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Abstract
Purpose: This study investigated how well current open access (OA) diamond journals in the 
Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ) and a survey conform to Plan S requirements, in-
cluding licenses, peer review, author copyright, unique article identifiers, digital archiving, and 
machine-readable licenses. 
Methods: Data obtained from DOAJ journals and surveyed journals from mid-June to mid-
July 2020 were analyzed for a variety of Plan S requirements. The results were presented using 
descriptive statistics. 
Results: Out of 1,465 journals that answered, 1,137 (77.0%) reported compliance with the Com-
mittee on Publication Ethics (COPE) principles. The peer review types used by OA diamond 
journals were double-blind (6,339), blind (2,070), peer review (not otherwise specified, 1,879), 
open peer review (42), and editorial review (118) out of 10,449 DOAJ journals. An author copy-
right retention policy was adopted by 5,090 out of 10,448 OA diamond journals (48.7%) in 
DOAJ. Of the unique article identifiers, 5,702 (54.6%) were digital object identifiers, 58 (0.6%) 
were handles, and 14 (0.1%) were uniform resource names, while 4,675 (44.7%) used none. Out 
of 1,619 surveyed journals, the archiving solutions were national libraries (n= 170, 10.5%), Por-
tico (n= 67, 4.1%), PubMed Central (n= 15, 0.9%), PKP PN (n= 91, 5.6%), LOCKSS (n= 136, 
8.4%), CLOCKSS (n= 87, 5.4%), the National Computing Center for Higher Education (n= 6, 
0.3%), others (n= 69, 4.3%), no policy (n= 855, 52.8%), and no reply (n= 123, 7.6%). Article-
level metadata deposition was done by 8,145 out of 10,449 OA diamond journals (78.0%) in 
DOAJ. 
Conclusion: OA diamond journals’ compliance with industry standards exemplified by the 
Plan S technical requirements was insufficient, except for the peer review type. 
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Introduction

Background/rationale
A large-scale survey was conducted on open access (OA) dia-
mond journals from June 2020 to February 2021 by a consor-
tium of 10 organizations to facilitate an understanding of the 
present situation of OA diamond journals throughout the 
world. 

Objectives
This study aimed to identify whether OA diamond journals 
were compliant with the standards specified in the Plan S tech-
nical requirements. Specifically, the following were analyzed 
for adherence to the industry standards: licenses; peer review; 
author copyright; unique article identifiers; digital archiving; 
machine-readable licenses; author identifiers; self-archiving 
policy; full texts in JATS XML; compliance with OpenAIRE 
metadata standards; linking to data, code, and other research 
outputs; standards of the Initiative for Open Citations; and 
Creative Commons license types. 

Methods

Ethics statement
This was a literature database and survey-based study on jour-
nal publishing, and no sensitive personal information was in-
cluded in the survey items. No approval by the Institutional 
Review Board was required. Participants agreed to participate 
in the survey voluntarily. 

Study design
This was a cross-sectional descriptive study based on a litera-
ture database search and survey. 

Setting
From mid-June to mid-July 2020, an online survey listing 94 
questions collected data on the different components of dia-
mond journals. Information in the Directory of Open Access 
Journals (DOAJ) was also searched. The structure and ques-
tions of the survey are available from the previous article on 
the landscape of OA diamond journals [1] (Suppl. 1). The 
analysis was based on data from two datasets: DOAJ metadata, 
which contained a large amount of information about DOAJ 
journals; and survey data, in which journals not in DOAJ had 
given much of the same information present in the DOAJ 
metadata, as well as some more, and where DOAJ journals 
had given information not found in the DOAJ metadata. Sev-
eral comparisons were made between survey journals and 
DOAJ journals, as well as between OA diamond and article 
processing charge (APC)-based journals in DOAJ. APC-based 

journals were not asked to participate in the survey. In instanc-
es where the DOAJ metadata contained no relevant cinforma-
tion, a comparison was made between survey journals that 
were also listed in DOAJ and those not listed in DOAJ. The 
other aspects of the setting were also the same as in the previ-
ous article on the landscape of OA diamond journals [1]. 

Participants
The total number of surveyed journals was 1,619, consisting 
of 532 journals not listed in DOAJ, and 1,087 journals listed 
in DOAJ. The number of DOAJ journals analyzed was 14,368. 
Out of them, 10,449 (72.7%) were OA diamond journals. These 
data are the same as in the previous article on the journal land-
scape [1]. 

Variables
The variables were the items of the survey questionnaire. 

