result, the theoretical 
framework directs attention to the moral and social imperatives of knowledge accessibility and 
the diversification of epistemic participation across borders. 

Knowledge Equity Theory provides the foundation for understanding the structural and epistemic 
asymmetries that define academic publishing today. It draws from the broader philosophy of 
social justice in knowledge production, advocating for equity not only in access but also in 
authorship and representation (Chan et al., 2019a). In this regard, the theory critiques the 
commodification of research outputs, in which access to knowledge is contingent on institutional 
privilege or financial capacity. It argues that actual scholarly value lies in collective enrichment 
rather than economic exclusivity, a stance that aligns with the open science movement’s ethical 
aspirations (Suber, 2019). However, even open access models can reproduce inequality when 
article processing charges (APCs) act as financial barriers to publication (Shen &Björk, 2015). 
Therefore, the theory compels a deeper reflection on how openness is conceptualised and 
implemented, ensuring that inclusivity does not devolve into another form of privilege. Through 
this lens, Knowledge Equity Theory serves as both a diagnostic and prescriptive tool for 
achieving global parity in knowledge dissemination. 

Critical Political Economy (CPE) complements Knowledge Equity Theory by situating these 
inequities within the broader capitalist logic of academic publishing (Larivière et al., 2015). 
From a CPE perspective, the global academic publishing system exhibits market concentration, 
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with a handful of multinational corporations dominating journal ownership, pricing, and 
distribution channels. These publishers exercise disproportionate control over the circulation of 
academic knowledge, converting intellectual labour into a commodity for profit (Fyfe et al., 
2017). Consequently, researchers and public institutions are trapped in a cycle of dependency, 
paying exorbitant fees to access research that was often publicly funded. This dynamic 
exemplifies the enclosure of the intellectual commons, in which corporate interests override the 
public good and academic freedom (Eriksson et al., 2020). By interrogating the intersection 
between economic power and epistemic control, CPE exposes how structural inequalities are 
sustained through market mechanisms. In essence, it contextualises scholarly communication 
within neoliberal capitalism, revealing the economic roots of epistemic injustice. 

Integrating these two frameworks-Knowledge Equity Theory and Critical Political Economy-
enables a multidimensional understanding of scholarly inequities. While Knowledge Equity 
Theory addresses normative concerns about justice, inclusion, and representation, CPE explicates 
the structural forces that reproduce exclusionary systems (Chan et al., 2019a; Larivière et al., 
2015). Together, they provide a comprehensive framework for analysing the interplay between 
knowledge and power, economy and ethics, and access and authority. This integration highlights 
that addressing inequities in scholarly communication cannot rely solely on policy or technology 
but must involve systemic cultural transformation. The two theories jointly suggest that reform 
must engage both the political economy of publishing and the moral economy of knowledge. 
Such an approach ensures that structural change is guided by ethical imperatives rather than 
commercial expediency. Thus, the study’s theoretical foundation supports both critique and 
reconstruction of the scholarly ecosystem. 

The frameworks are particularly relevant in analysing current issues such as the monopolisation 
of journal ownership, the commodification of research outputs, and the exclusion of Global 
South scholars from mainstream publishing. In the present academic environment, five 
corporations-Elsevier, Springer Nature, Wiley, Taylor & Francis, and SAGE-control the majority 
of academic journals, effectively shaping research visibility and agenda setting (Larivière et al., 
2015). This consolidation not only restricts access through high subscription costs but also 
imposes epistemic gatekeeping that privileges Western methodologies and English-language 
outputs (Lillis & Curry, 2015). Knowledge Equity Theory interprets these dynamics as violations 
of epistemic justice, while CPE exposes their capitalist underpinnings. Moreover, both 
frameworks illuminate how the open access movement, though promising, risks replicating 
inequity through author-pays models (Suber, 2019). These contemporary challenges underscore 
the need to analyse scholarly communication through an integrated theoretical lens that bridges 
justice and economics. By applying these theories, the paper contextualises modern publishing 
within broader struggles for equity and intellectual sovereignty. 

Epistemic dominance and linguistic imperialism are also central to the study’s theoretical 
orientation. Within Knowledge Equity Theory, epistemic justice requires not only access to 
information but also recognition of diverse knowledge systems (Santos, 2014). However, English 
has become the lingua franca of academia, creating invisible hierarchies that privilege 
Anglophone scholars while silencing those whose work emerges from non-English contexts 
(Canagarajah, 2020). This linguistic imbalance reinforces Western epistemic hegemony and 
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devalues local knowledge traditions in Africa, Latin America, and the Caribbean. From a CPE 
perspective, linguistic dominance can be seen as an extension of cultural capitalism, in which 
linguistic homogeneity supports market scalability and profit maximisation (Müller, 2018). The 
theoretical integration, therefore, recognises language as both a cultural and economic instrument 
of exclusion. Addressing such inequities necessitates policies that encourage multilingual 
publication, translation, and recognition of diverse epistemologies as legitimate academic 
contributions. These efforts would align with the core tenets of Knowledge Equity Theory in 
promoting epistemological diversity. 

Finally, both frameworks guide the study’s analytical and reform-oriented objectives. Knowledge 
Equity Theory informs the ethical vision of inclusivity and epistemic pluralism, while Critical 
Political Economy elucidates the structural constraints that hinder their realisation. This dual 
perspective allows for a holistic examination of scholarly communication reform that extends 
beyond surface-level interventions. It advocates structural reforms to dismantle economic 
barriers, epistemic reforms to diversify knowledge sources, and cultural reforms to realign 
academic incentives with collective well-being (Moher et al., 2018). Together, these theoretical 
perspectives serve as a blueprint for equitable transformation in global scholarship. They 
underscore that reform must be both ideologically principled and economically feasible to 
achieve lasting impact. Thus, the combined framework provides the intellectual scaffolding for 
understanding and addressing systemic inequities in scholarly communication. 

Literature Review 

Structural Inequities in Academic Publishing 

The concentration of power in the hands of a few dominant publishing conglomerates represents 
one of the most pressing structural inequities in modern academia. Empirical evidence shows that 
over 70 per cent of global scholarly output is controlled by five multinational publishers-
Elsevier, Springer Nature, Wiley, Taylor & Francis, and Sage-creating an oligopolistic market 
that undermines competition and innovation (Larivière et al., 2015). This concentration allows 
these corporations to dictate journal pricing, access policies, and even disciplinary trends through 
editorial influence. Consequently, universities and research institutions face escalating 
subscription costs that consume significant portions of library budgets, limiting access for 
smaller or underfunded institutions (Fyfe et al., 2017). The monopolisation of scholarly content 
also restricts public access to taxpayer-funded research, contradicting the ethical principles of 
knowledge as a public good. These structural barriers perpetuate inequality between institutions 
in the Global North and South, as well as between well-funded and resource-poor disciplines. As 
a result, the publishing oligopoly reinforces systemic hierarchies that shape who can produce, 
access, and benefit from academic knowledge. 

