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Scholar-led publishing and the prestige economy | Andrew R. du Rocher

Thoughts on how scholar-led 
publishing can overcome the 
effect of the prestige economy

An increase in the development of scholar-led diamond open access (DOA) journals might be part of the 
future of academic publishing. However, a successful outcome to such an endeavour would require a 
broad range of well-published and early career academics to publish in them. Higher education institutions 
and their academics compete in a global prestige market. Therefore, the problem of the prestige economy 
may need to be overcome in order to encourage academics to publish in newly created scholar-led DOA 
journals. Contributions to publishing in and editing scholar-led DOA journals need to be recognized, and 
endorsed, by managerial staff and/or higher education institutions. Moreover, people can be affected 
by a status quo bias, are loss averse, often prefer to remain consistent with previous decisions and are 
motivated to avoid the potential for regret. The prestige economy may be reinforced by these effects 
when authors select a journal as an outlet for their work. Moreover, existing attitudes, habits and an 
author’s self-concept can affect how they select a journal. These cognitive effects could be targeted by a 
professional development intervention aimed at increasing the likelihood of authors selecting a scholar-led 
DOA journal as an outlet for their work.
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Introduction

Current ideas on the future of academic publishing include the involvement of academics 
in collective and collaborative not-for-profit open access publishing (Adema & Moore, 2018; 
Loacker, 2021). The creation of independent scholar-led online open access journals can 
include editorial and formatting practices that involve more creativity than the industrialized 
style of production used by traditional journals (Loacker, 2021). A publishing model that 
can be adopted by scholar-led journals is the diamond open access (DOA) model. The DOA 
model involves the not-for-profit online publishing of academic work. In this model there 
are no financial costs to readers, authors or libraries (Fuchs & Sandoval, 2013). The move 
towards scholar-led DOA publishing is clearly a positive one, but it has yet to become the 
dominant form of publishing. Moreover, the number of authors publishing in predatory 
journals might be reduced if more opportunities exist for authors to publish in scholar-led 
DOA journals (du Rocher, 2025; Teixeira da Silva et al., 2022). The present discussion 
focuses on some predictable barriers to the success of newly developed scholar-led DOA 
journals and a possible professional development intervention to the predicted barriers.

A successful outcome to the development of new scholar-led DOA journals would  
require a broad range of academics to publish in them. Contributing authors would need 
to be a mixture of well-published academics as well as early career academics, and not just 
academics who might feel the need to publish in less well-known journals. Contributing 
authors would also need to be from higher education institutions in non-western, global 
south, and/or developing countries as well as higher education institutions in western, 
global north, and/or developed countries. The success of these new journals would also 
require well-published academics to be involved in the creation and management of the 



2 journals, as well as the publication of research in the journals. Otherwise, such journals 
may be perceived as existing solely for authors who might feel the need to publish in 
less well-known journals. To achieve this goal, there are several barriers that need to be 
considered. Thus, the following discussion focuses on the problem of the prestige economy 
in higher education, some well-known effects in the judgement and decision-making 
literature, and how attitudes and habits might affect an author’s choice of journal when 
publishing their work.

The prestige problem

Databases order journals into a prestige hierarchy and compare academics’ citation scores 
against other academics (Hyland, 2023). Higher education institutions and their academics 
compete in a global prestige market, where the traded commodities may not have a direct 
monetary value (Blackmore, 2016). Career development is often a reward 
for publication in prestigious journals (Hyland, 2023). The desire to obtain 
prestige by publishing in well-known research journals is fundamental to the 
prestige economy in academia (Blackmore & Kandiko, 2011). The academic 
publishing process includes an interaction between a monetary economy 
and a prestige economy which fuels a system of academic capitalism 
(Blackmore & Kandiko, 2011). For example, well known journal publishers 
who charge monetary fees for their services can offer prestige to authors 
which in turn aids their academic career progression. As academics are 
not financially rewarded for their articles this prestige serves as the only 
payment. Although this prestige is reliant upon perception, it may manifest 
a cyclical effect. For example, the prestige received as payment from the 
publisher to the author aids their host higher education institution to increase their own 
prestige by recruiting more well-published academics (in addition to fee-paying students). 
Moreover, a well-cited article (by an academic at a prestigious higher education institution) 
increases the prestige of the journal in which it is published. Journals that are published 
and distributed with printed paper copies can be seen as more prestigious than electronic 
online only journals and can charge higher subscription fees. Prestige can therefore have a 
theoretical financial value (Tötösy de Zepetnek & Jia, 2014). However, although so-called 
prestigious journals do publish high-value research articles, they also publish low-value 
articles. By contrast, so-called low prestige journals also publish high-value research articles 
(Starbuck, 2005).

