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Abstract
The ethical case for Open Access (OA) (free online access) to research findings is especially salient
when it is public health that is being compromised by needless access restrictions. But the ethical
imperative for OA is far more general: It applies to all scientific and scholarly research findings
published in peer-reviewed journals. And peer-to-peer access is far more important than direct
public access. Most research is funded so as to be conducted and published, by researchers, in
order to be taken up, used, and built upon in further research and applications, again by researchers
(pure and applied, including practitioners), for the benefit of the public that funded it – not in order
to generate revenue for the peer-reviewed journal publishing industry (nor even because there is
a burning public desire to read much of it). Hence OA needs to be mandated, by researchers'
institutions and funders, for all research.

1. Research Usage. All peer-reviewed research articles are
written for the purpose of being accessed, used, applied
and built upon by all their potential users, everywhere,
not in order to generate royalty income for their author
(or their publisher). (This is not true of writing in general,
such as newspaper and magazine articles by journalists, or
books. It is only true, without exception, of peer-reviewed
research journal articles, and it is true in all disciplines,
without exception: [1]).

2. Publish or Perish. Research productivity and progress
– and hence researchers' careers, salary, research funding,
reputation, and prizes – all depend on the usage and
application of their research findings ("research impact").
This is enshrined in the academic mandate to "publish or
perish," and in the reward system of academic research [2-
4].

3. Access and Impact. The reason the academic reward
system is set up that way is that that is also how research
institutions and research funders benefit from the
research output they produce and fund: by maximizing its
uptake and impact [5]. That is also how the cumulative
research cycle itself progresses and grows, along with the
benefits it provides to society, the public that funds it [6]:
In order to be fully used, applied, and built upon, research needs
to be accessible to all its potential users (and not only to those
that can afford access to the journals in which the research
happens to be published).

4. OA Impact Advantage. Open Access (OA) – free online
access – has been demonstrated [7] to increase research
usage and impact by 25%–250% or more [8-14] (Figure
1).

5. All Disciplines. This "OA Advantage" has been found
in all fields: natural sciences, biomedical sciences, engi-
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neering, social sciences, and humanities. It can be inter-
preted as an indication of how much potential research
impact is being lost and how much potential access and
usage is being denied by not making the research OA.
Hence it is true, without exception, in all fields, that the
potential research benefit is there, if only the research is
made OA.

6. Online Only. OA has only become possible since the
onset of the online era.

7. Gold and Green OA. Research can be made OA in two
ways:

(7a) OA Publishing. Research can be made "Gold OA"
[15,16] by publishing it in an OA journal [17] that makes
it free online. (Some OA journals, but not all, cover their
costs by charging the author-institution for publishing the
article rather than by charging the user-institution for
accessing it, but many Gold OA journals today still con-
tinue to cover their costs via subscriptions to the paper
edition [17].)

(7b) OA Self-Archiving. Research can be made "Green
OA" [15] by publishing it in a conventional, non-OA jour-
nal, but also self-archiving [18] it in the author's Institu-
tional [19] or Central Repository [20], free for all
[19,21,22].

8. Spontaneous OA. Despite its benefits to research,
researchers (pure and applied), their institutions, their
funders, the R&D industry, practitioners [23], and the tax-
paying public that funds the research, only about 15% of

the approximately 2.5 million peer-reviewed research
journal articles published every year are being spontane-
ously self-archived by their authors today (Green OA)
[24]. A somewhat lower percentage of articles are being
published in Gold OA journals, deterred in part by the
cost. Of the approximately 25,000 [25] peer reviewed
journals published today, about 10% [17] are OA. A
recent survey of University of California faculty found that
21% had published at least one article in an OA journal,
whereas 31% had self-archived at least one article on their
website and 14% in their Institutional Repository; 29%
had self-archived at least one preprint of an article [26].

