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Survey of academic attitudes to open access and institutional repositories – an RSP and UKCoRR initiative
Introduction

The Repositories Support Project and the United Kingdom Council of Research Repositories recently worked together to instigate a UK wide survey of academic staff with a particular focus on informing  advocacy plans and "joined up" institutional developments  for Open Access in higher education institutions. The questions focused on attitudes toward open access and institutional repositories.
Repository staff in the UK were encouraged to carry out this standardised survey within their own institution. Results were then sent to the RSP collated this data and created a comprehensive national picture for institutional use, comparison, and national support and policy development. The survey was based on one developed at the University of Huddersfield, and circulated to UKCoRR members earlier this year, which showed some interesting and useful results.

Background

As part of Open Access Week in October 2010, Graham Stone, Repository Manager at the University of Huddersfield, carried out a survey of research staff to gauge attitudes to open access, generally, funding for open access publishing, and the institutional repository, specifically. Results are available from the Huddersfield institutional repository: report http://eprints.hud.ac.uk/9257/  and data http://eprints.hud.ac.uk/9277/ . The data were analysed and used to make a series of recommendations which formed the basis of 
a comprehensive advocacy plan at the University of Huddersfield in conjunction with the Research and Enterprise Directorate.

Building on this work, the hope was that promotion from RSP within UKCoRR would engender enough momentum to achieve a mass survey of research staff in the United Kingdom by repository colleagues. All institutions were encouraged to participate in this venture.
Participation in the survey was thought to result in the following benefits:
For the individual institution, participation in the survey could:

· raise awareness of the repository to academics and senior mangers within the institution

· raise awareness of Open Access to academics and senior mangers within the institution
· increase collaboration and integration between the repository and the research office
· provide a sound evidence base for repository advocacy plans and activities

· demonstrate to the institution that advocacy resources are tailored to institutional need
Nationally, the survey could:

· create a national body of evidence about researchers’ attitudes to Open Access and repositories

· demonstrate that UK repository staff can mobilise a coherent national initiative which contributes to knowledge about open access
· raise the profile of repository staff as a profession and demonstrate the links and relevance of repository support throughout the academic body
Methods
The survey was promoted on the RSP Blog and on the UKCoRR discussion list, and UK repository and library staff were invited to have their institutions participate. A reminder email was sent on the UKCoRR discussion list one month and three months after the initial publicity. An attempt was made to contact institutions by telephone for which we had contact details, in order to personally invite them to participate if they had not already volunteered. 
Once an institution decided to participate they were provided with documentation that included instructions for participation. In order to collect comparable data we tried to maintain a consistent approach, asking participating institutions to carry out the survey over a set three month period. This was initially set between April and June 2011. The survey period could of course be decided at the individual institution but 8 weeks was recommended. All surveys were initially to be closed by 30th June 2011. This was then extended to the 31st of July. Institutions were asked to notify the RSP of their plans to carry out the survey, including approximate details of the timescale. The survey tool used for each institution survey was not prescribed by the RSP, but institutions were asked to use a tool that would allow data to be exportable in spreadsheet format (Excel, CSV). It was requested that no amendment be made to the standard questions provided, although participating institutions were welcomed to include additional questions to suit local need.  Institutions were then asked to send results to the RSP when complete, along with additional information on the methods of dissemination of the survey and the timescale they used (start and finish dates). Repository workers were strongly encouraged to use the results to inform their advocacy plans, adopting the model from the University of Huddersfield. The RSP also showed their interest in hearing how the results of the survey were used or were to be used within institutions. 
Results
The full list of questions used in the survey is provided in Appendix A. The results from this survey must be interpreted with some caution as individual institutions ran the survey independently and then submitted the results to the RSP.  Subsequently, some institutions changed the survey slightly (e.g. added, removed, or changed response choices, or changed the text of questions completely). 
Respondent Population
20 institutions participated (Birbeck, Univeristy of London; Bournemouth University; Brunel University; Leeds Metropolitan University; the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine; Loughborough University; Middlesex University; Oxford Brookes University;  Queen Margaret University; the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London; the University of Abertay; the University of Bolton; the University of Hull; the University of Northampton; the University of Oxford; the University of Reading, University of Salford, University of St Andrews, University of Warwick, and the University of the West of England), with a total of 1676 academics completing the survey.  