The need for academics to gain attention from readers, funding organizations and 
institutional promotion boards can mean that attention also serves as a form of capital and 
currency (Franck, 2016). Thus, academic publishing has also become entwined with a form of 
attention economy (Hyland, 2023), as well as the prestige economy (Blackmore & Kandiko, 
2011). Survey based research (Niles et al., 2020) shows that the three most important 
factors affecting the choice of journal when deciding where to publish academic papers 
were the desirability of the readership, journal and/or publisher prestige and whether the 
authors’ peers read content from the journal or publisher on a regular basis. The perceived 
value of journal prestige, impact factors and citation scores were weakly negatively correlated 
with age. Thus, there may be a tendency for (at least some) older authors to be less affected 
by these factors than younger authors. In addition, this study showed that authors were 
likely to think their peers valued journal or publisher prestige, journal citation scores and 
impact factors more than they did. By contrast, authors appeared to think that they valued 
whether the journal was open access, and valued the desirability of the journal’s readership, 
more than their peers did. Furthermore, over half of early career faculty admitted that they 
make publishing decisions based on what they perceive as being important for their career 
progression and promotion. This included choosing publication outlets for their work based 
on perceived journal prestige (Niles et al., 2020).

The perception of prestige may bias social learning processes. For example, people who are 
perceived as being prestigious can be preferentially copied in some situations (Henrich &  
Gil-White, 2001; Jiménez & Mesoudi, 2019). The brain’s basal ganglia complex (which 

‘The desire to obtain 
prestige by publishing 
in well-known 
research journals is 
fundamental to the 
prestige economy in 
academia’



3 includes the striatum) is part of a reward-related, brain-behavioural system that is modulated 
by the neurochemical dopamine. This system is activated during interactions that result in 
cooperation, trust formation, and thus, social learning (Delgado, 2007). Therefore, the striatum 
might well be sensitive to the perceived social status of others (Koski et al., 2015). Thus, early 
career academics may preferentially try to publish in well-known journals, as they are simply 
emulating other academics in their institution who are much further along in their career.

There has also been extensive discussion about how national research evaluation exercises 
and hierarchical career environments contribute to the prestige economy. In short, 
publishing in prestigious academic journals is perceived as important in countries that 
have adopted strict research evaluation frameworks, which are combined 
with competitive career environments. Moreover, research evaluation is 
often based on journal metrics which are seen as proxies for measures of 
research quality. In research intensive universities, this evaluation affects 
the likelihood of promotion and can also affect who has access to resources 
(Kwiek, 2021). However, in several countries there has been a move towards 
responsible assessment when conducting research evaluation exercises (for 
discussion see Morgan-Thomas et al., 2024). This responsible assessment 
is conducted by panels of experts whose judgment and decision-making 
are not supposed to be based upon journal metrics. The UK Research 
Excellence Framework (REF) is an example of a move towards responsible 
assessment. There is, however, still some concern that journal metrics and perceived journal 
prestige could influence decisions made by panels of experts conducting the next REF 
(Morgan-Thomas et al., 2024).

There are also likely to be some other factors that reinforce the prestige economy and any 
bias towards the desire to publish in well-known and/or prestigious journals. Hence the 
factors that need consideration here include the bias towards maintaining the status quo, 
effects of judgment and decision-making, and the effects of authors’ attitudes, habits and 
their self-concept.