9. Mandated OA. Only Green OA is entirely within the
hands of the research community. Researchers' funders and
institutions cannot mandate Gold OA (hence should not waste
time trying): Research funders and universities cannot
require the non-OA publishers of the 90% of journals that
are non-OA to convert to OA publishing; nor can they
require their researchers to pay OA publishing charges
when the potential funds to pay for it are still tied up in
paying for non-OA subscriptions; nor can (or should)
researchers' funders and institutions divert funds from
elsewhere to pay the extra cost of OA publishing today;
nor can (or should) researchers' funders and institutions
try to decide for their researchers what is the best journal
for their research to be reported in.

10. Self-Archive to Flourish. But researchers' funders and
institutions can (and hence should – and indeed more and
more already do) mandate [27]Green OA self-archiving, as a
natural extension of their existing "publish or perish"
mandate, to maximize the usage and impact of their

Average citation ratios for articles in the same journal and year that were and were not made OA by author self-archivingFigure 1
Average citation ratios for articles in the same journal and year that were and were not made OA by author self-archiving. 
Date span: 1992–2003 [10,11].
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research in the online era ("self-archive to flourish"). A
growing number of institutions and funders are now
beginning to adopt Green OA mandates, especially in the
UK, and also in Europe and Australia. The US is only
beginning to propose mandates; it adopted a Green OA
mandate to self-archive NIH-funded research in Decem-
ber 2007. To date, a total of 35 Green OA mandates has
been adopted, and 8 more proposed [28].

11. Green Journals. About 62% of journals [29] are
Green, meaning they already formally endorse the OA
self-archiving of the author's peer-reviewed final draft
immediately upon acceptance for publication. This means
that 62% (rather than 15%) of articles could already be
made immediately OA today. In addition, 38% of jour-
nals either endorse an embargo of 6 months or longer
before the article is made OA or they do not endorse mak-
ing it OA at all [30]. There is a solution even for this 38%,
however:

12. Mandatory Deposit, Delayed OA. All the mandates
can already require immediate deposit in all cases, speci-
fying that access-privileges for any embargoed deposits
may be made Closed Access rather than Open Access during
the embargo [27]. This means that only their biblio-
graphic metadata are accessible directly; but the Institu-
tional Repositories have an email address box plus a semi-
automatized "email eprint request" button that would-be
users can press to request an individual copy for research
purposes [31]. The author receives the email immediately
and need merely click to authorize the immediate auto-
matic emailing of the eprint to the requester [31]. So
Green OA self-archiving mandates can already provide
immediate OA for 62% of articles, and almost-immediate,
almost-OA for the remaining 38%.

13. Conversion to Gold. Some publishers are lobbying
against Green OA self-archiving mandates, claiming they
will destroy peer review and publishing [32]. All existing
evidence, however, is contrary to this [22,33]. (In the few
fields where Green OA already reached 100% some years
ago, the journal subscriptions are still not being can-
celled.) Moreover, it is quite clear that even if and when
100% Green OA should ever lead to unsustainable sub-
scription cancellations, journals can and will simply con-
vert to Gold OA and institutions will then cover their own
outgoing Gold OA publishing costs by redirecting part of
their windfall subscription cancellation savings on incom-
ing journal articles (published by other institutions) to
cover instead the Gold OA publishing costs for their own
institution's journal article output [34]. The net cost will
also be much lower, as it will only need to pay for peer
review [35] and its certification by the journal's name and
track-record, as the distributed network of OA Institu-

tional Repositories will be the online access-providers and
archivers (and the paper edition will be obsolete) [36].

14. Taxpayer Access. One of the ways the OA movement
is countering the lobbying of publishers against Green OA
mandates is by forming the "Alliance for Taxpayer Access"
(ATA) [37]. This lobbying group is currently focusing
mainly on biomedicine, and the potential health benefits
of tax-payer access to biomedical research. This is certainly
a valid ethical and practical rationale for OA, but it is def-
initely not the sole rationale, nor the primary one [38].
(ATA does stand ready to lobby in support of the full spec-
trum of research, for example, if the Federal Research Pub-
lic Access Act is reintroduced in the US Congress [39]. But
ATA's rationale relies heavily on public access, rather than
researcher-to-researcher access.)

