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ABSTRACT

This paper explores global justifications for open knowledge in higher education and research. Drawing on
library and information, scholarly communications, and international relations scholarship, it addresses the
question “How are university libraries positioned as actors in soft power and diplomacy approaches to
open knowledge?” Justifications for open knowledge often reflect soft power approaches and focus on influ-
ence, legitimacy, and reputation in higher education. This framing sees international research strategies become
extractive and unidirectional, with competitive undertones. By problematizing the competitive qualities of soft
power justifications, this paper advances a knowledge diplomacy approach to library advocacy for open knowl-
edge. Libraries are positioned to contribute to strengthening inclusive and collaborative open practices globally
through an open knowledge diplomacy framework.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

1. This paper critiques the extractive and unidirectional nature of soft power justifica-
tions for open knowledge, addressing the implications for practice, such as reinforc-
ing dominant knowledge systems.

2. The theoretical exploration reveals implications for how libraries and universities
advocate for openness while avoiding soft power undertones.

3. Justifications for open knowledge that reinforce prestige or reputation economies in
research are problematized to address the competitive undertones that inhibit inclu-
sive and collaborative practices.

4. Recommendations are made to counter the consequences of extractive justifications
for open knowledge and to provide opportunities for greater collaboration and inclu-
sivity in open knowledge production.

INTRODUCTION

Soft power has long had strong ties with higher education, though its terminology originated
from international relations. It involves actors, individuals, or entities who can engage in
intentional action, setting the agenda and influencing preferences through attraction rather
than coercion (Nye, 1990a, p. 31). In international relations, countries are often the actors
who pursue soft power toward other countries to achieve their foreign policy outcomes. Soft
power features principles and motivations such as competition, persuasion, dominance, self-
interest, and reputational branding (Knight, 2018). However, despite soft power’s prevalence
in international higher education, there is a lack of critical engagement with the meaning and

discursive history of soft power, especially its neo-colonial and hegemonic potential (Knight,
2021, p. 48).

Diplomacy is an alternative to soft power rather than an interchangeable concept (Knight,
2022). Most research, however, on either soft power or diplomacy in higher education focuses
on the internationalization of student and academic mobility rather than international
research collaboration and authorship (Knight & De Wit, 2018). This focus risks the impact
of soft power justifications on open scholarly practices going unrealized. Soft power’s role in
open practices must be recognized where themes of influence and agency are at play to prevent
extractivism.

This paper addresses a gap at the intersection of library and information, scholarly commu-
nications, and international relations scholarship. It focuses on knowledge in diplomacy and

university libraries in knowledge diplomacy practices. Knowledge diplomacy—as defined by
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Knight (2020)—refers to how higher education and research institutions strengthen interna-
tional relations (and vice-versa) through collaborative, cooperative, and mutually reciprocal
relationships. The concept of knowledge diplomacy is extended into scholarship on open
access (OA), positioning open knowledge diplomacy as an alternative approach to soft power.
The paper responds to the question How are university libraries positioned as actors in soft power

and diplomacy approaches to open knowledge?

This paper begins by establishing an analytical background for varied concepts and actors. It
then explores the difference between soft power approaches and diplomacy and introduces
“open knowledge diplomacy” as an emerging concept for libraries. It concludes by recom-
mending open knowledge diplomacy as a guiding framework centered on relational and local-
ized approaches to OA. These recommendations are made with the knowledge that

Theorizing social injustice is important; however, the challenge of devising real
(and concrete) alternatives—or, in Gudynas’ (2013) terms, a transition towards
“post-extractivism’—is where critical practice and scholarship is most needed
(Junka-Aikio & Cortes-Severino, 2017, p. 183).

BACKGROUND

Knowledge production is a term used to describe activities that contribute to new knowledge
created in a scholarly context. Researchers involved in knowledge-production activities con-
tribute within a disciplinary community and negotiate social and institutional norms gov-
erning how knowledge is produced in transdisciplinary contexts (Gibbons et al., 2010). A
shift towards collaborative and transdisciplinary approaches to knowledge production re-
flects the idea of open knowledge as a transformation of the research system. Rafols et al.
(2024) determine that the shift toward collaborative research is a response to navigating how
research aligns with societal needs and the need for knowledge production to meet social
demand, as related to perceived changes in how research navigates a social contract to align
with societal needs.