‘research evaluation 
is often based on 
journal metrics which 
are seen as proxies for 
measures of research 
quality’

The status quo bias

The human predisposition for the selection and maintenance of one’s current and/or 
previous choices has been termed ‘the status quo bias’ (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). 
People can assume that the existence of a situation is evidence that it is good (Eidelman 
et al., 2009). They can also be motivated to favour social systems that already exist and 
can therefore be motivated to maintain the status quo (Jost et al., 2004). In addition, they 
can be inclined to rate an existing business administration requirement as being higher in 
goodness, rightness and closer to the way things should be in comparison to an alternative 
business administration requirement (Eidelman et al., 2009). It is easy to see how the 
assumption that an existing situation or system of administration must be good can 
contribute to the maintenance of the prestige economy. If authors assume that the current 
prestige-based hierarchy in research journals is right and good, then this will obviously 
affect their choice of where to publish. During decision-making the salience of any status 
quo maintaining option may be greater than the salience of the options that represent a 
change. This salience may increase selection of the status quo maintaining option  
(Miceli & Suri, 2023). In the context of the current debate, well-known and/or prestigious 
journals would be more salient than new scholar-led DOA journals.

Biases in judgement and decision-making

Journal reputation, international specialist audience and open access status have all been 
categorized as a set of general criteria that facilitate a general trend that occurs when 
researchers choose where to publish their work. This seems to result in a bandwagon effect 
where researchers base their publishing decisions on the perceived publishing choices of other 
researchers (Johann et al., 2024). There is not much research available that specifically explores 
judgment and decision-making when authors make their choice of journal as an outlet for their 



4 work. The existing literature on judgment and decision-making is, however, likely to be quite 
informative when considering how academics might choose where to publish. For example, 
prospective gains and prospective losses are considered in comparison to any current state, and 
people tend to be loss averse (Tversky & Kahneman, 1991). Thus, authors may be concerned 
that if they publish in a new scholar-led DOA journal they will lose either status, citation 
counts and/or the chance of promotion relative to if they publish in an established journal or 
prestigious journal. Moreover, they can prefer to make decisions that remain consistent with 
previous decision-making (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988) and are motivated to avoid the 
potential for regret, which is more likely to result from action as opposed to inaction (Ritov & 
Baron, 1992). All these biases in judgment and decision-making may be a barrier to authors 
choosing to publish in a different type of journal than they chose on previous occasions.

Attitudes and habits

A person’s attitudes can be considered as their tendencies to appraise objects or entities 
with a degree of disfavour or favour (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Attitudes that are strong 
can be stable over prolonged periods of time and have an impact upon a person’s 
behaviour (Howe & Krosnick, 2017). Thus, it is easy to see how attitudes that are based 
upon an acceptance of the current prestige-based hierarchy in research journals and an 
acceptance of the prestige economy in academia would affect an author’s choice of where 
to publish. It has been argued that strong attitudes often facilitate the formation of habits. 
A person’s habits can be described as their propensities towards producing automatic 
behavioural responses to environmental cues that have already activated behaviour in 
previous situations (Verplanken & Orbell, 2022). The level of journal prestige might be 
such an environmental cue that leads to a habitual behavioural response when authors are 
making choices of journals as an outlet for their work. A person’s own behaviour can be 
rewarding if it shares a high level of consistency with their own self-concept. This might 
promote behaviour repetition and thus habit formation (Verplanken & Orbell, 2022). A 
person’s self-concept is their sense of themself. This would include all the person’s feelings 
and thoughts referring to the self as an object (Rosenberg, 1989). It is possible that the 
self-concept of some authors is congruent with the desire to publish in traditional high 
prestige high impact journals. By contrast, the self-concept of other authors might be more 
congruent with the desire to publish in scholar-led DOA journals.

Towards an intervention

A widespread policy needs to be adopted to ensure that members of research evaluation 
panels, and institutional promotion panels, are not influenced by journal metrics and perceived 
journal prestige. This policy then needs to be made salient to university faculty. This opinion 
piece has considered how the prestige economy might be reinforced by the status quo bias 
and the effects of authors judgment and decision-making (and their interrelated attitudes 
and habits) when they make decisions of where to publish their work. This may impair the 
success of newly created scholar-led DOA journals. Editors of such journals will not have 
direct access to these potential contributing authors, so will not easily be able to address 
this issue. By contrast, senior academics, managerial staff and higher education institutions 
themselves do have direct access to faculty who are the potential contributing authors who 
might publish in new scholar-led DOA journals. An intervention could be developed and used 
in professional development sessions that is based on targeting some of the 
biases in cognitive processing that are described above. Behaviour changes 
and professional development in university faculty can be facilitated by social 
learning processes, and exposure to behaviour in social groups can change 
the cognitive-behavioural activity of university faculty (Bond & Blevins, 2020). 
Moreover, the science of judgment and decision-making focuses on the links 
between cognitive processes and specific outcomes, and can therefore inform 
the design of cognitive behavioural interventions (Leddy et al., 2013). Such 
an intervention could be used in professional development sessions aimed at 
targeting how authors make decisions of where to publish their work.