Respondents came from a wide background, covering a range of ages, stages in research career, and schools.

Participant Age: Participants were asked their age, and 1648 participants answered this question. Results showed that 13% (219) of respondents were under age 30, 32%(527) were 30-39, 27%(447) were 40-49, 20%(329) were 50-59, and 8%(126) were 60 and over (see Figure 1 and Table 1). 

Figure 1: Age of Participants

[image: image2.png]600

500

400

300

200

100

Age of participants

under 30

30-39 40-49 50-59

60and over





Table 1: Age of Participants
	Age of participants
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Under 30
	219
	13%

	30-39
	527
	32%

	40-49
	447
	27%

	50-59
	329
	20%

	60 and over
	126
	8%

	TOTAL
	1648
	100%


There seems to be a peak in the number of respondents between the ages 30-39 (the most common response), with numbers decreasing with age. 
Place in career: Participants were then asked where they were in their research career, and 1645 participants answered this question. Results showed that 8%(129) were 1st year PhD students, 6%(96) were 2nd  year PhD students, 4%(71) were 3rd year PhD students, 5%(74) were 4th year PhD students, 18%(298) had less than 5 years post doctoral experience, 26%(432) had 5-15 years post doctoral experience, 22%(365) had 16 or more years post doctoral experience, 5.5% (90) identified themselves as practitioner researchers, and another 5.5%(90) indicated “other” (see Figure 2 and Table 2). 

Figure 2: Place in Career
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Table 2: Age of Participants

	Place in career
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	1st Year PhD
	129
	8%

	2nd Year PhD
	96
	6%

	3rd Year PhD
	71
	4%

	4th Year PhD
	74
	5%

	< 5 years post doc exp.
	298
	18%

	5-15 years post doc. exp.
	432
	26%

	16 or more yrs post doc. exp. 
	365
	22%

	Practitioner Researcher
	90
	5.5%

	Other
	90
	5.5%

	TOTAL
	1645
	100%


If we collapse this data, 23% (370) of participants were PhD students, while the majority, 66%(1095), had completed a PhD. 
School: Participants were asked what school they were in, and 1637 answered this question. Each institution included their own colleges/schools in their individual surveys, or allowed for a free-text answer. In order to collate data from all institutions we coded all responses into four different schools (Arts & Humanities; Health and Social Care, Social Science; STEM; and Business, Law).
Results showed that 18%(229) were in the Arts & Humanities; 28%(460) were in Health & Social Care, Social Science; 42%(682) were in STEM areas; and 12%(203) were in Business, Law (see Figure 3 and Table 3). 
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Table 3: School

	School
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Arts & Humanities
	292
	18%

	Health & Social Care, Social Science
	460
	28%

	STEM
	682
	42%

	Business, Law
	203
	12%

	TOTAL
	1637
	100%


A large percentage of respondents were in the STEM subject areas/schools. 
Views on the principle of OA, OA repositories, and OA journals
Participants were asked to respond (“strongly in favour”, mildly in favour”, “neutral” “mildly against”, “strongly against”, or “I don’t know”)  on how they felt about the principles of OA, how they felt about using OA repositories, and how they felt about publishing in OA journals. These questions were asked in order to help us understand general attitudes towards OA.
Feelings about principles of OA: Participants were asked how they felt about the principles of OA. 1629 participants answered this question, and results showed that 63%(1026) were strongly in favour, 22% (358) were mildly in favour, 8%(132) were neutral, 3%(47) were mildly against, 2%(35) were strongly against, and 2%(31) did not know how they felt (see Figure 4 and Table 4).
Figure 4: Feelings about Principles of OA 
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Table 4: Feelings about Principles of OA
	Feelings about the principles of OA
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Strongly in favour
	1026
	63%