International higher education and research institutions often focus on knowledge production
for competitive and prestige purposes. This focus means justifications for open knowledge
often reflect a soft power lens. With this lens, OA justifications aim to heighten “reputation,
influence, impact, and esteem” (Adema & Hall, 2013, p. 149). They may be grounded in
modes of production that amplify inequalities and exploitation across disciplinary and global
landscapes. Recognizing these parallels between soft power approaches in international rela-
tions and soft power justifications for open knowledge reveals implications for how libraries
advocate for openness and avoid extractive undertones.
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Soft power reflects behaviors that are co-optive. It rests on the “attraction of one’s ideas or on
the ability to set the political agenda in a way that shapes the preferences that others express”
(Nye, 1990b, p. 181). Co-option is an “indirect way to exercise power” focused on “getting
others to want what you want” in contrast to “getting others to do what you want” (1990b,
p. 181). Information and knowledge may be resources or tools for this purpose within a
geopolitical landscape (Black & Schiller, 2014). There is little scholarly literature on either
knowledge diplomacy or soft power in the context of university libraries. While the litera-
ture on open science and science diplomacy broaches “open knowledge diplomacy,” it is
often isolated from broader scholarship and the practice of library professionals. It also lacks
critical engagement with soft power justifications that may implicitly underlie advocacy

for OA.

Knowledge diplomacy is a “two-way reciprocal process” (Knight, 2018, p. 8) that sees inter-
national knowledge production and collaboration intersect with higher education (University
of London Institute in Paris, 2021). Knight’s (2018) knowledge diplomacy framework does
not focus on libraries as actors, though it does explicitly diverge from soft power conceptions,
positioning collaboration and reciprocity as alternative characteristics. The concept of diplo-
macy, however, is often conflated with soft power, both in research and practice, and soft
power remains the dominant lens for research and higher education.

Extractivism

The Canadian Journal of Academic Librarianship (CJAL) (2023) indicates in a special issue on
Libraries and/as Extraction that in libraries extractivism is often researched through other
lenses, “such as racial capitalism, neoliberalism, surveillance, and issues surrounding academic
librarian labour” (para. 1). Similar themes are found in research on OA that engages decolo-
nizing or postcolonial methodologies (Chan et al., 2019) or critiques neoliberal (Adema &
Hall, 2013), centre/periphery (Hall, 2019), and hegemonic (Chan & Gray, 2014) models.
These critiques speak to a wider discourse on the geopolitics of scholarly knowledge produc-
tion and associated themes of extraction.

While extraction and extractivism are typically associated with natural resource and
development-based industries, Junka-Aikio and Cortes-Severino (2017) describe how ex-
tractivism is “increasingly viewed in a much broader sense, as an ideological construct and a
paradigm of severe exploitation which is characteristic of contemporary capitalism and neo-
liberalism at large” (p. 177). They relate extractivism, as a political concept, back to discus-
sions on the centre/periphery divide in the geopolitics of knowledge. Further, they explore
extraction through the lens of the commons and how this is enacted with knowledge
resources.
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Moore (2019, p. 14) researches the relationship between the commons and OA and deter-
mines the varied motivations driving OA engagement. Moore (2019, p. 7) describes how
“OA is often said to embody the neoliberal ideals of efficiency, transparency and global com-
petitiveness, while for others it continues to represent the progressive potential of social justice
and emancipatory politics.” The global competitiveness of the former position reflects the
underlying principles of soft power, emphasizing reputational branding as its justification.
It is, then, within these varied justifications for OA, that we return to extractivism. OA
may conform to and support the business models it sought to address, even while originally
intended as a solution to academic publishing extractivism” (Moore, 2019, p. 8). This con-
formance reduces the emancipatory power of OA and its potential to support inclusive knowl-
edge practices.

Scaling actors

In both open knowledge and international relations landscapes, levels of scale and levels of
analysis (respectively) help identify actors, framing their interactions, interests, and influ-
ence. Actors in open scholarship are defined across three levels of scale. These are exempli-
fied in Knowledge Exchange’s Open Scholarship Framework as micro, meso, and macro
(Neylon et al., 2019). Micro actors are individuals engaged with scholarship; meso actors
are groups, organizations, and institutions with coordinating and collective functions; and
macro actors provide systematic and regulatory authority in facilitating scholarship, such as
national governments or funding agencies (Neylon et al., 2019, pp. 20-24). Aside from
different scales of actors, different “arenas” also exist (political, economic, social, and
technological), representing the multiple spaces actors may work in. There are intersections
between different levels and arenas, with engagement and influence occurring
between them.