‘Behaviour changes 
and professional 
development in 
university faculty can 
be facilitated by social 
learning processes’



5 To reduce the status quo bias (described above) professional development sessions need 
to increase the salience of scholar-led DOA journals relative to the salience of prestigious 
journals. This could be achieved via professional development sessions where faculty are 
introduced to the concept of scholar-led DOA publishing. The bias towards loss aversion 
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1991) and motivation to avoid regret (Ritov & Baron, 1992) could also 
be addressed. For example, these training sessions can reinforce the notion that academic 
status will not be lost when publishing in scholar-led DOA journals as opposed to high prestige 
journals and reinforce the notion that faculty will not be assessed on personal citation counts.

Professional development sessions could also focus on attitudes that affect publishing 
choice. A holistic understanding of attitudes incorporates three contexts: 1) the person 
as a whole, which includes values, goals and emotional and developmental influences; 
2) the social context, which includes interactions with social communication including 
digital media; and 3) the broad socio-historical context, which includes political, climatic, 
economic and cultural events (Albarracin & Shavitt, 2018). All three contexts can be 
targeted in an attitude change intervention where faculty are introduced to the concept 
of the prestige economy and the opposing concept of scholar-led DOA publishing. Faculty 
can be encouraged to consider how the values and goals of scholar-led DOA journals (as 
opposed to traditional or prestigious journals) can fit with their own values, goals and 
the social context of their own interaction with research journals. Moreover, the broader 
socio-historical context of the move towards scholar-led DOA publishing can be taught. This 
component of the attitude change intervention could reinforce an understanding of the need 
for, and benefits of, global public access to research and creative works, and the gradual 
shift towards conceptualizing DOA as a public service (e.g. Fuchs & Sandoval, 2013). If this 
results in the formation of strong and stable attitudes, then this could aid the formation of 
new habitual behaviour (Verplanken & Orbell, 2022).

Interventions aimed at changing habitual responding can be based upon targeting the links 
between environmental cues and habitual behavioural responses (Verplanken & Orbell, 2022). 
Accordingly, the above intervention based on attitude change may subsequently change 
habitual responses by targeting the link between the environmental cue (perceived level of 
journal prestige) and the behavioural response (author’s choice of journal as an outlet for 
their work). However, the frequency and consistency of a new behaviour, as well as the degree 
of positive affect that is related to a new behaviour, can affect whether a new behaviour 
eventually results in the formation of a new habitual response (Lally & Gardner, 2013). The 
experience of reward can encourage new habitual behaviour (Verplanken & Orbell, 2022). For 
example, behaviour that results in approval from other people may become habitual if it is 
reinforced by a reward-related brain-behavioural system in the basal ganglia complex (which 
includes the striatum) that is modulated by the neurochemical dopamine (Amaya &  
Smith, 2018). Therefore, as discussed by Fuchs and Sandoval (2013), the publication of 
research papers in new scholar-led DOA journals needs to be approved of, and rewarded 
by, senior academics, managerial staff and the higher education institutions themselves. 
Moreover, universities should adopt institutional policies that recognize 
the work of their staff if they have contributed to running a DOA journal. 
Universities could also prioritize taking publications in scholar-led DOA 
journals into account when considering promotions and conducting research 
publication evaluation (Fuchs & Sandoval, 2013).

Exposing faculty to the values and goals of DOA publishing (Fuchs & 
Sandoval, 2013) might encourage the modification of the part of their 
self-concept that relates to their attitudes and habits concerning where they 
publish their work. Moreover, a perspective on information communication 
referred to as ‘digital socialism’ asks that the internet is used for collective 
not-for-profit public digital communication (Fuchs, 2020). Professional development sessions 
can be used to encourage faculty to find a link between parts of their self-concept that relate 
to publishing decisions and political perspectives on internet publishing. After all, a person’s 
self-concept is likely to be malleable (DeSteno & Salovey, 1997; Richman et al., 2015) and can 
therefore potentially be changed via an intervention.

