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for the financial viability of open-access 
publishing.  
 Earlier, in the days of subscription, it 
was natural for authors to prefer journals 
with wider distribution. Today all publi-
shed papers are searchable and therefore 
the journal name should have lost its rele-
vance. However, the illusion of journal 
prestige has unexpectedly grown further 
and blown up by the bibliographic indices. 
There is no evidence that more prestigious 
journals have better peer reviews and the 
fairness of peer review itself stands chal-
lenged4,5. Researchers are keen to publish 
in certain journals despite heavy APCs for 
more prestige, increased chances of promo-
tion, tenure and other benefits. All journals 
with standard editorial practices are equi-
valent for the progress of science alone. 
 The true reason for shifting from the 
reader-side to author-side economics is 
that paywalls are becoming weaker with the 
widespread use of Sci-hub and such debat-
able trends. Therefore, publishers are keen 
to ensure their revenue from the authors. 
Because of the desperation of authors to 
publish, making them pay is a smarter 
strategy. This smart business plan has been 
covered under the ethical-looking mist of 
OA publishing. The authors’ claim that 
‘One of the objectives of OA was equita-
ble access and to check the rampant com-
mercialization of scholarly publications’ is 
far from being true. OA is facilitating 
commercialization.  
 Kampa et al.1 say that, ‘The APC charges 
varied significantly among subject catego-
ries, reflecting the cost of publishing in 
various fields.’ We see no reason why the 
cost of publishing should differ across dif-
ferent fields since the editorial process is 
almost the same. The reason why APCs dif-
fer across fields is that researchers in diffe-
rent fields have different paying capacities 
and also different levels of desperation.  
 There is an ethical angle to APCs too, 
since the payment is mostly being made 

from tax payers’ money. Is it with the con-
sent of the taxpayers? By and large people 
support research but if they know that sci-
entists are using the taxpayers’ money to 
fill the pockets of profit-making publishers, 
would they support this? APCs therefore 
need to be extensively debated on plat-
forms outside academia. Paying APCs 
from institutional or government funding 
for personal gains should be considered 
unethical until people by and large approve 
this practice. The authors’ recommendation 
for making a central provision for funding 
APCs is therefore, inappropriate. Perhaps a 
citizen may move the court and demand a 
stay on funding APCs from taxpayers’ 
money.  
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Response: 
 
The comments and insights are invaluable 
and have contributed significantly to the 

discourse surrounding APC. APC levied 
by publishers has become indispensable 
for the journals to sustain financially, albeit 
controversial. Corollary, many are explor-
ing alternative modes of publishing like 
Diamond OA. However, the costs associa-
ted with the publication process, including 
editing, peer review, and online hosting of 
any OA publishing, are to be supported by 
the university/institution or society. There 
is no gainsaying that the relationship bet-
ween OA and commercialization is a com-
plex topic. While OA aims for equitable  
access to scholarly publications, its role in 
opposing or nurturing commercialization 
is a matter of ongoing debate and interpre-
tation. Regarding APC charges among 
different subject categories, they vary sig-
nificantly because of the diverse nature of 
research practices, publication requirements, 
audience and market, and financial dynam-
ics within each discipline. Researchers tend 
to publish in highly charged APC journals 
compared to lower APC-charged journals, 
despite both undergoing a similar editorial 
process because of their visibility, impact 
and perceived reputation within academia. 
Research is conducted to serve broader 
purposes beyond individual benefits, con-
tributing to the body of knowledge and  
societal development. Many researchers 
cannot publish their manuscripts in reputed 
journals due to APC, so our paper argues 
for having a central provision for funding 
APC, thereby increasing the visibility and 
impact of government-funded research and 
maximizing ROI in research. Further, APC 
funding may help level the playing field in 
the research landscape as it allows res-
earchers from different universities and in-
stitutions to publish their research without 
financial hurdles. APC funding of research 
will ensure open access to research find-
ings, which will be helpful to academia 
and society at large. 
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