	Mildly in favour
	358
	22%

	Neutral
	132
	8%

	Mildly against
	47
	3%

	Strongly against
	35
	2%

	Don’t know
	31
	2%

	TOTAL
	1629
	100%


Clearly most respondents were strongly in favour of the principles of OA. If we collapse the data, a combined 85% (1384) were either strongly or mildly in favour of the principles of Open Access.
Feelings about using OA repositories: Participants were also asked how they felt about using OA repositories. 1634 participants answered this question, and results showed that 56%(913) were strongly in favour, 24% (391) were mildly in favour,12%(197) were neutral, 3%(52) were mildly against, 2%(30) were strongly against, and 3%(51) did not know how they felt (see Figure 5 and Table 5).
Figure 5: Feelings about repositories
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Table 5: Feelings about repositories
	Feelings about using  OA repositories
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Strongly in favour
	913
	56%

	Mildly in favour
	391
	24%

	Neutral
	197
	12%

	Mildly against
	52
	3%

	Strongly against
	30
	2%

	Don’t know
	51
	3%

	TOTAL
	1634
	100%


If we collapse across those that responded they were strongly in favour with those that were mildly in favour, we find that the majority, 80% (1304), were in favour of using OA repositories.
Feelings about publishing in OA journals: We found similar results when participants were asked how they felt about publishing in OA journals. 1622 participants answered this question, and results showed that 46%(748) were strongly in favour, 23% (366) were mildly in favour, 15%(245) were neutral, 5%(82) were mildly against, 3%(44) were strongly against, and 3%(44) did not know how they felt (see Figure6  and Table 6).
Figure 6: Feelings about OA journals
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Table 6: Feelings about OA journals

	Feelings about publishing in OA journals
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Strongly in favour
	748
	46%

	Mildly in favour
	366
	23%

	Neutral
	245
	15%

	Mildly against
	137
	8%

	Strongly against
	82
	5%

	Don’t know
	44
	3%

	TOTAL
	1622
	100%


Again, if we collapse across those that responded they were strongly in favour with those that were mildly in favour, we find 69% (1114) were in favour of publishing in OA journals.
Publication Charges

Provision for publication charges: Participants were asked if they were allowed to make provisions for publication charges when applying for a grant from a funding body. 1407 participants answered this question, although results should be interpreted carefully as some institutions provided different response options than others.  
Results showed that 34%(482) were  (“Yes”) able to make provision for publication charges, while 41%(573) were not (“No”), 20%(279) did not know, or were not sure, 4% (62) were able to sometimes, and 1%(11) thought the question was not applicable to them (see Figure 7 and Table 7).
Figure 7: Provision for publication charges
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Table 7: Provision for publication charges
	Can you make provision for pub. charges?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes
	482
	34%

	No
	573
	41%

	I don’t know / not sure
	279
	20%

	Sometimes
	62
	4%

	Not applicable
	11
	1%

	TOTAL
	1407
	100%


Provision for charges if allowed: Participants were asked if they would consider making provision for publication charges to cover OA Journal publication charges, if their funding body allowed for this. 1200 participants answered this question. This was a free text response, and an attempt has been made to code the responses. Most interesting are the comments made in response to this question, a selection are included here:

“Not until the OA journals are as prestigious as the ones I normally use which are not OA”
“Yes if open access journal targeted was high profile enough - I would choose quality of journal over open access provision”
 “No. I do not find such charges sufficiently well justified.”

“Perhaps, but unfortunately the system does not recognise the worth of this, and so mitigates against greater use.”

“No because the journal would not be well regarded”

“Yes, but I strongly disagree for the extorted amounts that most open access journal charge”

“I do not believe that journals should charge authors.”
“No.  Open access journals in my area are rubbish.”

“Yes - though in my area there are very few (if any) open access journals that charge for publication - they're generally non-commercial on-line publications based within universities - though in several cases quite high status outlets”

“No, all open access journals are very poorly regarded in my field so I wouldn't publish there. If this were not the case then I would ask for such funding.”