‘Universities could 
also prioritize 
taking publications 
in scholar-led DOA 
journals into account’



6 The professional development intervention described here would target how authors make 
decisions of where to publish their work. Outcome measures would be needed for such an 
intervention. These should include an attitude-change assessment where the strengths of 
positive attitudes towards publishing in scholar-led DOA journals relative to publishing in 
high prestige journals are measured pre- and post-educational instruction. In the longer-term, 
institutions need to monitor whether faculty have increased the number of articles submitted 
to scholar-led DOA journals relative to traditional high prestige journals. Moreover, institutions 
need to monitor if there is an increase in the number of articles in scholar-led DOA journals 
relative to traditional high prestige journals that are submitted as part 
of future national research assessment exercises. In short, the prestige 
component of the prestige economy needs to be replaced with a DOA 
component, so that publishing in DOA journals is desired, approved of and 
rewarded more than publishing in prestigious journals.

‘the prestige 
component of the 
prestige economy 
needs to be 
replaced with a DOA 
component, so that 
publishing in DOA 
journals is desired’

Conclusion

An increase in the development of scholar-led DOA journals might be part 
of the future of academic publishing. However, a successful outcome to 
such an endeavour would require a broad range of well-published and early 
career academics to publish in the journals. In order to encourage academics 
to publish in newly created DOA journals (or contribute to creating or 
editing the journals) the problem of the prestige economy may need to be overcome. Thus, 
publishing in, and involvement with, scholar-led DOA journals need to be recognized and 
endorsed by managerial staff and/or higher education institutions themselves. People can 
be affected by a status quo bias (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988), are generally loss averse 
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1991), often prefer to remain consistent with previous decisions 
(Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988) and are generally motivated to avoid the potential for 
regret (Ritov & Baron, 1992). The prestige economy may be reinforced by these effects 
which may occur when authors select a journal as an outlet for their work. Moreover, 
existing attitudes, habits and an author’s self-concept could also affect how they select 
a journal as an outlet for their work. However, these cognitive effects could be changed 
via a professional development intervention aimed at increasing the likelihood of authors 
selecting a scholar-led DOA journal as an outlet for their work.

Abbreviations and Acronyms

A list of the abbreviations and acronyms used in this and other Insights articles can be accessed here – click on the following URL 
and then select the ‘full list of industry A&As’ link: http://www.uksg.org/publications#aa.

Competing interests

The author has declared no competing interests.

References

Adema, J., & Moore, S. A. (2018). Collectivity and collaboration: Imagining new forms of communality to create resilience in scholar-led publishing.  
Insights, 31(3), 1–11.  
https://doi.org/10.1629/uksg.399 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Albarracin, D., & Shavitt, S. (2018). Attitudes and attitude change. Annul Review of Psychology, 69, 299–327.  
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011911 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Amaya, K. A., & Smith, K. S. (2018). Neurobiology of habit formation. Current Opinion in Behavioral Science, 20, 145–152.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.01.003 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Blackmore, P. (2016). Prestige in academic life: Excellence and exclusion. Routledge.

Blackmore, P., & Kandiko, C. B. (2011). Motivation in academic life: A prestige economy. Research in Post-Compulsory Education, 16(4), 399–411.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/13596748.2011.626971 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Bond, M. A., & Blevins, S. J. (2020). Using faculty professional development to foster organizational change: A social learning framework. TechTrends: 
Organizational Training and Performance, 64, 229–237.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-019-00459-2 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Delgado, M. R. (2007). Reward-related responses in the human striatum. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1104(1), 70–88.  
https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1390.002 (accessed 14 November 2025).

http://www.uksg.org/publications#aa
https://doi.org/10.1629/uksg.399
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011911
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/13596748.2011.626971
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-019-00459-2
https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1390.002


7
DeSteno, D., & Salovey, P. (1997). Structural Dynamism in the Concept of Self: A Flexible Model for a Malleable Concept. Review of General Psychology, 
1(4), 389–409.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.1.4.389 (accessed 14 November 2025).

du Rocher, A. R. (2025). Is Kropotkin’s mutual aid the antidote to the predatory journal problem? tripleC: Communication, Capitalism & Critique, 23(1), 
47–69.  
https://doi.org/10.31269/triplec.v23i1.1548 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Eidelman, S., Crandall, C. S., & Pattershall, J. (2009). The existence bias. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97(5), 765–775.  
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0017058 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Franck, G. (2016). Vanity fairs: Competition in the service of self-esteem. Mind and Matter, 14(2), 155–165.  
http://mind-matter.de/resources/pdf/franckwww.pdf (accessed 14 November 2025).

