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Book review

Who knew that, albeit being two of the most 
lucrative scienti!c publishers of our time, Elsevier 
and Springer Nature are also the leading actors 
of open access (OA)?  In an era where publishers 
became data companies and hybrid or gold OA a 
lucrative business model, Samuel Moore’s book 
helps understanding not only the spectrum of OA 
but also the various logics of governance it entails. 
Moore convincingly defends one core argument: 
instead of focusing on OA as a horizon, publish-
ing should be governed with care as a scholarly, 
small-scale commons. 

The core argument of the book is rooted in a 
critique of OA, yet not as a principle – to which the 
author obviously subscribes – but as a contem-
porary social, economic, and political reality. As a 
principle, OA according to Moore  “does not have 
a !xed meaning or stable politics” (p. 6), which 
explains the debates over three decades around 
the distinction between ‘green’ (based in insti-
tutional repositories), ‘gold’ (based on existing 
journals and the APC system), and most recently 
‘diamond’ versions of OA alongside their features 
(infrastructures, costs, availability). As a reality, 
though, and although it has been invested in by 
many scholars to reclaim control over knowledge 
production and dissemination, OA has enriched 
commercial publishers more than it has harmed 
the massive control they have over scienti!c publi-
cation. The article or book processing charges (A/
BPC) system – that is, authors paying through 
research grants for OA papers for sums !xed by 

the publisher – for example represents, according 
to a publishing consultancy, a market value of 
over $2 billion in 2022 (p. 16).  

In this context, Moore’s book addresses a crucial 
and politically loaded question: how should OA be 
governed? Moore’s answer starts with considering 
OA in another way than that of a goose laying 
golden eggs for publishers or a novel market tool 
for policy makers (p. 22), and instead as a common 
resource and more importantly even as a ‘practice 
of commoning’ (p. 25). The emphasis Moore 
puts on practices entails a critique of a license-
centered understanding of the commons, widely 
spread in publishing, reducing OA to critiques of 
ownership and what the legal scholar James Boyle 
coined a ‘public domain of resources’ (p. 44). This 
approach obliterates the commoners themselves 
and their ways of self-organising production and 
governance (p. 55). De!ning this locally produced 
publishing horizon for scholars as commoners, 
Moore underlines, entails an emancipatory 
potential, which is currently speculative as a possi-
bility (p. 57). 

The brick on which Moore builds his answer is 
thus provided by the general framework of ‘the 
commons’. However, in Ernesto Laclau’s words, the 
commons is a ‘#oating signi!er’ that can relate to 
almost everything (p. 9). Moore’s ambition then is 
to de!ne more speci!cally what commons within 
academic publishing means beyond the mere 
‘freely accessible’ feature and capitalist standards 
(p.11). Drawing on theories of care (Tronto, 1993; 
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Mol, 2008; Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017), Moore 
suggests that commons should be evaluated 
through a renewed epistemic lens placing the 
importance on ‘‘process over outputs, cultures 
over outcomes” (p. 27). In this perspective, the 
lens of care provides an open-ended epistemic 
framework to assess non-normative relations 
between humans and objects, and between 
scholars themselves, and the infrastructures of 
their careers. Away from simply advocating for 
more care in scholar publications, Moore subtly 
uses this framework to support another argument 
of his book: denouncing the looming homoge-
neity in marketised publications and promoting 
bibliodiversity through a variety of small-scale 
communities. In this sense, the book contributes 
to the understanding of the threats of commodi!-
cation of research on its very quality.

Moore’s ‘entanglement’ in the transition to OA, 
especially his involvement in the Radical Open 
Access Collective (ROAC), provides him both 
with epistemic reflexivity and the material to 
analyse the diverse practices of OA. The epistemic 
standpoint of Moore, expressed through Donna 
Haraway’s ‘staying with the trouble’ approach, 
is that of a researcher involved in “radical open 
access” politics (p. 30). Being entangled in a 
dense network of collective initiatives clearly 
informs the author’s perspective: many of the 
book’s arguments are grounded in a collec-
tive, cumulative re#ection, as evidenced by the 
many citations to like-minded scholars (e.g. 
Janneke Adema, Martin Eve, Rebekka Kiesewetter, 
Cameron Neylon). As for the research materials 
used by Moore, there are a mix of scienti!c, insti-
tutional, activist, and communication materials 
and interviews conducted in the research project 
“Changing Publishing Ecologies. A Landscape 
Study of New University Presses and Academic-

led Publishing” (p. 106). Although the method-
ology used by Moore is not explicit, one could 
argue that Moore used what Robert Merton 
would have called ‘strategic research material’ 
for the study of the many entanglements of OA, 
commons, and care. Those multiple strategic 
research sites cover di$erent scales and spaces for 
observing the politics of OA: the institutional level 
with coAlitionS, the organisational level with Else-
vier’s Digital Commons or the Creative Commons 
organisation, and the community level with ROAC. 
The polarisation of actors involved in OA politics, 
starting with the institutional and top-down 
organisations to end with the scholar-led projects, 
is of great importance for the proceedings of 
the demonstration. While dominating actors 
of OA according to Moore “rehearse the values 
of neoliberalism and are ultimately impotent 
against the marketisation of publishing” (p. 34), 
small-scale, scholarly/librarian-led publishers and 
their infrastructures succeed more in injecting 
care ethics into OA practices. In other terms: the 
author advocates for turning away from ‘bold’ 
institutional policies like PlanS, condemning the 
absurd ‘commons washing’ by for-pro!t scienti!c 
publishers, to invest more into community-based 
projects such as ROAC.

For STS, Moore’s book contributes to the 
advancement of research on the material and 
symbolic conditions of academic autonomy. 
Indeed, investigating academic publishing infra-
structures in a context where for-pro!t companies 
put publication ‘under pressure’ (Hanson et al. 
2024) appears as crucial as academic careers 
(Merton, 1942) or science as an autonomous !eld 
(Bourdieu, 1976). Another contribution of Moore’s 
book, though not explicit, is to the research 
on maintenance and the ‘care of things’ which 
political reach lies in going against the tendency 
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of producing always more (Denis & Pontille, 2025). As a community, researchers reading this provocative 
book are bound to be prompted on the following question: what do we care for? And how to maintain the 
value of our work? The resistance implied by committing to practices of care instead of the ‘choice logics’ 
of for-pro!t publishers (focusing on individual outcomes, homogenising tendencies of publishing) appears 
as a new criterium for better science. Finally, a set of critical questions remain fully open, to be further 
investigated in the future: what are the social conditions of care when academic careers and communities 
became so fragile? How to invest in academic commons when academics change positions, sometimes 
even countries, regularly? When is the internationalisation and digitalisation of scienti!c cooperation not 
enough to guarantee those conditions? How could institutions foster better practices beyond mere declara-
tive stances?
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