Data sources/measurement
The data sources and measurements were the same as in the 
previous landscape article, including survey, database analysis, 
and literature review [1]. Raw response data from the survey 
participants are available from Dataset 1, with a readme text 
containing the variable list for the survey data file in Dataset 2. 
Data files for Figs. 1–18 are available in Suppl. 2. 

Bias
The potential sources of bias were also the same as in the pre-
vious study [1]. Different circumstances and motivations of 
journals to participate in the survey may have been a source 
of bias in participation. 

Study size
Study size estimation was not done because this was not a 
randomized experimental study, but rather a study based on 
voluntary participation. 

Statistical methods
Descriptive statistics were applied for the interpretation of the 
results. 

Results

Scientific and editorial quality
Compliance with COPE principles (source: survey Q52)
Plan S requirements specify “a solid system in place for review 
according to the standards within the relevant discipline and 
guided by the core practices and policies outlined by the Com-
mittee on Publication Ethics (COPE).” COPE represents good 
standards for review and other editorial practices, and issues 
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guidelines and other resources to help editors. Out of 1,417 
surveyed journals, 1,137 (70.2%) reported following the COPE 
guidelines, whereas 51 journals (3.1%) did not (Fig. 1). 

Information on the peer review procedure (source: DOAJ, 
survey Q26)
In DOAJ, all journals except one indicated that they conduct-
ed peer review in a form that meets Plan S requirements. Fig. 2 
shows the distribution of the various types of reviews listed by 
the journals over the two categories of journals (OA diamond 
and APC-based). Blind and double-blind reviews were the 
most frequently used types, totaling more than 80% for both 
journal groups. A comparison of the answers between journals 
in DOAJ and journals not in DOAJ is presented in Fig. 3. 
Double-blind peer review was performed by more than 50% 
of journals in both groups and emerged as the predominant 
review process by a wide margin. All review processes used by 
both DOAJ and survey journals that answered this question 
were Plan S-compliant.

Information on editorial management and submission/
rejection (source: DOAJ, survey Q50)
In the survey, Q50 asks, “Does the journal publish annually at 
least basic statistics, covering in particular: …,” with five op-
tions plus an “other” alternative. Nearly half of all journals did 
not publish any of the statistics offered as an alternative. Still, 
some of them had some information under “other,” which in-
cluded various published information, predominantly usage 
statistics (Fig. 4). Journals in DOAJ selected more than one 
answer more frequently (39%) than OA diamond journals 
(23%). Responses of “blank” and “none” were also higher for 
survey-only journals than for DOAJ journals in the survey.

Technical requirements and recommendations
Persistent identifiers (source: DOAJ, survey Q42)
A persistent identifier (PID) is an identifier that remains con-
stant over time and always points to the resource referred to, 

Fig. 1. Compliance with Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) principles. 
DOAJ, Directory of Open Access Journals.

 Yes No Unknown No response

COPE guideline

1,200

1,000

800

600

400

200

0

No
. o

f j
ou

rn
al

s

Non-DOAJ journals

DOAJ journals

Fig. 3. Review types used by survey journals organized by those in Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ) and those not in DOAJ.
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Fig. 2. Review types used by journal groups in Directory of Open Access Jour-
nals (DOAJ). OA, open access; APC, article processing charge.
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irrespective of renaming or moving to new domains or URLs. 
In DOAJ, only PIDs for articles are listed in the journal meta-
data. In total, 9,037 out of the 14,368 DOAJ journals (62.9%) 
offered article PIDs in the form of digital object identifiers 
(DOIs) (Fig. 5). Among 3,919 APC-based DOAJ journals, 
3,335 (85.0%) had DOIs. Uniform resource names (URNs) 
were used in 14 journals and handles in 65 journals.

The use of PIDs was the theme for Q42 in the survey. A jour-
nal could check more than one answer, so the numbers did 
not add up to the total number of journals surveyed. The DOAJ 
journals in the survey scored higher for Crossref DOIs, other 
DOIs, ORCIDs, and grant IDs, while survey-only journals had 
a higher percentage of Datacite DOIs and other PIDs (Fig. 6). 
Journals using other DOIs mentioned handles, mEDRA, and 
Researcher IDs. In total, 960 journals (59.3%) in the survey 
used Crossref DOIs, while 124 (7.7%) mentioned Datacite DOIs 
and 400 (24.7%) stated that they used other DOIs (Fig. 6). 