The financialisation of academic publishing extends beyond subscription models to include 
article processing charges (APCs), which have become a significant barrier to participation in 
open-access publishing. Although open access (OA) aims to make research freely available to 
readers, APCs transfer financial responsibility from libraries to individual authors, creating a new 
form of exclusion (Tennant et al., 2016). Authors in low- and middle-income countries often lack 
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institutional or governmental funding to cover these costs, leading to underrepresentation in high-
impact OA journals. This situation contradicts the principles of global inclusivity and 
accessibility that underpin the OA movement (Suber, 2019). Furthermore, APC-based publishing 
inadvertently privileges wealthier institutions and well-funded projects, exacerbating existing 
inequalities within and across academic systems. The model also risks commodifying research 
quality, as journals dependent on APCs may prioritise revenue generation over rigorous peer 
review. Thus, while OA presents opportunities for democratisation, its implementation under 
neoliberal logics has perpetuated structural inequities. 

Alternative publishing models have been proposed to counter the commercial dominance of 
major publishers and restore equity in scholarly communication. Non-profit cooperative 
publishing, publicly funded repositories, and institutionally supported platforms offer more 
sustainable frameworks for open dissemination (Suber, 2012). For example, the Latin American 
initiative SciELO demonstrates that regionally coordinated, non-commercial publishing can 
achieve global visibility without financial exclusion (Packer, 2016). Such models prioritise 
collaboration and transparency, redistributing control from corporate entities to academic 
communities. They also align with the principles of Knowledge Equity Theory by treating 
knowledge as a collective resource rather than a commodity (Chan et al., 2019a). However, these 
systems require consistent public investment and international collaboration to scale effectively. 
Without supportive policy frameworks, they risk being overshadowed by entrenched corporate 
power structures. 

Another manifestation of structural inequity lies in the impact factor economy, which ties 
academic prestige and funding to publication in high-impact journals controlled by major 
publishers. The Journal Impact Factor (JIF), developed as a tool for library management, has 
been misappropriated as a universal measure of research quality (Moher et al., 2018). This 
overreliance distorts academic incentives, pressuring scholars to prioritise journal brand over 
substantive contribution. Consequently, innovative, interdisciplinary, or locally relevant research 
is often devalued because it does not conform to the publishing standards of elite journals 
(Müller, 2018). This metric-driven hierarchy reinforces institutional elitism, particularly 
benefiting researchers from the Global North who have greater access to resources and 
mentorship. The structural inequity thus extends from publishing economics to academic 
recognition, influencing the entire research pipeline. Addressing these distortions requires the 
decoupling of scholarly merit from journal prestige. 

Recent scholarship also points to data inequality as an emerging structural issue in the digital 
age. Large commercial publishers now control not only journal content but also analytics 
platforms such as Scopus, Web of Science, and Dimensions, consolidating their influence over 
academic evaluation and decision-making (Buranyi, 2017). These databases shape visibility, 
citation metrics, and even institutional rankings, perpetuating dependence on corporate 
infrastructures. This concentration of data control allows publishers to monetise academic labour 
at multiple points in the research cycle-from submission to citation tracking-deepening their 
economic entrenchment (Eriksson et al., 2020). Such developments blur the line between 
publishing and surveillance, as researchers’ productivity and collaboration patterns become 
commodities for commercial analysis. Consequently, the privatisation of academic data 
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represents a new frontier of structural inequity in scholarly communication. Ethical alternatives 
require open, community-governed data infrastructures that prioritise transparency and fairness 
in research assessment. 

The implications of structural inequities extend beyond access to knowledge; they fundamentally 
shape the epistemic architecture of global academia. When publication opportunities are dictated 
by market dynamics, entire research areas-especially those relevant to the Global South-remain 
underrepresented or invisible (Connell, 2019). Scholars have argued that such structural 
exclusion perpetuates a colonial geography of knowledge, where Western institutions define 
what counts as legitimate research (Santos, 2014). This phenomenon has been termed “epistemic 
extractivism,” reflecting how the Global North appropriates intellectual labour and cultural 
capital from the Global South without equitable recognition (de Sousa Santos, 2014). Thus, 
structural reform is not merely a technical or financial challenge but a moral and political 
imperative. A just scholarly ecosystem requires dismantling monopolistic control and 
redistributing opportunities for participation. These changes demand collective global efforts 
involving universities, governments, and non-profit organisations. 

Finally, reforming structural inequities necessitates reimagining the political economy of 
knowledge. As Larivière et al. (2015) argue, academic publishing operates within a capitalist 
framework that prioritises profit over public good. Effective reform must therefore challenge the 
commercial logic that underpins the industry, replacing it with cooperative models grounded in 
academic solidarity. Policy interventions, such as national open-access mandates and publicly 
owned repositories, can help realign publishing practices with social and epistemic justice. 
Moreover, funders and institutions must adopt holistic approaches that support open 
infrastructures rather than subsidising corporate profits. These structural shifts would 
democratise access and reassert knowledge as a collective, non-rival public resource (Suber, 
2019). Ultimately, addressing the structural inequities of academic publishing is essential for 
realising the democratic ideals of scholarly communication. 

Epistemic Marginalisation and Decolonisation 

Epistemic marginalisation remains one of the most profound barriers to global knowledge equity. 
Western epistemologies continue to dominate the criteria for publication, peer review, and 
citation, often defining what constitutes legitimate knowledge (Connell, 2019). As a result, 
research grounded in indigenous, local, or alternative paradigms is frequently dismissed as “non-
scientific” or “context-specific.” This epistemic dominance reflects historical power asymmetries 
rooted in colonialism, where Western academic institutions became arbiters of global knowledge 
(Santos, 2014). The hegemony of Euro-American thought limits the visibility of Southern 
scholarship and constrains intellectual diversity. Moreover, the global ranking of universities and 
journals further reinforces Western centrality in academic recognition. Consequently, epistemic 
marginalisation is both a product and a driver of broader global inequities in research and higher 
education. 

Language bias intensifies these inequities, as English has become the de facto lingua franca of 
international scholarship. While linguistic standardisation facilitates global communication, it 
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also privileges native English speakers and institutions in Anglophone countries (Lillis & Curry, 
2015). Non-native English-speaking scholars must invest significant resources in translation, 
editing, and linguistic conformity to meet publication standards. This linguistic gatekeeping often 
results in the exclusion of valuable knowledge produced in local languages and contexts. 
Furthermore, many global databases and citation indexes disproportionately represent English-
language journals, perpetuating a feedback loop of visibility and recognition (Canagarajah, 
2020). The dominance of English thus operates as epistemic imperialism, reinforcing hierarchies 
of legitimacy. Addressing this bias requires systemic support for multilingualism and linguistic 
justice in scholarly publishing. 