It is possible to broadly map together open scholarship’s levels of scale and international rela-
tion’s levels of analysis. The state level of analysis overlaps with meso or macro actors in open
scholarship (such as institutions or national governments), where there is a regulatory author-
ity. Yet exclusively focusing on the state-level or macro actors can reinforce state-based power
and interests as the key drivers (or rationale) for behavior. The Open Scholarship Framework
recognizes the need to focus on meso-level behavior to achieve the transition to open schol-
arship as they influence the shared culture, norms, and traditions, determining the success of
macro-level policies and incentives (Neylon et al., 2019). Many libraries may be meso-actors
and considered as institutions despite sitting within other institutional meso-actors. Neylon
et al. (2019, p. 22) consider this to be owing to libraries’ engagement in collective (consortial)
action and representation of a professional culture.
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SOFT POWER LENS

Soft power is frequently espoused in international higher education landscapes (Nye, 2005;
Lo, 2011; Gautam et al., 2024). Beyond academic scholarship, commercial rankings for
global soft power resources by country include education in their methodologies. For example,
the Soft Power 30 Index (by Portland) uses “education” and the Global Soft Power Index (by
Brand Finance) uses “education and science” as indices to score soft power. Knight (2018,
p. 6) states that “common motivations behind soft power include self-interest, influence
and dominance through attraction.” Soft power’s underlying values and characteristics require
greater consideration by research and higher education actors, especially in guiding motiva-
tions and justifications for knowledge production.

Goals of influence, attraction, and prestige in higher education reflect soft power undertones
(Jones, 2010), and libraries are not isolated from advancing this soft power potential. Librar-
ies hold “symbolic value as a visible representation of legitimacy” for institutional and
national identities (Byrne, 2003, p. 26). Such symbolic capital contributes to legitimizing
knowledge produced, collected, and disseminated. Libraries are recognized as soft power
actors (Harris & Thaler, 2020; Bell & Kennan, 2022); however, little of the literature dis-
cusses university libraries despite the social capital they build within social and institutional
structures.

Capital and currency

Legitimacy has been described as the basis of soft power behaviors, acting as currency for
power (Jones, 2010, p. 50). By imbuing social legitimacy grounded in co-option, higher edu-
cation institutions exert soft power as a strategy to meet specific goals. They extend these strat-
egies to knowledge resources to legitimize their knowledge capability or that of a nation. Such
resources fall within the library profession’s remit yet can also present tensions and challenges
as libraries grapple with the agency they hold within their communities.

University libraries contribute to the construction of their parent institution’s identity, playing
a role in how the identity of a scholarly community is formed (Byrne, 2003, p. 25). Social
capital is cultivated in communities through the library’s function as a knowledge institution.

Choices and approaches surrounding knowledge resources play into community. Neylon
et al. (2019) describe how

The goods in play are not simply articles, or specific services, or money, but also
questions of identity and community and prestige ... Author choices are driven
by benefits they gain in reaching a specific audience, and being seen as part of
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that community, as well as the prestige that can help in gaining a job or promotion in
their institution (p. 53).

Thus, we also find that the open scholarship landscape is a site of social and symbolic capital
with prestige and reputation as assets (Eve, 2014; Pinfield et al., 2020). This capital pro-
vides a branded product tied to identity and contributes to a strategy of attraction for stu-
dents and researchers (Neylon et al., 2019, p. 35). Indeed, such institutional branding
mirrors the act of “nation branding” in international politics, which focuses on building
reputational image and recognition. This branding has ties with soft power, where it endeav-
ors to attract and persuade.

In research, recognition may be granted through publisher reputation, further generating
“symbolic capital” (Moore, 2019; Pinfield et al., 2020). Scholarly publishing has conditions
of legitimacy that are unique to different disciplines and produce symbolic capital. Symbolic
capital, a concept theorized by Bourdieu, is “built on knowledge and recognition” (Bourdieu,
2001, ascited in Desrochers et al., 2018, p. 4). Achieving and sustaining this capital, thus, has
a legitimizing effect. In this higher education and research context where researchers work
within a “prestige” (Moore, 2019, p. 134) or “reputation” (Pinfield et al., 2020, p. 19) econ-
omy, conditions around openness are positioned vis-a-vis incentives for recognition.