Fuchs, C. (2020). Communicative socialism/digital socialism. tripleC: Communication, Capitalism & Critique, 18(1), 1–31.  
https://doi.org/10.31269/triplec.v18i1.1144 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Fuchs, C., & Sandoval, M. (2013). The diamond model of open access publishing: Why policy makers, scholars, universities, libraries, labour unions and the 
publishing world need to take non-commercial, non-profit open access serious. tripleC: Communication, Capitalism & Critique, 11(2), 428–443.  
https://doi.org/10.31269/triplec.v11i2.502 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Henrich, J., & Gil-White, F. J. (2001). The evolution of prestige: Freely conferred deference as a mechanism for enhancing the benefits of cultural 
transmission. Evolution and Human Behavior, 22(3), 165–196.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00071-4 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Howe, L. C., & Krosnick, J. A. (2017). Attitude strength. Annual Review of Psychology, 68, 327–351.  
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033600 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Hyland, K. (2023). Academic publishing and the attention economy. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 64, 1–10.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2023.101253 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Jiménez, Á. V., & Mesoudi, A. (2019). Prestige-biased social learning: current evidence and outstanding questions. Palgrave Communications, 5(20), 1–12.  
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-019-0228-7 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Johann, D., Neufeld, J., Thomas, K., Rathmann, J., & Rauhut, H. (2024). The impact of researchers’ perceived pressure on their publication strategies. 
Research Evaluation, 00, 1–16.  
https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvae011 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2004). A decade of system justification theory: Accumulated evidence of conscious and unconscious bolstering of 
the status quo. Political Psychology, 25(6), 881–919.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Koski, J., Xie, H., & Olson, I. R. (2015). Understanding social hierarchies: The neural and psychological foundations of status perception. Social 
Neuroscience, 10(5), 527–550.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2015.1013223 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Kwiek, M. (2021). The prestige economy of higher education journals: a quantitative approach. Higher Education, 81, 493–519.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-020-00553-y (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Lally, P., & Gardner, B. (2013). Promoting habit formation. Health Psychology Review, 7(sup1), S137–S158.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2011.603640 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Leddy, M. A., Anderson, B. L., & Schulkin, J. (2013). Cognitive-behavioral therapy and decision science. New Ideas in Psychology, 31(3), 173–183.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2013.01.001 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Loacker, B. (2021). Challenging thought at ephemera: Attempting to think and organize differently. Ephemera Theory & Politics in Organization, 21(4), 
143–162.  
https://ephemerajournal.org/sites/default/files/2024-05/21.4Loacker.pdf (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Miceli, A. C., & Suri, G. R. (2023). The role of attention in status quo bias. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 76(9), 2122–2138.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218221136827 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Morgan-Thomas, A., Tsoukas, S., Dudau, A., & Gaska, P. (2024). Beyond declarations: Metrics, rankings and responsible assessment. Research Policy, 
53(10), 1–12.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2024.105093 (accessed 14 November 2025).