Decolonising scholarly communication demands revaluing indigenous knowledge systems and 
local epistemologies. These forms of knowledge, often rooted in oral traditions, collective 
practices, and relational worldviews, challenge Western paradigms of objectivity and 
individualism (Santos, 2014). Scholars from the Global South have advocated for 
“epistemologies of the South” as a framework for recognising diverse modes of knowing and 
being (Connell, 2019). This perspective calls for the inclusion of alternative methodologies, 
ontologies, and narratives in mainstream academic discourse. Decolonial approaches emphasise 
reciprocity, community engagement, and social responsibility as essential to knowledge 
production (Biagioli&Lippman, 2020). Implementing such changes requires not only editorial 
reform but also shifts in funding priorities, curricula, and evaluation standards. In this regard, 
decolonisation represents both a structural and epistemic revolution in scholarly communication. 

Peer review, traditionally seen as the hallmark of academic quality, also contributes to epistemic 
exclusion. Research suggests that reviewers often exhibit implicit biases favouring Western 
theories, methods, and institutions, thereby reproducing epistemic hierarchies (Lee et al., 2013). 
For instance, manuscripts addressing local or regional problems may be deemed “parochial,” 
while those aligning with Western theoretical frameworks are considered more “universal.” This 
evaluative bias reflects deep-seated assumptions about authority and validity in scholarship. 
Moreover, editorial boards of leading journals are overwhelmingly composed of scholars from 
the Global North, limiting diversity in decision-making (Bebell et al., 2020). Addressing these 
biases requires diversifying editorial leadership and implementing double-masked peer review 
systems. Epistemic justice, therefore, depends on reforming not only what gets published but also 
who decides what counts as publishable. 

Citation practices also play a crucial role in sustaining epistemic marginalisation. Studies show 
that scholars from the Global South are systematically under-cited, even when their work is 
relevant and high-quality (Alatas, 2006). This under-citation perpetuates invisibility, further 
entrenching the dominance of Northern authors and institutions. Citation networks thereby 
function as cultural hierarchies that reproduce global inequalities in the recognition of knowledge 
(Biagioli&Lippman, 2020). The “Matthew effect” in science-where recognition begets more 
recognition-reinforces these disparities (Merton, 1968). Consequently, epistemic reform must 
include deliberate practices of citation equity that acknowledge diverse scholarly contributions. 
Encouraging reflexive citation ethics would help decentralise knowledge and expand the global 
intellectual canon. 
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Open-access movements have the potential to disrupt epistemic hierarchies but can also 
inadvertently replicate them if inclusivity is not prioritised. While OA platforms increase global 
access to research, their content is still disproportionately dominated by scholars from the Global 
North (Tennant et al., 2016). Furthermore, many OA journals operate under Western editorial 
models that maintain established hierarchies of validation. Therefore, the decolonisation of 
scholarly communication requires not only open access to content but also openness to diverse 
epistemologies. Initiatives such as AfricArXiv and RedALyC demonstrate how regional 
repositories can empower local scholarship by providing accessible, multilingual publishing 
platforms (Packer, 2016). These initiatives show that epistemic justice is achievable when access, 
representation, and participation are integrated. Ultimately, decolonising knowledge is 
inseparable from democratising its production and circulation. 

Finally, epistemic reform must be institutionalised through policy and education. Universities, 
funding agencies, and professional associations must embed epistemic diversity and decolonial 
values into their operational frameworks. This can include multilingual publication mandates, 
regional journal support, and recognition of alternative scholarly outputs. Furthermore, 
decolonial training should be incorporated into graduate education, sensitising emerging scholars 
to epistemic injustice (Canagarajah, 2020). Such initiatives would cultivate a new generation of 
researchers attuned to the ethics of inclusivity and plurality in knowledge production. Ultimately, 
epistemic decolonisation is not an adjunct to academic reform but its foundation. Achieving it 
would represent a fundamental shift toward a globally equitable and intellectually diverse 
scholarly ecosystem. 

Cultural Constraints in Academic Norms 

The culture of academia is increasingly shaped by neoliberal values that prioritise competition, 
productivity, and individual prestige. The “publish or perish” mentality incentivises output 
quantity over quality, eroding the intrinsic purpose of scholarly inquiry (Müller, 2018). Under 
these conditions, researchers are pressured to produce high volumes of work to secure funding, 
promotion, or tenure, often at the expense of collaboration and integrity. The resulting 
environment fosters stress, burnout, and alienation, particularly among early-career scholars 
(Pyhältö et al., 2021). Moreover, academic recognition remains tied to publishing in elite 
journals, which reinforces global hierarchies of prestige. These cultural pressures are antithetical 
to the collaborative and ethical ideals of science. Therefore, reforming academic culture is 
essential to achieving equitable and sustainable scholarly communication. 

Metrics-based evaluation systems are a central component of this competitive culture. Citation 
counts, impact factors, and h-index scores are used to assess scholarly performance, creating a 
numerical hierarchy of value (Moher et al., 2018). However, these metrics often fail to capture 
the broader social impact, interdisciplinary nature, or ethical contributions of research. 
Consequently, scholars tailor their work to what is measurable rather than what is meaningful. 
The resulting “audit culture” commodifies academic labour, turning intellectual pursuits into 
quantifiable outputs (Biagioli&Lippman, 2020). Furthermore, reliance on metrics reinforces 
systemic biases, as researchers from the Global North typically enjoy greater visibility and 
citation rates. Reforming these systems requires a shift toward qualitative, holistic, and context-
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sensitive forms of evaluation. Such changes would help restore academia’s social purpose 
beyond market-oriented metrics. 

Cultural norms also perpetuate exclusionary hierarchies within academia, privileging established 
scholars and elite institutions. Informal networks, mentorship practices, and editorial gatekeeping 
often operate through implicit biases that disadvantage underrepresented groups (Mountz et al., 
2015). Women, scholars of colour, and those from the Global South face additional challenges in 
navigating these networks and accessing career advancement opportunities. These inequities are 
compounded by the masculinised culture of competition that rewards assertiveness over 
collaboration (Pyhältö et al., 2021). In contrast, inclusive academic cultures that value 
mentorship and care have been shown to enhance creativity and research integrity. Reforming 
these cultural norms requires institutional accountability and the diversification of leadership 
roles. Building equitable cultures in academia thus depends on dismantling exclusionary 
traditions and fostering collective responsibility. 

Furthermore, cultural constraints manifest in how alternative scholarly outputs are valued and 
disseminated. Non-traditional research forms such as datasets, policy briefs, community-engaged 
studies, and multimedia outputs are often marginalised in promotion and tenure evaluations 
(Moher et al., 2018). This narrow definition of scholarship limits the societal relevance of 
academic work and discourages interdisciplinary innovation. Recognising diverse research 
outputs would enable greater collaboration between academia and broader communities, aligning 
scholarship with social justice goals (Chan et al., 2019a). Such recognition would also empower 
scholars engaged in applied or participatory research, whose contributions are often undervalued. 
Reconfiguring cultural norms to value diverse forms of knowledge dissemination is therefore 
crucial. This shift would help academia reconnect with its civic and ethical responsibilities. 