Global representation

University or research benchmarking is used in knowledge production to monitor relative
performance by comparing it against peer institutions. Such benchmarking creates a globally
competitive framing that can see openness co-opted to support an extractive knowledge econ-
omy. Ademaand Hall (2013) critique this justification for OA, arguing that it reinforces West-
ern academic sources of knowledge as more globally competitive. That is, globally competitive
motivations sustain authoritative expertise and influence that reinforces dominant knowledge
production systems (Broome & Quirk, 2015; Grincheva, 2022). As soft power behaviors,
university benchmarking activities can be homogenizing, missing local context, needs, and
complexity (Lo, 2011; Montgomery et al., 2021; Grincheva, 2022). Indeed, rankings can
fail to be representative of humanities and social sciences disciplines and scholarship from
the Global Majority (Montgomery et al., 2021). Soft power justifications that steer research
strategy reduce access to representative knowledge. Such approaches diminish equity in
knowledge production and the potential for research impact in addressing shared global
challenges.

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Rec-
ommendation on Open Science (UNESCO, 2021, p. 34) advises member states to have a
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monitoring framework to evaluate the effectiveness and efficacy of open science implemen-
tation, using both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The UNESCO Recommenda-
tion on Open Science ( 2021) recognizes the limits of specific indicators and the need for
contextualization to support monitoring and evaluation at the international level. The
“Draft Principles of Open Science Monitoring” asks, “What culture of monitoring is desir-
able to promote open science?” (UNESCO, 2024). This question aligns with the culture
proposed in the UNESCO (2021) Recommendations on Open Science report, highlighting
the need for a culture that adheres to shared and core values of open science, such as collec-
tive benefit and equity. These characteristics contrast with the values and principles that
underly soft power behavior. Indicators must be adapted to local contexts and varied aca-
demic domains to achieve meaningful and inclusive monitoring (Open Science Monitoring
Initiative, 2024).

Several challenges create tension between global and local communities in scholarly commu-
nications. In Australia, Haddow (2022, p. 445) describes the concern that Australian social
scientists will shift away from a local and national research focus to attain publication in highly
ranked international journals. The soft power justifications critiqued in this paper link to this
behavior. Scholarly publication behaviors respond to meso actors’ (institutions) research strat-
egy that promotes reputation and prestige over local knowledge, context, and needs. In
research on the contribution of European academic libraries to the neglect of research by
the Global Majority, Schmidt (2020) explores the dichotomy (or split) in scholarly commu-
nications between local journals and international journals. Schmidt describes how “institu-
tional policies increasingly require researchers to publish in ‘international” journals, draining
local infrastructures” (2020, p. 9). This geopolitics of knowledge conflicts with equitable
knowledge production that might otherwise support collaborative and pluralistic information

networks globally.

The local and international journal split mirrors a centre/periphery structure within scholarly
communications. It sees the establishment of centres based on geographical location. While
establishing a centre avoids overloading research communication with the production of new
knowledge, a supposedly global system sees citations accumulate based on locality (Schmids,
2020, p. 134). Non-Western sources of knowledge remain in the periphery, with a stabilizing
function for the dominant research structure that sees “peripheral” knowledge legitimizing the
designated centre and its “must-have knowledge” (2020, p. 131). Critiquing the supposed
neutrality of research assessment and quality criteria challenges the supposed global nature
of scholarly communications (Stockelovd, 2012, p. 304). Hall (2019) describes how scaling
globally risks continuing to obscure knowledge by the global majority and other marginalized
identities. This reinforces a centre/periphery model that sees a few nations exporting, thus
universalizing their knowledge.
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The need to identify the explicit and implicit roles and actions of actors is discussed across
library diplomacy (Mariano, 2024), science diplomacy (Young & Rungius, 2020), and
knowledge diplomacy (Knight, 2021). In research on understanding library diplomacy,
Mariano (2024) identifies this as a critical theme for how actors recognize and label themselves
in international library work and diplomatic practices. In science diplomacy, Young and
Rungius (2020) recognize how the explicitness or implicitness of the language used by actors
in how they label their roles and actions is political and influences power relations and
subsequent outcomes. Finally, Knight (2021) unpacks the explicit and implicit differences
between soft power and knowledge diplomacy. Given the misuse and conflation of soft power
and diplomacy terminology, explicitly distinguishing between these concepts in justifications
for open knowledge is necessary to determine equitable practices and outcomes.