15. Researcher Access. The primary, fundamental and
universal rationale for OA and OA mandates, in all disci-
plines, including biomedicine [40], is researcher-to-
researcher access (including pure and applied researchers,
as well as practitioners, if any; [23]), not public access (nor
even educational access). The vast majority of peer-
reviewed research in all disciplines is not of direct interest
to the lay public (nor even to students, other than gradu-
ate students, who are already researchers). And even in
biomedical research, what provides the greatest public
benefit is the potential research progress (leading to even-
tual applications and cures that benefit the public) that
results from maximizing researcher-to-researcher access.
Direct public access of course comes with the OA territory, but
that is not the sole or primary ethical justification for OA, even
in biomedical research.

16. The Gutenberg Era. The general ethical rationale and
justification for OA is that research is funded, conducted
and published (i) in order to be used and applied as
widely as possible, not (ii) in order to generate revenue for
the journal publishing industry. In the Gutenberg era of
paper publication, the only way to achieve the former was
by allowing access to be restricted to those researchers
whose institutions could afford to subscribe to the paper
edition. That was the only way the true and sizeable costs
of peer-reviewed research publishing could be covered at
all, then.

17. The PostGutenberg Era. But in the PostGutenberg era
of online communication this is no longer true. Hence it
is time for the institutions and funders who employ the
researchers and fund the research to mandate that the
resulting journal articles be made (Green) OA, to the ben-
efit of the entire research community, the vast R&D indus-
try, and the tax-paying public. (This may or may not
eventually lead to a transition to Gold OA; [36,41].)
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18. Maximizing Public Good. It is unethical for the pub-
lishing tail to be allowed to continue to wag the research
dog. The dysfunctionality of the status quo is especially
apparent when it is public health that is being compro-
mised by needless access restrictions, but the situation is
much the same for all scientific and technological
research, and for scholarship too, inasmuch as we see and
fund scholarly research as a public good, not as a subsidy
to the peer-reviewed journal industry [42].

Competing interests
The author(s) declare that they have no competing inter-
ests.

Acknowledgements
The writing of this paper was funded in part by the author's Canada 
Research Chair in Cognitive Sciences and a grant from the Social Science 
and Humanities Research Council of Canada: "Monitoring, measuring and 
maximising research impact."

References
1. Harnad S: Open access to peer-reviewed research through

author/institution self-archiving: Maximizing research
impact by maximizing online access.  J Postgrad Med 2003,
49:337-342 [http://cogprints.org/1639/1/resolution.htm#1.2].

2. Diamond AM Jr: What is a citation worth?  J Human Res 1986,
21:200-215 
[http://www.garfield.library.upenn.edu/essays/v11p354y1988.pdf].

3. Brody T, Carr L, Gingras Y, Hajjem C, Swann A: Incentivizing the
open access research web: Publication-achiving, data-archiv-
ing and scientometrics.  CTWatch Quart 2003, 3(3): 
[http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/14418/].

4. Harnad S: Open Access Scientometrics and the UK Research
Assessment Exercise.  Scientometrics 2007 in press. 
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/14778/

5. Harnad S, Carr L, Brody T, Oppenheim C: Mandated online RAE
CVs linked to university eprint archives: Improving the UK
research assessment exercise whilst making it cheaper and
easier.  Ariadne 2003:35 [http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/issue35/harnad/].

6. Houghton J, Steele C, Sheehan P: Research communication costs
in Australia: Emerging opportunities and benefits.  Report to
Australian Department of Education, Science and Training 2006 [http://
www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/0ACB271F-EA7D-4FAF-B3F7-
0381F441B175/13935/
DEST_Research_Communications_Cost_Report_Sept2006.pdf].