Peer review culture also requires significant transformation to align with principles of equity and 
transparency. Traditional peer review has been criticised for lack of accountability, bias, and 
opacity (Lee et al., 2013). Anonymous review systems can protect reviewers from scrutiny while 
enabling discriminatory decisions, particularly against marginalised scholars. Emerging models 
such as open peer review and mentorship-based review processes aim to make scholarly 
evaluation more constructive and inclusive (Biagioli&Lippman, 2020). These approaches 
promote dialogue, accountability, and developmental feedback rather than gatekeeping. 
Additionally, they foster a culture of mutual learning, aligning with Knowledge Equity Theory’s 
emphasis on collaboration and reciprocity (Chan et al., 2019a). Reforming peer review culture is 
therefore essential to the broader goal of transforming academic communication into a just and 
supportive enterprise. 

In recent years, feminist and decolonial scholars have called for a paradigm shift in academic 
culture toward “slow scholarship.” This concept advocates for reflective, ethical, and relational 
forms of knowledge production that resist neoliberal imperatives of speed and productivity 
(Mountz et al., 2015). Slow scholarship emphasises care, mentorship, and collaboration as 
counterforces to competition and individualism. It aligns with decolonial perspectives that 
prioritise community engagement and knowledge co-creation over hierarchical expertise. 
Implementing slow scholarship would require institutional support for longer research timelines, 
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collaborative projects, and recognition of collective authorship. Such changes would humanise 
academia, fostering environments where intellectual depth and ethical responsibility take 
precedence over metrics. Thus, slow scholarship represents a cultural intervention against the 
commodification of academic labour. 

Lastly, transforming academic culture requires sustained institutional commitment. Universities, 
funding bodies, and publishers must work collaboratively to embed values of inclusivity, 
transparency, and cooperation into their policies. Cultural change cannot occur through isolated 
reforms but must be embedded in broader institutional missions and reward structures. This 
includes recognising teaching, mentorship, and community engagement as integral components 
of scholarly excellence (Moher et al., 2018). Moreover, leadership training and diversity 
initiatives should aim to cultivate empathetic and inclusive administrators. Building such cultures 
ensures that the everyday practices of academic life support structural and epistemic reforms. 
Ultimately, transforming academia's culture is central to achieving a fair, ethical, and sustainable 
scholarly communication system. 

Methods 

This study adopts a conceptual research design grounded in qualitative synthesis and critical 
analysis to examine the structural, epistemic, and cultural inequities that define the global system 
of scholarly communication. Conceptual studies are particularly appropriate for exploring 
complex, multifaceted problems that transcend empirical measurement and require theoretical 
integration (Jabareen, 2009). By employing a non-empirical yet evidence-informed approach, 
this research synthesises scholarly literature, policy frameworks, and bibliometric data to develop 
a coherent model for equitable knowledge dissemination. The study’s design emphasises 
interpretive analysis, guided by the philosophical assumptions of constructivism and critical 
realism, which recognise the socially constructed nature of academic systems (Creswell &Poth, 
2018). The integration of multiple data sources enables triangulation of perspectives from 
academic, policy, and institutional contexts. Through this pluralistic design, the research seeks to 
illuminate both the structural mechanisms and ideological underpinnings that sustain inequities in 
academic publishing. This methodological stance provides a foundation for critically engaging 
with both the theoretical and practical dimensions of reform. 

The data sources for this study include peer-reviewed journal articles, global policy reports, 
bibliometric datasets, and institutional publications that address academic publishing systems and 
open-access reforms. Peer-reviewed literature was retrieved from Scopus, Web of Science, and 
Google Scholar databases, using keywords such as scholarly communication, epistemic justice, 
academic publishing, open access, Global South scholarship, and knowledge equity. Policy 
documents were drawn from UNESCO’s Recommendation on Open Science (2021), OECD’s 
Science, Technology, and Innovation Outlook (2023a), and the Budapest and Berlin Declarations 
on Open Access. Bibliometric datasets, including OECD (2023b) and SCImago Journal 
Rankings, were used to illustrate patterns of inequality in global knowledge production and 
dissemination. Reports from major publishing consortia such as Elsevier, Springer Nature, and 
Wiley were also examined to contextualise the economic dimensions of scholarly monopolisation 
(Johnson et al., 2022). Together, these sources ensure the inclusion of both critical and 
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institutional perspectives on current reforms. This diversity of sources allows the study to present 
a balanced and comprehensive synthesis of global scholarly communication practices. 

A systematic synthesis process guided the selection and integration of materials. This process 
followed a transparent, replicable structure inspired by the PRISMA approach (Page et al., 2021) 
and adapted for conceptual and qualitative research. Sources were screened for relevance, 
credibility, and recency, with emphasis on works published between 2010 and 2024 to ensure 
contextual alignment with the modern publishing environment. Inclusion criteria required that 
sources explicitly address issues of access, equity, and structural reform in scholarly 
communication; exclusion criteria applied to purely descriptive studies without theoretical or 
policy implications. The resulting corpus of approximately 120 sources was subjected to iterative 
thematic reading and memoing to identify conceptual patterns. The synthesis prioritised the 
intersection of structural, epistemic, and cultural dimensions, forming the foundation for the 
analytical framework developed in this paper. 

Thematic analysis served as the principal method of data interpretation, enabling the 
identification of recurring patterns and emergent concepts across diverse sources (Braun & 
Clarke, 2019). The analysis was conducted through three iterative coding stages: open coding, 
axial coding, and selective coding. In the open coding phase, key concepts related to equity, 
accessibility, and epistemic diversity were identified in the texts. Axial coding then grouped 
these codes into thematic categories such as “market concentration,” “language and epistemic 
exclusion,” and “evaluation reform.” Finally, selective coding synthesised these categories into 
three overarching analytical themes corresponding to the study’s dimensions: structural 
inequities, epistemic marginalisation, and cultural constraints. Reflexive memos were maintained 
to capture analytical insights and theoretical linkages. This process ensured conceptual coherence 
and facilitated the emergence of a comprehensive interpretive framework for equitable scholarly 
communication. 