Niles, M. T., Schimanski, L. A., McKiernan, E. C., & Alperin, J. P. (2020). Why we publish where we do: Faculty publishing values and their relationship to 
review, promotion and tenure expectations. PLoS ONE, 15(3), e0228914.  
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0228914 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Richman, S. B., Slotter, E. B., Gardner, W. L., & DeWall, C. N. (2015). Reaching out by changing what’s within: Social exclusion increases self-concept 
malleability. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 57, 64–77.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.11.008 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Ritov, I., & Baron, J. (1992). Status-quo and omission biases. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 5(1), 49–61.  
https://www.sas.upenn.edu/~baron/papers.htm/sq.html (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Rosenberg, M. (1989). Self-concept research: A historical overview. Social Forces, 68(1), 34–44.  
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/68.1.34 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Samuelson, W., & Zeckhauser, R. (1988). Status quo bias in decision making. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 1(1), 7–59.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00055564 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Starbuck, W. H. (2005). How much better are the most-prestigious journals? The statistics of academic publication. Organisation Science, 16(2), 180–200.  
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0107 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Teixeira da Silva, J. A., Moradzadeh, M., Adjei, K. O. K., Owusu-Ansah, C. M., Balehegn, M., Faúndez, E. I., Janodia, M.D. & Al-Khatib, A. (2022). An 
integrated paradigm shift to deal with “predatory” publishing. The Journal of Academic Librarianship, 48(1), 1–15.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2021.102481 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.1.4.389
https://doi.org/10.31269/triplec.v23i1.1548
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0017058
http://mind-matter.de/resources/pdf/franckwww.pdf
https://doi.org/10.31269/triplec.v18i1.1144
https://doi.org/10.31269/triplec.v11i2.502
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00071-4
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033600
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2023.101253
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-019-0228-7
https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvae011
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2015.1013223
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-020-00553-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2011.603640
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2013.01.001
https://ephemerajournal.org/sites/default/files/2024-05/21.4Loacker.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218221136827
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2024.105093
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0228914
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.11.008
https://www.sas.upenn.edu/~baron/papers.htm/sq.html
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/68.1.34
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00055564
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2021.102481


8

To cite this article:
du Rocher AR, “Thoughts on how scholar-led publishing can overcome the effect of the prestige economy,” 
Insights, 2025, 38: 18, 1–8; DOI: https://doi.org/10.1629/uksg.699

Article copyright: © 2025 Andrew R. du Rocher. This is an open access article distributed under the terms 
of the Creative Commons Attribution Licence, which permits unrestricted use and distribution provided the 
original author and source are credited.  

Published by UKSG in association with Ubiquity Press. 

Corresponding author:
Andrew R. du Rocher
Institute of Social Science  
Sheffield Hallam University  
United Kingdom
E-mail: a.du-rocher@shu.ac.uk
ORCID ID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0753-3523

Submitted on 18 December 2024             Accepted on 27 February 2025             Published on 16 December 2025

Tötösy de Zepetnek, S., & Jia, J. (2014). Electronic journals, prestige, and the economics of academic journal publishing. CLCWeb: Comparative Literature 
and Culture, 16(1), 1–12.  
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/clcweb/vol16/iss1/12 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1991). Loss aversion in riskless choice: A reference-dependent model. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 106(4), 1039–1061.  
https://doi.org/10.2307/2937956 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

Verplanken, B., & Orbell, S. (2022). Attitudes, Habits, and Behavior Change. Annual Review of Psychology, 73, 327–352.  
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-020821-011744 (accessed 14 November 2025). 

https://doi.org/10.1629/uksg.699
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:a.du-rocher@shu.ac.uk
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0753-3523
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/clcweb/vol16/iss1/12
https://doi.org/10.2307/2937956
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-020821-011744

	Thoughts on how scholar-led publishing can overcome the effect of the prestige economy
	Introduction
	The prestige problem
	The status quo bias
	Biases in judgement and decision-making
	Attitudes and habits
	Towards an intervention
	Conclusion
	Abbreviations and Acronyms
	Competing interests
	References




Accessibility Report



		Filename: 

		Insights_699.pdf






		Report created by: 

		systemadmin


		Organization: 

		





 [Personal and organization information from the Preferences > Identity dialog.]


Summary


The checker found no problems in this document.



		Needs manual check: 3


		Passed manually: 0


		Failed manually: 0


		Skipped: 1


		Passed: 28


		Failed: 0





Detailed Report



		Document




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set


		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF


		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF


		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order


		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified


		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar


		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents


		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast


		Page Content




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged


		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged


		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order


		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided


		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged


		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker


		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts


		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses


		Navigation links		Needs manual check		Navigation links are not repetitive


		Forms




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged


		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description


		Alternate Text




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text


		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read


		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content


		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation


		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text


		Tables




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot


		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR


		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers


		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column


		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary


		Lists




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L


		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI


		Headings




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting







Back to Top