Long-term digital preservation or archiving (source: 
DOAJ, survey Q28)
A total of 3,361 OA diamond journals out of 10,449 (32.1%) 
appeared to satisfy this requirement, as well as 2,639 of the 3,919 
APC-based journals (67.3%) (Fig. 7). An interesting observation 
is that 6,000 journals reported some form of archiving in place. 

In the survey, journals could choose more than one option; 
hence, the numbers do not equal the total number of journals 
surveyed. The majority of survey journals had no archiving 
policies (855 of 1,619 respondents) (Fig. 8). In addition, only 
381 respondents used a standard archiving system (LOCKSS, 
PKP PN, CLOCKSS, and Portico) that would comply with 
cOAlition S requirements. Local solutions such as national li-
braries (170 respondents) were frequently quoted. 

Fig. 4. Basic statistics published on editorial management related to submis-
sion and rejection. DOAJ, Directory of Open Access Journals.
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Fig. 5. Use of article identifiers by journal category in Directory of Open Ac-
cess Journals (DOAJ). DOI, digital object identifier; URN, uniform resource 
name; APC, article processing charge; OA, open access.

 DOI Handle URN None

Article identifier

10,000
9,000
8,000
7,000
6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000

0

No
. o

f j
ou

rn
al

s

APC-based journals
OA diamond

Fig. 6. Use of article identifiers by journal category in the survey. DOAJ, Di-
rectory of Open Access Journals; DOI, digital object identifier.
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Fig. 7. Archiving in place by journal category in Directory of Open Access 
Journals (DOAJ). OA, open access; APC, article processing charge.
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Machine-readable metadata in CC0 (source: DOAJ)
Most DOAJ journals deposited article-level metadata in DOAJ. 
However, it is unclear from the data to what extent this is a 
continuing process for individual journals or a one-off or rare 
occurrence. It was found that 2,304 out of 10,449 OA diamond 
journals (78.0%) in DOAJ had deposited one or more article-
level records compared to 3,420 out of 3,919 APC-based jour-
nals (87.3%) (Fig. 9). This high deposit rate suggests that DOAJ 
could be the best way to solve this requirement for many OA 
diamond journals.

Author and grant PIDs
Information about the author and grant PIDs was not avail-
able in DOAJ metadata. The subsection “Persistent identifiers 
(PIDs)” above contains information about the use of ORCID 
among survey journals. Only 135 journals out of 1,619 sur-
veyed journals (32.4%) used ORCID (Fig. 6).

Self-archiving policy in Sherpa Romeo (source: DOAJ)
Sherpa Romeo is the only self-archiving policy service accept-
ed by Plan S. Some journals used other services. Of DOAJ di-
amond journals, 1,942 out of 10,449 (18.6%) had a policy to 
use Sherpa Romeo, compared to 2,041 out of 3,919 APC-based 
journals (52.1%) (Fig. 10). 

Full text in JATS XML (source: DOAJ, survey Q27)
Many journals offered full text in multiple formats. Here, only 
PDF, XML, and HTML formats were considered. Plan S rec-
ommends “a machine-readable community standard format 
such as JATS XML.”

PDF was the most common format, used by more than 99% 
of all OA journals. OA diamond journals were slightly less 
likely to offer this format. Still, 98.9% of such journals offered 
PDF (Table S1). XML was used by 859 of the 10,449 DOAJ OA 
diamond journals (8.2%) compared to 815 of the 3,919 APC-
based journals (20.8%) (Table S2). A total of 1,674 of the 14,368 
DOAJ journals (11.7%) produced full-text XML, and larger 

Fig. 8. Archiving solution by journal category in the survey. PMC, PubMed Central.
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Fig. 9. Article-level metadata deposition in Directory of Open Access Journals 
(DOAJ) by journal category. OA, open access; APC, article processing charge.
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journals were more likely to offer full text in XML. HTML is 
another full-text format that could satisfy the Plan S require-
ment (Table S3). It was found that 22.9% of DOAJ OA diamond 
journals used the HTML format compared to 59.7% of APC-
based journals. Table S4 shows the numbers of DOAJ journals 
offering either XML or HTML. Among the DOAJ OA diamond 
journals, 25.6% offered XML and/or HTML compared to 63.4% 
of APC-based journals.

The full-text formats by survey journal category are present-
ed in Table S5. The results generally conform to what was found 
in DOAJ, but there are some differences. PDF was offered by 
only 78.2% of the survey-only journals, compared to 99.1% of 
all DOAJ journals. A higher percentage of survey journals pro-
vided XML—including both the survey DOAJ journals and 
survey-only journals—than the DOAJ OA diamond journals 
(8.2%). The same was the case for HTML, which was offered 
by 22.9% of DOAJ OA diamond journals. More than 30% of 
survey journals offered HTML and/or XML, compared to 25% 
of DOAJ OA diamond journals. 