The study’s analytical orientation is both critical and interpretive, guided by the principles of 
Critical Political Economy (Larivière et al., 2015) and Knowledge Equity Theory (Chan et al., 
2019a). This orientation moves beyond surface-level description to interrogate the power 
relations, institutional structures, and value systems that shape global knowledge production. The 
analysis draws attention to the interplay between economic monopolisation, epistemic exclusion, 
and cultural norms within academia. Through this interpretive process, the study articulates how 
systemic inequities are perpetuated through interlocking structural mechanisms, including 
paywalls, language bias, and prestige-driven evaluation metrics. Moreover, the method highlights 
instances of resistance and innovation-such as open access cooperatives and decolonial 
publishing initiatives-that demonstrate alternative pathways to equity. By juxtaposing critique 
with constructive reform, the analysis contributes both diagnostic and prescriptive insights. Thus, 
the methodology functions as both an analytical instrument and a transformative framework for 
scholarly justice. 

To ensure rigour and trustworthiness, this study employed established qualitative criteria 
including credibility, dependability, and confirmability (Lincoln &Guba, 1985). Credibility was 
enhanced through data triangulation across academic, policy, and economic sources. 
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Dependability was supported by maintaining a transparent audit trail documenting the decision-
making process, coding structure, and synthesis logic. Confirmability was addressed through 
reflexive engagement with the researcher’s positionality and acknowledgement of potential 
interpretive biases. Peer debriefing and consultation with experts in open science and critical 
publishing studies further validated the interpretive conclusions. Ethical integrity was observed 
by citing all secondary data sources and respecting intellectual property rights in the synthesis 
process. These strategies collectively strengthened the reliability and scholarly integrity of the 
conceptual framework developed. Such methodological rigour ensures that the conclusions 
drawn from this study rest on credible, critically verified foundations. 

The methodological integration of theory, policy, and empirical data is a defining strength of this 
research. By synthesising diverse forms of evidence, the study transcends disciplinary silos and 
offers a systemic understanding of scholarly communication. The approach aligns with the 
principles of integrative scholarship, which emphasises connectivity between theoretical 
abstraction and pragmatic reform (Jabareen, 2009). It also supports interdisciplinary dialogue 
among information science, sociology of knowledge, and policy studies, enabling comprehensive 
insights into reform dynamics. The thematic synthesis culminates in the formulation of a 
conceptual framework that articulates the interdependence of structural, epistemic, and cultural 
reforms. This framework not only identifies problems but also offers guiding principles for 
equitable transformation. Consequently, the chosen methodology situates this paper as both a 
critical intervention and a roadmap for reimagining global scholarly communication. 

Structural Dimension 

The structural analysis reveals that the concentration of power among a few multinational 
publishing conglomerates continues to shape access, ownership, and pricing in academic 
communication (Larivière et al., 2015). These corporations maintain control through 
subscription-based and hybrid publishing models that generate high profit margins while 
restricting public access to knowledge. Such structural monopolisation reinforces dependency 
among universities and governments, which repeatedly pay for research they initially funded 
(Fyfe et al., 2017). Economic and policy reforms, therefore, remain central to mitigating these 
inequities, with open-access mandates, non-profit publishing cooperatives, and publicly funded 
platforms offering viable alternatives (UNESCO, 2021). Cooperative publishing models such as 
SciELO and RedALyC in Latin America demonstrate how community-based infrastructure can 
democratise ownership and redistribute financial benefits to scholarly communities (Becerril-
García&Aguado-López, 2020). Furthermore, government-led initiatives like Plan S in Europe 
exemplify policy-driven efforts to enforce openness and transparency in research dissemination 
(Schiltz, 2018). Collectively, these findings indicate that structural transformation requires a 
deliberate shift from commercial profit motives toward knowledge as a global public good. 

However, while open-access initiatives have expanded rapidly, they also exhibit structural 
contradictions. The shift from subscription to author-pays models, often through high article 
processing charges (APCs), creates new barriers for scholars from low- and middle-income 
countries (Shen &Björk, 2015). This phenomenon perpetuates structural inequality by 
transforming economic exclusion from access-based to authorship-based discrimination. 
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Bibliometric analyses reveal that researchers in Africa and the Caribbean remain 
underrepresented in high-impact open-access journals due to financial constraints and limited 
institutional support (OECD, 2023b). These structural disparities illustrate the necessity of 
publicly funded or subsidised models that guarantee access without imposing additional costs on 
authors. International collaboration and equitable funding mechanisms are, therefore, essential to 
balance accessibility and sustainability. As the findings suggest, structural reform must not only 
dismantle corporate monopolies but also create durable financial ecosystems that protect 
knowledge equity. 

Epistemic Dimension 

The epistemic analysis highlights persistent asymmetries in knowledge production, circulation, 
and validation, rooted in the dominance of Western epistemologies and English-language 
publishing (Connell, 2019). Bibliometric evidence underscores that over 80 per cent of indexed 
research output originates from the Global North. At the same time, publications from Latin 
America, Africa, and the Caribbean remain marginal in global citation networks (OECD, 2023b). 
This imbalance results in the systemic underrecognition of indigenous, community-based, and 
non-Western forms of scholarship (Santos, 2014). The exclusion is further reinforced by 
linguistic bias, which favours English-language manuscripts and penalises those written in local 
or regional languages (Canagarajah, 2020). To address these disparities, decolonisation measures 
such as multilingual publishing, the development of regional journals, and equitable citation 
practices are urgently required. Supporting non-English platforms-like African Journals Online 
(AJOL) and SciELO Brazil-can diversify scholarly discourse and disrupt the hegemony of 
Anglophone knowledge systems. Hence, epistemic reform is foundational to realising knowledge 
equity and achieving inclusive global participation. 

Decolonising scholarly communication also requires challenging epistemic hierarchies embedded 
in peer review and editorial practices. Dominant editorial boards, often composed primarily of 
scholars from elite Western universities, reinforce particular paradigms of “rigour” that 
marginalise alternative methodologies and indigenous epistemologies (Biagioli&Lippman, 
2020). Such epistemic gatekeeping perpetuates cognitive injustice, treating local knowledge 
systems as inferior or non-scientific. Empirical findings indicate that when regional journals 
adopt inclusive review policies and multilingual guidelines, citation diversity and cross-cultural 
collaboration improve significantly (Chan et al., 2019a). Moreover, initiatives promoting open 
peer review enhance transparency and allow non-traditional scholars to participate in knowledge 
validation (Ross-Hellauer, 2017). These reforms underscore that epistemic inclusivity is not 
merely a symbolic goal but a measurable determinant of scholarly equity. Thus, epistemic 
transformation is inseparable from efforts to democratise the structures and cultures of 
knowledge production. 

Cultural Dimension 

The cultural analysis reveals that entrenched academic norms and incentive structures continue to 
prioritise individual prestige, competition, and quantitative evaluation over collaboration and 
social relevance (Moher et al., 2018). The “publish or perish” paradigm incentivises rapid 
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publication in high-impact journals at the expense of innovation, interdisciplinarity, and ethical 
engagement. Citation-based metrics such as the h-index and impact factor distort scholarly 
priorities by rewarding visibility rather than substance or societal value (Müller, 2018). This 
metric-driven culture discourages open collaboration and undervalues alternative research 
outputs such as policy briefs, datasets, and community-engaged projects. Reforming academic 
evaluation systems to incorporate qualitative assessments and societal impact indicators is 
essential for realigning scholarly work with the public good (Hicks et al., 2015). Initiatives such 
as the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) exemplify this paradigm shift 
toward responsible evaluation. A reformed evaluative culture can promote equity by recognising 
diverse forms of excellence beyond traditional journal prestige. 