7. The Open Citation Project – Reference Linking and Citation
Analysis for Open Archives   
[http://opcit.eprints.org/oacitation-biblio.html]

8. Lawrence S: Online or invisible?  Nature 2001, 411(6837521
[http://
64.233.179.10scholar?hl=en&lr=&safe=off&q=cache:fbYjuUtOTR4J:w
ww.neci.necom/~lawrence/papers/online-nature01/
onlinnature01.ps.Z+author:%22Lawrence%22+inti
tle:%22Online+or+invisible%22+].

9. Antelman K: Do open-access articles have a greater research
impact?  College Res Libr 2004, 65(5372-382 
[http://www.lib.ncsu.edu/staff/kaantelm/do_open_access_CRL.pdf].

10. Brody T, Harnad S: Comparing the impact of open access (OA)
vs. non-OA articles in the same journals.  D-Lib Magazine 2004,
10(6): [http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/10207/1/06harnad.html].

11. Hajjem C, Harnad S, Gingras Y: Ten-year cross-disciplinary com-
parison of the growth of open access and how it increases
research citation impact.  IEEE Data Eng Bul 2005, 28(439-47
[http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/11688/].

12. Brody T, Harnad S, Carr L: Earlier web usage statistics as pre-
dictors of later citation impact.  J Am Soc Info Sci Tech 2006,
57(81060-1072 [http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/10713/].

13. Eysenbach G: Citation advantage of open access articles.  PLoS
Biol 2006, 4(5): [http://biology.plosjournals.org/perlserv/
?request=get-document&doi=10.1371/journal.pbio.0040157&ct=1].

14. Hitchcock S: The effect of open access and downloads ('hits')
on citation impact: A bibliography of studies.  2007 
[http://www.opcit.eprints.org/oacitation-biblio.html].

15. Harnad S, Brody T, Vallieres F, Carr L, Hitchcock S, Gingras Y,
Oppenheim C, Stamerjohanns H, Hilf E: The access/impact prob-
lem and the green and gold roads to open access.  Serials
Review 2004, 30(4): 
[http://www.nature.com/nature/focus/accessdebate/21.html].

16. Peters P: Going all the way: how Hindawi became an open
access publisher.  Learned Publishing 2007, 20(3191-195 [http://
www.ingentaconnect.com/content/alpsp/lp/2007/00000020/
00000003/art00007].

17. DOAJ Directory of Open Access Journals   
[http://www.doaj.org/]

18. Self-Archiving FAQ  
 [http://www.eprints.org/openaccess/self-faq/]

19. ROAR Registry of Open Access Repositories   
[http://roar.eprints.org]

20. Depot: Central Round-Up, Back-Up and Stop-Gap for UK's
Open Access Institutional Repositories   
[http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/232-guid.html]

21. Harnad S: A subversive proposal.  Scholarly journals at the cross-
roads: A subversive proposal for electronic publishing 1995 
[http://www.arl.org/sc/subversive/]. Association of Research Librar-
ies. Washington, DC

22. Swan A: Open access self-archiving: An introduction.  Technical
report 2005 [http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/11006/]. Joint Information
Systems Committee (JISC)

23. Herxheimer A: Open access to industry's clinically relevant
data.  BMJ 2004, 329:64-65 
[http://www.bmj.com/cgi/content/full/329/7457/64].

24. Hajjem C: Étude de la variation de l'impact de citations des
articles en accès libre.   
[http://www.crsc.uqam.ca/lab/chawki/graphes/EtudeImpact.htm].