Automatic deposit of JATS XML in an author-designated 
repository (source: survey Q47)
While the information on author-designated repositories was 
not available in the DOAJ metadata, the survey data showed 
that the JATS XML compliance rate was 35.1% (Fig. 11). How-
ever, since more than 40% of journals responded either “un-
known” or “no answer,” it is difficult to draw exact conclusions 
on the actual status. DOAJ journals in the survey were more 
compliant with JATS XML automatic deposit than survey-only 
journals, but both groups had an “unknown” share of around 
one-third (Fig. 11).

Compliance with OpenAIRE metadata standards (source: 
survey Q46)
Although no information was available on compliance with 

OpenAIRE metadata standards in DOAJ, we found the fol-
lowing in the survey data: the compliance rate was over 40%, 
but nearly 50% of responses were “unknown” or “no answer.” 
The fact that only 6.5% of respondents answered “no” can be 
interpreted as a positive sign, as shown in Fig. 12. Survey jour-
nals in DOAJ were more compliant than survey-only journals; 
the latter group had a higher rate of “unknown” or “blank” 
answers.

Does the journal require linking to data, code, and other 
research outputs? (source: survey Q540)
Although no information was available in DOAJ on whether 
journals required links to data, code, and other research out-
puts, from the survey data, we found that nearly half of respon-
dents reported not requiring this, versus 24.8% that did. De-
spite more than 25% of answers being “unknown” or “no,” this 
points to a low level of compliance. DOAJ journals in the sur-
vey were slightly more compliant than survey-only journals 
(Fig. 13).

Does the journal provide openly accessible data on 
citations according to the standards of the Initiative for 
Open Citations? (source: survey Q55)
No information was available in DOAJ on whether journals 
provided openly accessible data on citations. Fewer than 25% 
of journals in the survey did indeed provide such citations, 
indicating a low level of compliance (Table S6). DOAJ jour-
nals in the survey were somewhat more compliant than sur-
vey-only journals.

Copyright and licensing
Is the license made visible or embedded in the article? 
(source: DOAJ, survey Q19)
DOAJ asks journals whether a machine-readable CC license 
is embedded or displayed in articles. Assuming that all jour-

Fig. 11. JATS XML automatic deposit by journal type in the survey. DOAJ, Di-
rectory of Open Access Journals.
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Fig. 12. OpenAIRE metadata standards compliance by survey journal category. 
DOAJ, Directory of Open Access Journals.
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nals that have answered “yes” are indeed compliant with the 
Plan S requirement, 43.4% of DOAJ OA diamond journals 
were found to be compliant compared to 73.6% of APC-based 
ones (Fig. 14). A more detailed analysis showed that compli-
ant journals were, on average, larger than noncompliant ones. 
Hence, 49% of articles in OA diamond journals were published 
in compliant journals, versus 86.4% of APC-based articles. 

In the survey, 793 of 1,619 journals (49.0%) stated that they 
embedded or displayed licenses in the article. Survey-only 
journals were more compliant (53.9%) than DOAJ journals 
(46.6%) in the survey, and DOAJ journals in the survey were 
also more compliant than OA diamond journals in DOAJ 
(43.4%) (Fig. 15).

To what extent do OA journals allow reuse and remixing 
of content, and which CC licenses do they use? (source: 
DOAJ, survey Q20, Q59)
DOAJ asks journals to list their most restrictive license. We 

know, though, that some journals allow a number of licenses 
to be chosen. Although certain journals limit the choices, some 
alternatives are allowed for authors to choose if mandated by 
funders. DOAJ is working on allowing journals to list a num-
ber of licenses for the author to choose. The listing of the most 
restrictive license in DOAJ metadata makes it likely that the 
compliance rate is higher than seen in Fig. 16. We assume that 
cOAlition S is satisfied if a Plan S-compliant license is available 
to the author, without all content in the journal being compli-
ant.

Among DOAJ OA diamond journals, 44.2% satisfied the 
Plan S requirement (CC BY, CC BY-SA, or CC0), while 57.1% 
of APC-based journals complied. CC BY was the most widely 
used license; it was used by more than half of APC-based jour-
nals and 37.4% of DOAJ OA diamond journals. Some journals 
listing a restrictive license may also offer a compliant license, 
but DOAJ asks journals to list only the most restrictive license, 
which is often the least Plan S-compliant option (Fig. 16).