Moreover, cultural reform requires reimagining academic mentorship, peer review, and 
collaboration as collective, rather than competitive, enterprises. Evidence suggests that 
institutions that cultivate mentorship-based and community-oriented peer review foster higher 
levels of inclusion, creativity, and interdisciplinary engagement (Chan et al., 2019a). Open peer 
review, in particular, promotes accountability and transparency, reducing biases that 
disadvantage scholars from underrepresented regions or disciplines (Ross-Hellauer, 2017). 
Encouraging collaborative authorship and interdisciplinary partnerships can also counteract 
isolationist tendencies within academia. Furthermore, integrating ethics and social responsibility 
into promotion criteria would align academic incentives with knowledge equity and societal 
welfare. By shifting the cultural narrative from prestige to purpose, universities can play a 
transformative role in building a more inclusive and just scholarly ecosystem. The findings thus 
reveal that cultural transformation is a moral as well as institutional imperative. 

Integration of Dimensions 

The findings demonstrate that structural, epistemic, and cultural reforms are interdependent and 
mutually reinforcing. Structural reforms such as public funding for open-access platforms 
directly enable broader epistemic participation by reducing financial and infrastructural barriers 
(UNESCO, 2021). This expanded participation, in turn, facilitates epistemic diversity and 
inclusion, ensuring that indigenous and Global South perspectives enter mainstream scholarly 
discourse. Cultural reforms-through redefined evaluation systems and collaborative norms-then 
ensure that such diversity is recognised, rewarded, and sustained within academic practice 
(Moher et al., 2018). In essence, the three dimensions operate as a synergistic triad: structural 
change provides access, epistemic change ensures representation, and cultural change guarantees 
recognition. When integrated, these reforms form a coherent system capable of transforming not 
only the economics of publishing but also the ethics and purpose of scholarship itself. The 
evidence thus supports a multidimensional strategy for dismantling inequity and achieving global 
scholarly justice. 

However, integration also presents practical challenges, as reforms in one dimension can be 
undermined by inertia or resistance in another. For example, while structural reforms such as 
open-access mandates can increase access, without epistemic reform, they risk perpetuating 
Western-centric publication norms (Connell, 2019). Similarly, cultural reform efforts may falter 
if institutions continue to rely on commercial databases and citation metrics for evaluation 
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(Müller, 2018). Successful integration, therefore, requires policy coherence, cross-sector 
collaboration, and sustained international dialogue among universities, governments, and 
publishers. Building global coalitions for open and equitable science-such as those endorsed by 
UNESCO (2021)-can harmonise reforms across all dimensions. Ultimately, the integrated 
framework positions knowledge as a shared global resource rather than a market commodity. 
This systemic approach ensures that the future of scholarly communication is guided by 
principles of justice, inclusivity, and human development rather than profit and prestige. 

Discussion 

The integrated reform framework developed in this study highlights that achieving equity in 
scholarly communication requires a comprehensive transformation of the academic publishing 
ecosystem. Structural reforms, such as reducing reliance on commercial publishers and 
expanding non-profit open-access infrastructures, must be complemented by epistemic and 
cultural shifts that value diversity and inclusivity (UNESCO, 2021). While open-access policies 
have gained global traction, they often reproduce financial hierarchies when Article Processing 
Charges (APCs) are imposed without sufficient subsidies or waivers for low-income scholars 
(Tennant et al., 2019). Therefore, the sustainability of open-access publishing depends on 
equitable funding models that ensure participation across geographic and economic divides. 
Moreover, structural reform must include government-led investment in public knowledge 
infrastructures that enable communities to retain ownership of their intellectual outputs. When 
governments, universities, and regional consortia share responsibility for funding, the risk of 
oligopolistic control is diminished. Consequently, structural transformation serves as the 
foundational pillar upon which epistemic and cultural equity can be built. 

From an epistemic perspective, the findings reveal that Western-centric knowledge systems 
continue to dominate global publishing, with scholars from the Global South underrepresented on 
editorial boards, in peer review processes, and in citation networks (Connell, 2019; OECD, 
2023). This imbalance perpetuates epistemic injustice and limits the diversity of global academic 
discourse. To counter this, multilingual publishing and the institutionalisation of indigenous and 
local knowledge systems are essential. Regional open-access platforms such as SciELO and 
AJOL demonstrate that decentralised models can amplify marginalised voices and increase 
global visibility for non-Western scholarship (Chan et al., 2019). Moreover, integrating 
decolonial methodologies in academic research enhances the legitimacy of alternative 
epistemologies and contributes to more pluralistic systems of knowledge validation (Santos, 
2014). Policymakers must therefore prioritise epistemic diversity not as a symbolic gesture but as 
a criterion of scholarly excellence. Epistemic reform, grounded in justice and inclusivity, ensures 
that academic knowledge better reflects humanity’s collective intellectual heritage. 

Cultural reform, as the third dimension, addresses the deeply ingrained academic norms that 
privilege prestige, competition, and individual achievement over collaboration and public 
engagement. The pervasive reliance on bibliometric indicators, such as the Journal Impact Factor 
(JIF) and h-index, has distorted scholarly incentives, marginalising interdisciplinary and socially 
impactful work (Moher et al., 2018). Initiatives such as the Declaration on Research Assessment 
(DORA) and the Leiden Manifesto advocate for a redefinition of research excellence beyond 
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quantitative citation metrics (Hicks et al., 2015). Emphasising open peer review, collaborative 
authorship, and mentorship-based assessment can transform academia into a more cooperative 
and ethically responsible community. Furthermore, integrating community-based outputs-such as 
policy briefs, datasets, and practitioner reports-into evaluation frameworks aligns scholarship 
with societal benefit. Such reforms require leadership from universities and funding agencies to 
revise promotion criteria and reward systems. Culturally, then, the transition toward equity 
demands a moral and institutional reorientation toward inclusivity and public value. 

The interaction among structural, epistemic, and cultural reforms creates a self-reinforcing 
system that fosters sustainability and resilience within the global knowledge economy. For 
instance, structural investments in open-access infrastructure expand access, which, in turn, 
facilitates epistemic diversification by allowing scholars from underrepresented regions to 
contribute more actively (UNESCO, 2021). Cultural reforms that legitimise such diverse outputs 
then sustain these gains by embedding equity into the norms and expectations of academia. This 
cyclical interaction produces a virtuous loop-what this paper identifies as the Equitable 
Knowledge Cycle-in which inclusivity breeds innovation, and innovation strengthens inclusivity. 
The model illustrates that reform cannot be isolated; instead, it must occur across interconnected 
layers of the academic ecosystem. Moreover, this integrated approach aligns with the United 
Nations’ Sustainable Development Goal 10, which calls for reducing inequality within and 
among nations. The synergy among these dimensions underscores the need for a holistic, 
intersectional vision for scholarly reform. 