25. Ulrichsweb.com   [http://www.ulrichsweb.com/ulrichsweb/]
26. University of California & Greenhouse Associates: Faculty atti-

tudes regarding scholarly communication: Survey findings
from the University of California.  2007 [http://osc.universityof
california.edu/responses/materials/OSC-survey-full-20070828.pdf].
University of California Office of Scholarly Communication and the
California Digital Library eScholarship Program

27. Harnad S: The immediate-deposit/optional access (ID/OA)
Mandate: Rationale and model.  Open Access Archivangelism
[http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/71-guid.html]. Mar
13 2006

28. Alliance for Taxpayer Access: Message #4133   
[https://mx2.arl.org/Lists/SPARC-OAForum/Message/4133.html]

29. Journal policies – Summary statistics so far   
[http://romeo.eprints.org/stats.php]

30. ROMEO Registry of Journal Open Access Self-Archiving Pol-
icies   [http://romeo.eprints.org/stats.php]

31. Harnad S: How the immediate-deposit/optional-access man-
date + the "fair use" button work. Open Access Archivange-
lism. August 5 2007.   [http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/
archives/274-guid.html].

32. Giles J: PR's pit bull takes on open access.  Nature 2007, 45:347
[http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v445/n7126/full/
445347a.html].

33. Berners-Lee T, De Roure D, Harnad S, Shadbolt N: Journal publish-
ing and author self-archiving: Peaceful co-existence and
fruitful collaboration.  Technical Report 2005 
[http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/11160/]. Department of Electronics
and Computer Science, University of Southampton

34. House of Commons: Select Committee on Science and
Technology: Written evidence   [http://www.publications.parlia
ment.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmsctech/399/399we152.htm]

35. Re: The true cost of the essentials (Implementing peer
review)   
[http://users.ecs.soton.ac.uk/harnad/Hypermail/Amsci/0304.html]

36. Harnad S: The green road to open access: A leveraged transi-
tion.  The culture of periodicals from the perspective of the electronic age
2007:99-106 [http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/13309/]. Paris. L'Harmat-
tan

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14699234
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14699234
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14699234
http://cogprints.org/1639/1/resolution.htm#1.2
http://www.garfield.library.upenn.edu/essays/v11p354y1988.pdf
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/14418/
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/14778/
http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/issue35/harnad/
http://www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/0ACB271F-EA7D-4FAF-B3F7-0381F441B175/13935/DEST_Research_Communications_Cost_Report_Sept2006.pdf
http://www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/0ACB271F-EA7D-4FAF-B3F7-0381F441B175/13935/DEST_Research_Communications_Cost_Report_Sept2006.pdf
http://www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/0ACB271F-EA7D-4FAF-B3F7-0381F441B175/13935/DEST_Research_Communications_Cost_Report_Sept2006.pdf
http://opcit.eprints.org/oacitation-biblio.html
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11385534
http://64.233.179.104/scholar?hl=en&lr=&safe=off&q=cache:fbYjuUtOTR4J:www.neci.nec.com/~lawrence/papers/online-nature01/online-nature01.ps.Z+author:%22Lawrence%22+intitle:%22Online+or+invisible%22+
http://64.233.179.104/scholar?hl=en&lr=&safe=off&q=cache:fbYjuUtOTR4J:www.neci.nec.com/~lawrence/papers/online-nature01/online-nature01.ps.Z+author:%22Lawrence%22+intitle:%22Online+or+invisible%22+
http://64.233.179.104/scholar?hl=en&lr=&safe=off&q=cache:fbYjuUtOTR4J:www.neci.nec.com/~lawrence/papers/online-nature01/online-nature01.ps.Z+author:%22Lawrence%22+intitle:%22Online+or+invisible%22+
http://www.lib.ncsu.edu/staff/kaantelm/do_open_access_CRL.pdf
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/10207/1/06harnad.html
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/11688/
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/10713/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16683865
http://biology.plosjournals.org/perlserv/?request=get-document&doi=10.1371/journal.pbio.0040157&ct=1
http://biology.plosjournals.org/perlserv/?request=get-document&doi=10.1371/journal.pbio.0040157&ct=1
http://www.opcit.eprints.org/oacitation-biblio.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/focus/accessdebate/21.html
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/alpsp/lp/2007/00000020/00000003/art00007
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/alpsp/lp/2007/00000020/00000003/art00007
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/alpsp/lp/2007/00000020/00000003/art00007
http://www.doaj.org/
http://www.eprints.org/openaccess/self-faq/
http://roar.eprints.org
http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/232-guid.html
http://www.arl.org/sc/subversive/
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/11006/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15242886
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15242886
http://www.bmj.com/cgi/content/full/329/7457/64
http://www.crsc.uqam.ca/lab/chawki/graphes/EtudeImpact.htm
http://www.ulrichsweb.com/ulrichsweb/
http://osc.universityofcalifornia.edu/responses/materials/OSC-survey-full-20070828.pdf
http://osc.universityofcalifornia.edu/responses/materials/OSC-survey-full-20070828.pdf
http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/71-guid.html
https://mx2.arl.org/Lists/SPARC-OAForum/Message/4133.html
http://romeo.eprints.org/stats.php
http://romeo.eprints.org/stats.php
http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/274-guid.html
http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/274-guid.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v445/n7126/full/445347a.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v445/n7126/full/445347a.html
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/11160/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmsctech/399/399we152.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmsctech/399/399we152.htm
http://users.ecs.soton.ac.uk/harnad/Hypermail/Amsci/0304.html
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/13309/