The NC clause is a significant problem for compliance. CC 
BY-NC and CC BY-NC-SA licenses, where the NC clause is 
the reason for the license being noncompliant, were applied 
by 27.8% of DOAJ OA diamond journals and 26.8% of APC-
based journals. If OA diamond journals chose not to use the 
NC clause, 72.1% of DOAJ OA diamond journals and 80.9% 
of APC-based journals would be compliant. Furthermore, 
23.6% of DOAJ OA diamond journals and 17.3% of APC-
based journals used the CC BY-NC-ND license, where both 
the NC and the ND clauses represent a problem for compli-
ance. The CC BY-ND license (which can be accepted as an 
individual exception) was used by only 1.4% of all OA dia-
mond journals and hardly any APC-based journals. In the 
complete survey data, we found that 1,350 of 1,619 journals 
(83.4%) reported allowing reuse in accordance with a CC li-
cense or a license with a similar condition (Table S7).

It should be noted that, in the survey, unlike in DOAJ, jour-

Fig. 13. Journal requirements on linking to data by survey journal category. 
DOAJ, Directory of Open Access Journals.
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Fig. 15. Embedded licenses by survey journal category. DOAJ, Directory of 
Open Access Journals.
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Fig. 14. Embedded licenses by journal category in Directory of Open Access 
Journals (DOAJ). OA, open access; APC, article processing charge.
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Fig. 16. License types by journal category in Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ). APC, article processing charge; OA, open access.
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nals could list more than one license. Hence, the 1,350 jour-
nals listed 1,363 responses to this question, and the sum of 
percentages reflect this. Of the 1,350 respondents that replied 
“yes” to Q20, 48 did not provide information about their li-
cense. CC BY was the most widely used among survey jour-
nals, with CC BY-NC-ND in second place. Nearly 50% of these 
journals were compliant with the Plan S requirements.

To what extent is copyright retention without restrictions 
allowed, and if not, what plans to introduce this? (source: 
DOAJ, survey Q22)
Among the DOAJ OA diamond journals, 48.7% stated that 
authors hold the copyright without restrictions compared to 
53.0% of APC-based DOAJ journals (Fig. 17). OA diamond 
journals were slightly less compliant (48.7%) than APC-based 
journals (53.0%). 

In the survey, Q22 asked whether the journal allows authors 
to retain copyright without restrictions. DOAJ journals in the 
survey allowed author copyright retention to a somewhat larger 
extent than survey-only journals; DOAJ journals had a com-
pliance rate of 57.2% compared to 55.3% for survey-only jour-
nals (Fig. 18). Unlike the previously discussed technical ques-
tions, this policy question had few “unknown” or “blank” an-
swers. A majority of responses were positive, meaning that 
the journal conformed to Plan S requirements.

Those who did not answer “yes” to the above question were 
asked in Q23 to indicate whether they intended to allow au-
thors to retain copyright in the future. The responses indicated 
that not many journals plan to change their policies to align 
better with Plan S requirements (Table S8).

Discussion

Key results
This study investigated how well journals in DOAJ and the 
survey conformed to Plan S requirements and recommenda-

Fig. 17. Author copyright retention policy by journal category in Directory of 
Open Access Journals (DOAJ). OA, open access; APC, article processing 
charge.
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tions. Six requirements were confirmed based on the DOAJ 
metadata, which included license, peer review, author copy-
right, article permanent ID, permanent preservation, and ma-
chine-readable license. Peer review was the one requirement 
that all but one journal satisfied. Permanent preservation was 
the requirement with the lowest compliance among journals, 
at 28.9%, and only 19.1% for OA diamond journals (Table 
S9). APC-based journals met more requirements than OA di-
amond journals. The journals that met few criteria were pre-
dominated by OA diamond journals, while APC-based jour-
nals predominated among the journals that satisfied all re-
quirements. 

Interpretation
The most striking difference in peer review requirements is 
that double-blind peer review was more commonly used by 
OA diamond journals, while APC-based journals more com-
monly used blind peer review (Fig. 2). However, this phenom-
enon might have been more a matter of semantics than reality, 
as labels for authors’ and reviewers’ anonymization processes 
vary over time [2]. For small journals, the expense of DOI de-
posits to Crossref is a problem (Fig. 6). The DOI deposition 
cost to Crossref is USD 1 per article; however, the annual mem-
bership fee to Crossref is USD 275 per year, which may be bur-
densome to small societies or institutions. The publisher pays 
the annual fee, so that many journals could be covered by a 
single annual fee if appropriately organized. One method is 
for an organization, such as a publishing company or an edi-
tor’s organization, to sponsor publishers of small journals. 