Despite the potential of the proposed framework, significant implementation challenges persist. 
Resistance from large commercial publishers remains a formidable obstacle, as their profit-
driven business models rely on maintaining paywalls and APCs that exclude less affluent 
institutions (Larivière et al., 2015). Moreover, universities in the Global North often lack 
incentives to relinquish control over high-prestige publishing venues that reinforce their 
academic dominance. Financial sustainability also poses challenges for open-access cooperatives, 
which depend on consistent institutional or governmental support. Additionally, entrenched 
academic cultures that equate success with publication in “high-impact” journals hinder 
behavioural change among researchers. Digital inequities further complicate reform, as scholars 
in developing regions frequently face infrastructural and technological barriers to participation. 
Addressing these challenges requires coordinated global governance, with transparent policies, 
equitable funding mechanisms, and the political will to dismantle monopolistic practices. 

Nevertheless, emerging examples of reform illustrate that systemic transformation is both 
possible and practical. Cooperative publishing initiatives such as Open Library of Humanities 
and SciELO have successfully demonstrated non-profit, community-driven models that challenge 
the commercial hegemony of traditional publishers (Eve, 2020). The increasing adoption of 
national and institutional open-access mandates-such as Plan S in Europe and the UNESCO Open 
Science Recommendation-signals growing policy alignment toward equity and transparency 
(UNESCO, 2021). Additionally, the expansion of regional indexing services in Africa, Latin 
America, and Asia enhances visibility for scholars outside the dominant Western circuits. 
Universities that have reformed promotion criteria to reward public engagement and open 
science practices provide further evidence that cultural change is attainable (Hicks et al., 2015). 
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Collectively, these initiatives illustrate the transformative potential of localised yet 
interconnected strategies. The key lies in maintaining policy coherence and ensuring that reform 
efforts remain inclusive, context-sensitive, and participatory. 

Ultimately, the discussion underscores that equitable scholarly communication is both a moral 
imperative and a strategic necessity in the knowledge-driven global economy. Ensuring that 
knowledge creation and dissemination are accessible, inclusive, and representative of diverse 
epistemologies strengthens not only academic integrity but also social progress. The integrated 
reform framework thus serves as a blueprint for reimagining academic publishing as a public 
good rather than a commercial commodity. Policymakers, academic leaders, and researchers 
must work collectively to institutionalise these principles at national and international levels. 
Future efforts should focus on monitoring equity indicators, supporting capacity building in 
underrepresented regions, and embedding decolonial ethics into scholarly governance. As global 
challenges-from climate change to inequality-demand more inclusive knowledge systems, the 
reform of scholarly communication becomes central to humanity’s collective resilience. Hence, 
this discussion reaffirms that transformative equity in academia is achievable through structural 
innovation, epistemic diversity, and cultural humility. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

The findings of this study confirm that achieving equitable scholarly communication requires a 
radical integration of structural, epistemic, and cultural reforms. No single intervention is 
sufficient; structural access alone, epistemic inclusivity alone, or cultural reform alone cannot 
dismantle the entrenched inequities of global academic publishing (Larivière et al., 2015; Chan et 
al., 2019a). Instead, a multidimensional strategy ensures that reforms reinforce one another, 
creating systemic and sustainable change. Structural, epistemic, and cultural dimensions interact 
dynamically, producing a positive feedback loop that enhances accessibility, inclusivity, and the 
recognition of diverse knowledge systems. This integrated approach aligns with both Knowledge 
Equity Theory, which emphasises inclusion and fairness in knowledge production (Chan et al., 
2019a), and Critical Political Economy, which highlights the influence of commercial 
imperatives on scholarly monopolies (Larivière et al., 2015). Ultimately, the conclusion 
underscores that equitable communication is not merely a policy preference but a global 
necessity for knowledge justice. Scholarly communication must be reconceptualised as a public 
good rather than a commercial commodity. 

Structurally, the study recommends publicly funded open-access platforms, cooperative journal 
ownership, fair licensing agreements, and the reduction or waiver of Article Processing Charges 
(APCs) for under-resourced scholars. Public investment in knowledge infrastructure mitigates the 
monopolistic control of a few multinational publishers and ensures global access to research 
outputs (UNESCO, 2021). Cooperative models, such as the Open Library of Humanities and 
regional initiatives like SciELO and AJOL, demonstrate that community-governed platforms can 
redistribute financial and intellectual benefits equitably (Becerril-García&Aguado-López, 2020). 
Licensing reforms, including Creative Commons and other open licensing mechanisms, provide 
legal clarity and reduce barriers to sharing knowledge. Lowering or eliminating APCs for 
scholars in the Global South prevents the replication of inequities in open-access publishing 
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(Shen &Björk, 2015). Structural reforms thus form the foundation of an equitable scholarly 
ecosystem. Without them, epistemic and cultural reforms would remain limited in impact. 

Epistemic reforms are equally essential to ensure that diverse forms of knowledge are 
recognised, valued, and disseminated globally. Recommendations include multilingual 
publishing, support for regional journals, recognition of indigenous knowledge, and inclusive 
editorial policies (Santos, 2014; Connell, 2019). Multilingualism allows non-English scholarship 
to enter mainstream discourse, enhancing both representation and accessibility. Regional journals 
provide platforms for locally relevant research and create opportunities for scholars outside the 
dominant Western academic circuits (Chan et al., 2019a). Recognising indigenous and alternative 
knowledge systems challenges epistemic hierarchies and fosters more pluralistic approaches to 
scholarship. Inclusive editorial policies, such as diverse editorial boards and equitable peer 
review processes, reduce bias and promote cognitive justice. Together, these measures strengthen 
the epistemic foundation for global knowledge equity. 

Cultural reforms address the norms, incentives, and evaluation metrics that shape researcher 
behaviour. Key recommendations include reforming academic evaluation metrics, promoting 
alternative outputs, adopting open peer review, and encouraging mentorship-focused academic 
practices (Moher et al., 2018; Hicks et al., 2015). Traditional metrics, such as impact factors and 
citation counts, disproportionately reward Western-centric, high-prestige outputs, thereby 
discouraging socially relevant or collaborative research. Expanding evaluative criteria to include 
datasets, policy briefs, community-engaged research, and other forms of scholarship aligns 
academic incentives with societal benefit. Open peer review enhances transparency and 
accountability while reducing bias against underrepresented scholars. Mentorship-focused 
practices foster collaboration, inclusivity, and ethical knowledge production. By reshaping 
academic culture, these reforms reinforce both structural and epistemic changes, creating a 
holistic model of equity. 