Publish with BioMed Central   and  every 
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for 
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."

Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK

Your research papers will be:
available free of charge to the entire biomedical community

peer reviewed and published immediately upon acceptance

cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central 

yours — you keep the copyright

Submit your manuscript here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

BioMedcentral

Philosophy, Ethics, and Humanities in Medicine 2007, 2:31 http://www.peh-med.com/content/2/1/31

Page 5 of 5
(page number not for citation purposes)

37. The Alliance for Taxpayer Access   
[http://www.taxpayeraccess.org/]

38. Harnad S: Open access is not just a public health matter.
American Scientist Open Access Forum April 29, 2007.
[http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/237-guid.html].

39. The Alliance for Taxpayer Access  Federal Research Public Access
Act  [http://www.taxpayeraccess.org/frpaa/].

40. McLennan J: House backs taxpayer-funded research access.
American Scientist Open Access Forum July 20, 2007.   [http:/
/listserver.sigmaxi.org/sc/wa.exe?A2=ind07&L=american-scientist-
open-access-forum&D=1&O=D&F=l&S=&P=83025].

41. Harnad S: Optimizing OA Self-Archiving Mandates: What?
Where? When? Why? How? September 27, 2006.   
[http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/136-guid.html].

42. Shadbolt N, Brody T, Carr L, Harnad S: The open research web:
A preview of the optimal and the inevitable.  Open access: Key
strategic, technical and economic aspects 2006 
[http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/12453/]. Oxford, UK, Chandos

http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.taxpayeraccess.org/
http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/237-guid.html
http://www.taxpayeraccess.org/frpaa/
http://listserver.sigmaxi.org/sc/wa.exe?A2=ind07&L=american-scientist-open-access-forum&D=1&O=D&F=l&S=&P=83025
http://listserver.sigmaxi.org/sc/wa.exe?A2=ind07&L=american-scientist-open-access-forum&D=1&O=D&F=l&S=&P=83025
http://listserver.sigmaxi.org/sc/wa.exe?A2=ind07&L=american-scientist-open-access-forum&D=1&O=D&F=l&S=&P=83025
http://openaccess.eprints.org/index.php?/archives/136-guid.html
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/12453/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

	Abstract
	1. Research Usage. All peer-reviewed research articles are written for the purpose of being accessed, used, applied and built upon by all their potential users, everywhere, not in order to generate royalty income for their author (or their publisher). (
	Competing interests
	Acknowledgements
	References