DISTINGUISHING DIPLOMACY FROM SOFT POWER APPROACHES

The July 2023 Australian Universities Accord Interim Report conflates soft power and diplo-
macy, presenting “soft diplomacy” as key for Australia’s international education sector to pur-
sue Australia’s global priorities (Australian Government Department of Education, 2023,
p. 19). The interim report describes international education as a “crucial export industry,”
emphasizing its role in generating international relationships and reputation, driving Austral-
ia’s “soft diplomacy.” Soft power is often perceived as overlapping with forms of diplomacy that
centre cultural relations, such as cultural or public diplomacy (Knight, 2021, p. 143, p. 175),
and the report reveals the conflation of soft power and knowledge diplomacy. A British Coun-
cil (2021, p. 13) report observes that Australia’s claim “to be simultaneously engaged in ‘cul-
tural diplomacy,” ‘soft power,” ‘public diplomacy,” and ‘economic diplomacy’ engages in a
similar conflation. The British Council report recognizes that these terms lack conceptual clar-
ity, and this clarity issue is a global phenomenon. The concepts, however, have specific im-
plications in an open knowledge context.

Knowledge diplomacy expands the dialogue around the future of knowledge production and
collaboration, offering a greater breadth than science diplomacy conceptually. Knight (2023)
indicates that science diplomacy limits itself to a science, innovation, and technology frame-
work. In contrast, knowledge diplomacy does not exclude matters related to social science and
humanities disciplines and applies to varied geopolitical circumstances. While knowledge
diplomacy aspires to be a more inclusive approach, neither knowledge diplomacy nor science
diplomacy is without critique (Epping, 2020; Flink, 2020; Rungius & Flink, 2020;
Flink, 2022).

Thus far, this section has focused on knowledge diplomacy as it aligns with Knight’s under-
standing in an international higher education and research context. Knight’s approach
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explicitly distinguishes knowledge diplomacy (within a diplomacy paradigm) from soft
power (within a power paradigm) by delineating their distinct functions, values, and out-
comes. Other definitions and conceptualizations of knowledge diplomacy, however, focus
on global decision-making, emphasising knowledge translation. Hernandez’s (2021a)
conceptualization of knowledge diplomacy, for example, emphasizes the importance of
understanding power structures and asymmetries in the intersection between knowledge,
policy, and diplomacy in international governance. In this understanding of knowledge
diplomacy, Hernandez (2021a, 2021b) addresses the challenges of equitable access to
knowledge and its relationship to global inequities. Such a focus on global knowledge equity
ties into the geopolitics of knowledge and scholarly communications, as described earlier in

this paper.

Despite variances in their focus, Knight's and Hernandez’s characterizations of knowledge
diplomacy each have the potential to intersect with discourse on open scholarship. In Knight’s
(2022, p. 5) framework, many of the principles, modes, and activities of knowledge diplo-
macy align with the benefits of open scholarship, such as principles of exchange and common
good and modes for dialogue and collaboration. Hernandez’s focus on knowledge diplomacy
and global inequalities demonstrates how access to knowledge from the “periphery” can be
impeded. Equitable approaches to OA can address this systematic bias. The underlying values
shared between open scholarship and knowledge diplomacy can enable equitable knowledge
outcomes.

The underlying justifications across knowledge diplomacy and open scholarship further estab-
lish their intersection. In “Open science: One term, five schools of thought,” Fecher and Frie-
sike (2014, Table 1, p. 20) outline five schools of thought encompassing the underlying
motivations and assumptions about knowledge production and access in open science.
Two of these schools, the democratic school and the pragmatic school, reflect the two-way
dialogue valued in knowledge diplomacy. The central assumption behind the democratic
school is that knowledge access is unequally distributed. It aims to ensure that everyone
has access to knowledge. The central assumption behind the pragmatic school is efficiency
through collaborative knowledge production, and it aims to open up research processes to
support joint efforts. In opening up knowledge production and access, these two schools sup-
port knowledge diplomacy’s key characteristics and aims. The democratic and pragmatic val-
ues embedded in each foster a dialogue that accelerates and promotes collaboration,
reciprocity, and mutuality in knowledge production. These values support higher education
and research institutions having a cooperative role in addressing shared global challenges
rather than maintaininga self-serving one. While it is beyond the scope of this paper to further
examine each of the five schools of thought, these two schools of thought further substantiate
how the aims of open scholarship can align with diplomacy.
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OPEN KNOWLEDGE DIPLOMACY