Implementation of these reforms requires policy coordination, capacity-building, and global 
partnerships. Governments, funding agencies, universities, and scholarly societies must 
collaborate to harmonise open-access mandates, resource allocation, and evaluative reforms 
(UNESCO, 2021). Capacity-building initiatives should focus on enhancing research 
infrastructure, editorial expertise, and digital literacy in underrepresented regions. International 
partnerships can share best practices, co-develop platforms, and ensure equitable governance of 
scholarly resources. Coordination across institutions reduces duplication, strengthens impact, and 
facilitates scaling of successful models. The success of these reforms also depends on sustained 
political will and engagement from the global academic community. Without this alignment, 
fragmented efforts risk perpetuating inequities despite localised successes. 

The cumulative effect of implementing structural, epistemic, and cultural reforms is the 
transformation of academic publishing from a monopolised, exclusionary system into an 
equitable, accessible, and sustainable ecosystem. Scholars worldwide would benefit from 
improved access, recognition, and participation, while research outputs would better reflect the 
diversity of human knowledge. Increased epistemic inclusion ensures that locally relevant 
knowledge informs global discourse and decision-making, bridging the gap between academic 
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scholarship and societal needs. Cultural reforms further embed values of collaboration, 
transparency, and ethical responsibility into scholarly practice. Together, these integrated 
measures advance both knowledge equity and social justice. They demonstrate that equitable 
scholarly communication is not an aspirational ideal but an achievable objective. Systemic 
transformation, therefore, requires simultaneous engagement across all three dimensions. 

In conclusion, this study provides a comprehensive, multidimensional framework for achieving 
equitable scholarly communication. By combining structural, epistemic, and cultural reforms and 
supporting them with coordinated policy, capacity-building, and partnerships, the global 
academic community can dismantle entrenched inequities. The proposed recommendations are 
actionable, evidence-informed, and aligned with global initiatives such as UNESCO’s Open 
Science Recommendation and the principles of Knowledge Equity Theory. Future research 
should evaluate the implementation of these reforms through longitudinal studies, bibliometric 
analysis, and case studies of regional and cooperative platforms. Monitoring progress using 
equity indicators can help identify gaps, track success, and adapt interventions over time. 
Ultimately, the study affirms that scholarly communication must be reimagined as a global 
public good that is inclusive, just, and sustainable. Achieving this vision will enhance the 
production, dissemination, and utilisation of knowledge for the benefit of all. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Policy Action Table for Structural Reforms 

Reform Area Action Responsible 
Stakeholders 

Timeframe Expected Outcome 

Open-access 
mandates 

Require all publicly 
funded research to 
be freely accessible 

Governments, 
Research Councils 

1-2 years Broader access to 
knowledge; reduced 
corporate control 

Cooperative 
publishing 

Establish non-profit 
scholarly publishing 
cooperatives 

Universities, 
Library Consortia 

2-3 years Reduced APCs; 
equitable revenue 
sharing 

Funding & 
infrastructure 

Public investment in 
digital repositories 
and platforms 

Governments, 
University IT 
Departments 

Ongoing Sustainable, long-
term access and 
knowledge 
preservation 

 
Appendix B: Policy Action Table for Epistemic Reforms 

Reform Area Action Responsible 
Stakeholders 

Timeframe Expected Outcome 

Multilingual 
publishing 

Support journals in 
multiple languages 

Regional 
Associations, 
Publishers 

2-4 years Greater inclusion of 
non-English 
scholarship 

Regional 
journals 

Fund and promote 
local journals 

Governments, 
Research Councils 

2-5 years Strengthened Global 
South representation 

Editorial 
inclusivity 

Diverse editorial 
boards across 
gender, region, and 
discipline 

Publishers, 
University Editors 

1-3 years Reduced bias; 
broader epistemic 
authority 

 
Appendix C: Policy Action Table for Cultural Reforms 

Reform 
Area 

Action Responsible 
Stakeholders 

Timeframe Expected Outcome 

Evaluation 
metrics 

Implement DORA-
aligned evaluation 
practices 

Universities, 
Accreditation 
Bodies 

1-3 years Reduced reliance on 
impact factor; 
recognition of societal 
impact 

Alternative 
outputs 

Recognise datasets, 
policy briefs, and 
community-engaged 
research 

Universities, 
Funding 
Agencies 

1-3 years Encourages diverse 
scholarly 
contributions 

Peer review 
reform 

Open and mentorship-
based peer review 

Publishers, 
Academic 
Societies 

2-4 years Increased 
transparency and 
collaboration 
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Appendix D: Conceptual Diagram of Integrated Reforms 

Textual Schematic: 

+-------------------------+ 
|     Knowledge Equity    | 
+-----------+-------------+ 

^ 
| 

----------------------------------------------------- 
|                        |                              | 

+------------+          +------------+             +------------+ 
| Structural |          | Epistemic  |             | Cultural   | 

| Reforms    |          | Reforms    |             | Reforms    | 
+------------+          +------------+             +------------+ 

|  \                      |   \                   |    \ 
|   \                     |    \                  |     \ 

v    v                    v     v                 v      v 
Funding  Policy          Multilingual  Regional   Metrics  Alternative 

Control  Open-Access& Inclusive  Journals   Reform  Outputs 
 
Explanation: 

The diagram illustrates the interdependence of structural, epistemic, and cultural reforms in 
achieving knowledge equity. Structural reforms enable access, epistemic reforms diversify 
participation, and cultural reforms reshape incentives, collectively creating an inclusive scholarly 
ecosystem. 

Appendix E: Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 

Indicator Measure Data Source Frequency 
Open-access 
compliance 

% of publicly funded research is 
openly accessible 

Institutional 
Repositories, 
Publishers 

Annual 

Diversity in 
publishing 

% of authors from the Global South, 
% of multilingual articles 

Bibliometric 
Databases 

Annual 

Evaluation reform 
adoption 

% of universities implementing 
DORA or similar frameworks 

University Reports Biennial 

Alternative output 
recognition 

Number and type of non-traditional 
outputs cited in promotion/tenure 

HR/Faculty Records Biennial 
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Appendix F: Stakeholder Responsibilities Table 

Stakeholder Role in Reform Key Actions 
Governments Policy & funding Mandate open access, invest in infrastructure, 

and fund regional journals 
Universities Institutional culture & 

incentives 
Revise evaluation metrics, support cooperative 
publishing, and train faculty in open practices. 

Publishers Production & 
dissemination 

Adopt open-access models, diversify editorial 
boards, and support multilingual platforms. 

Research Councils 
& Funders 

Oversight & support Allocate grants for decolonised, inclusive 
research; monitor compliance 

Academic Societies Advocacy & peer 
review 

Promote ethical peer review, provide 
mentorship, and encourage alternative outputs. 

 

 