As for digital archiving, the Plan S requirement for content 
archiving is unclear as to what services conform to the require-
ment (Fig. 8). Journals need guidance on what is meant more 
specifically by archiving in this context, what possibilities ex-
ist, and how journals can use archives at low or no cost. Some 
groups of journals might need financial support to find a work-
ing solution to the archiving requirement.

DOAJ metadata do not provide information on whether 
the journal makes article-level metadata available under a CC0 
license (Fig. 9). However, if a journal deposits article-level meta-
data with DOAJ, the metadata are made available under a CC0 
license in various ways, including API, OAI-PMH, and a full 
data dump of all journal metadata. Therefore, journals depos-
iting article-level metadata with DOAJ fulfill the article meta-
data requirement. cOAlition S requires these metadata to in-
clude funding information, but such information is not yet 
generally available in DOAJ.

A more detailed analysis indicated that larger journals tend-
ed to offer XML or HTML to a more considerable extent than 
smaller ones. Even among APC-based journals with income 
that can be used to pay for XML or secure in-house compe-

tence, XML is only offered by a fifth of them. This means that 
full-text JATS XML is still not a concern for many OA journals.

The low adherence of OA diamond journals to industry stan-
dards, especially to the Plan S technical requirements, might 
originate from the publishers’ or editors’ lack of knowledge 
and skills in journal publishing. Out of the items analyzed, full-
text JATS XML file production and DOI deposit require pay-
ment. Archiving also requires a fee if the journal is archived in 
Portico, LOCKSS, or CLOCKSS. Archiving in a country’s na-
tional library usually requires no cost if the library has an ar-
chiving policy. All other items can be easily adopted if the pub-
lisher or editor understands the above requirements. Other 
descriptions or policies can be easily achieved by the editor or 
publisher through prompt action. It is necessary to inform OA 
diamond journal publishers about the relevant knowledge and 
technologies in light of their incomplete adherence to indus-
try standards (Table S9). 

Comparison with previous studies
The literature has shown that so-called international standards 
(COPE, International Committee of Medical Journal Editors 
[ICMJE]) were far from universally practiced. For example, 
“top-ranked” or Web of Science (WoS)-endorsed journals, 
even when they formally declared that they followed standards, 
had various authorship policies [3,4], as well as distinct dupli-
cate and salami-slicing policies—or even no policies at all [5]. 
However, those three studies were not large-scale investiga-
tions. There is no previous study directly comparable to the 
present study. 

Limitations
There may have been sampling bias as a limitation of volun-
tary participation. 

Generalizability
These large-scale survey results may be able to provide infor-
mation on the current status of adherence to the Plan S require-
ments of OA diamond journals throughout the world. 

Conclusion
It was found how well journals in DOAJ and in the survey 
conformed to Plan S requirements and recommendations. In 
general, smaller journals scored lower on these criteria than 
larger ones, and OA diamond had poorer results than APC-
based journals. Structurally, smaller journals are more likely 
to be OA diamond, so these results imply that the same fac-
tors may manifest themselves in various ways. Size relates to 
the likelihood and operational need for gaining competence—
that is, the larger the journal, the larger the need for compe-
tence, and the better the chances of achieving competence. 
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APCs enable the journal to pay costs and buy competence, ei-
ther by outsourcing functions or by hiring persons in the or-
ganization. This situation does not mean that APCs are the 
solution, but it indicates that funding beyond in-kind contri-
butions must be considered vital to ensure strong and healthy 
OA diamond journals. It also points to a need for journal own-
ers of all kinds to organize journals so that resources are pooled, 
and competence is built up collectively among many journals.
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Dataset files are available from https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/ 
HVGNGY.

Dataset 1. Raw response data from the survey participants of 94 questions 
for open access diamond journals’ status from June 2020 to February 2021 
without identifying information and without free-text answers (CSV). This da-

taset includes, for some questions, data from DOAJ for journals present in 
that database.
Dataset 2. Readme text with the variable list for the survey data file (TXT).
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Supplementary files are available from https://doi.org/10.7910/ 
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journals’ status from June 2020 to February 2021.
Suppl. 2. Data for Figs. 1–18.
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