Building on knowledge diplomacy, “open knowledge diplomacy” is a collaborative process
that sees the intersection of international relations with the production of open knowledge
through its scholarly manifestations and practices. It is a process that draws on many actors
sitting within or connected to higher education and research, includinglibraries. Open knowl-
edge diplomacy brings together library diplomacy, knowledge diplomacy, and open scholar-
ship (Figure 1). Library diplomacy (Mariano, 2022, 2024) presents the library as a global
actor with the agency to influence processes and policy and support cooperation and dialogue.
Knowledge diplomacy (Knight, 2021, 2022) sees international relations intersecting with
higher education and research and engenders collaboration. Finally, open scholarship sees
the application of principles of openness to the scholarly research environment.

Library diplomacy

Library as global actor with
agency to influence
processes and policy and
support cooperation and
dialogue.

Open Knowledge

Diplomacy
Knowledge
Open scholarship diplomacy
Applying principles of International relations
openness to the intersecting with
scholarly research higher education and
environment. research, supporting

a two-way dialogue.

Figure 1. Open knowledge diplomacy.

Whereas the university is often the foremost actor in concepts such as knowledge diplomacy, open
knowledge diplomacy draws on Mariano’s (2022) conception of library diplomacy and positions
the university library as central to this intersection. Salisbury and Peseta (2018, p. 252) note that
most inquiry by academic librarians into changing roles and services has been from a practice-
based perspective. Conceptual thinking in academic libraries and by librarians is often removed
from theoretical engagement with the “idea of the university,” a concept initially explored by John
Henry Newman (1996) and published as a single volume from 1873 onward.
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The “idea of the university” is an exploration and defence of the function of the university.
Contemporary scholarship on the idea of the university has continued, and it recognizes how
the library is implicated in the global nature of the university. Odonnell and Anderson (2022,
pp. 248-249) position the university library at the intersection of “global education policy
imperatives, local university strategic planning, national and international competition for
students, and emerging digital technologies and new pedagogies....” Within this, knowledge
is the foundational intersection between the university and the university library (Salisbury &
Peseta, 2018, p. 248). As the role of the academic library shifts from one of a knowledge pro-
vider to a contributor in knowledge production, new theoretical understandings of the idea of
the university and the library’s position within it can develop.

In practice, open knowledge diplomacy involves cultivating a two-way dialogue of common
[knowledge] goods. Open knowledge diplomacy is knowledge exchanged to achieve shared
(or common) objectives by centering principles of collaboration, reciprocity, and mutuality.
Comparatively, in classical economics models that emphasize competition for self-gain, we see
extractive and unidirectional undertones. As Neylon et al. (2019, p. 18) describe, “while
market competition analysis may have some value, we cannot expect competitive markets
of self-interested actors alone to bring about more open forms of scholarship.” Models of
open scholarship and an academic system that reinforce self-serving interests as the justifica-
tion for knowledge production miss the local and relational contexts, and positioning of
libraries within community (Moore, 2023), that drive equitable and collaborative approaches.

Open knowledge diplomacy presents an approach to open scholarship that challenges soft
power justifications. With values and principles of diplomacy firmly aligning with those of
open scholarship, open knowledge diplomacy provides a basis for strategies that diverge
from extractive and unidirectional knowledge production and dissemination. Open knowl-
edge diplomacy supports libraries and other actors in engaging in relational and local justi-
fications in advocacy for open knowledge. These justifications better reflect a diversity of
voices in scholarship and more equitable processes.

CONCLUSION

Framing the role of research and knowledge as one of competitive influence and prestige sup-
ports a soft power focus. When approaches and justifications for openness rely on soft power,
they risk unidirectional and extractive knowledge production. The underlying principles of
soft power conflict with collaborative knowledge partnerships that support mutuality in ad-
dressing shared global challenges. Conflating power and diplomacy paradigms in OA can
impact equitable knowledge production and access. Librarians need to identify the explicit
and implicit characteristics of approaches to open principles. Open knowledge diplomacy
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is a guiding framework that offers an alternative to soft power principles. The concept of open
knowledge diplomacy centres on motivations that support mutual objectives and reciprocal
research practices, positioning openness as a relational way to engage local knowledge. Rec-
ognizing the alignment of knowledge diplomacy principles with open scholarship motivations
shifts the focus from soft power as the dominant lens for knowledge production. In a global
scholarly communications landscape, open knowledge diplomacy is an opportunity to pursue
equitable and collaborative knowledge practices.
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