“Probably not; the more prestigious journals are not Open Access”
Results showed that the majority, 70%(839), would  (“Yes”) include provision for OA journal publication charges if the funding body allowed for it, while 13%(156) would not (“No”), 1%(10) found the question not applicable,  8% (97) thought they might, and 8%(98) did not know, or were not sure (see Figure 8 and Table 8).
Figure 8: Provision for charges if allowed
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Table 8: Provision for charges if allowed
	If allowed would you consider provision to cover OA Journal pub. charges?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes
	839
	70%

	No
	156
	13%

	Not applicable
	10
	1%

	Maybe
	97
	8%

	I don’t know
	98
	8%

	TOTAL
	1200
	100%


Knowledge of institutional repositories: Participants were asked if they knew about their university repository. 1529 participants answered this question.  Responses  (65) from one additional institution that that did not yet have a repository, so asked instead “Do you know that an Institutional Repository is being created?” were excluded from this analysis.
Results showed that 73%(1108) did know about their university repository, while 20% (302) did not know, and  7%(115) were unsure (see Figure 9 and Table 9).
Figure 9: Knowledge of institutional repositories
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Table 9: Knowledge of institutional repositories
	Do you know about the Repository?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes
	1108
	73%

	No
	302
	20%

	Unsure
	115
	7%

	TOTAL
	1525
	100%


Use of institutional repositories: As a follow up from the previous question, participants were asked if they currently made any of their publications available in the repository. Of the 1108 respondents that knew about the repository, 1042 answered this question. Results showed that 59%(617) did make some of their publications available in the repository , while 41%(425) did not (see Figure 10 and Table 10).
Figure 10: Use of the repositories
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Table 10: Use of the repositories
	Do you currently make any of your publications available in the IR?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes
	617
	59%

	No
	425
	41%

	TOTAL
	1042
	100%


People were also asked to give their reasons for not making them available. This was a free text response but the answers have been codified. The top reasons for this were:

· Haven’t published yet/material not suitable (99)
· Copyright concerns (94)

· Lack of time/haven’t got round to doing it (58)

· Lack of knowledge (48)

· Use other method (28)
Type of publications available in repositories:

Participants were asked what types of publications they made available in the repository. They were asked to select multiple responses if applicable.  Answers from respondents that said they did not know about the repository or were unsure, or said they did not currently make any of their publications available in the repository in previous questions were excluded from this analysis. 650 respondents’ answers were included in the analysis for this question. Results showed that 89%(581) made journal articles available, 36%(236) made book chapters available, 10%(68) books,20%(129) working papers/reports, 39%(255) conference papers, 1%(8)shows/exhibitions, 0 .8%(5) performances, 0 .8%(5) art work, 1% (9) sound/video recordings, 0 .4%(3) datasets, and 9%(61) made other types of publications available.  For ease of viewing, and as many of the numbers were quite low we have collapsed shows/exhibitions, performances, art work,  sound/video recordings,  datasets, and other into one category and called it “other” (see Figure 11 and Table 11).

Figure 11: Type of content in repositories
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Table 11: Type of content in repositories 
	Type of publications made available in the University Repository?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Journal articles
	581
	89%

	Book chapters
	236
	36%

	Book 
	68
	10%

	Working papers/reports
	129
	20%

	Conference Papers
	255
	39%

	Other
	91
	14%

	TOTAL 
	650
	100%


Journal articles are clearly the most deposited type of publication, with there being less than half as many conference papers and book chapters, and still less working papers, books, and various other types.
Self-deposit: Participants were asked if they deposit publications themselves (‘self-archive’). Again, answers from respondents that said they did not know about the repository or were unsure, or said they did not currently make any of their publications available in the repository were excluded from this analysis. 
551 respondents’ answers were included in the analysis for this question. Results showed that 59%(327) did deposit publications themselves while 41%(224) did not (see Figure 12 and Table 12).

Figure 12: Self-archiving
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Table 12: Self-archiving
	Do you self-archive?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes
	327
	59%

	No
	224
	41%

	TOTAL
	551
	100%


Deposits by others: Participants were asked who deposited their publications if they did not deposit them themselves (answered “NO” to previous question). 
177 respondents’ answers were included in the analysis for this question. This was a free text response, so an attempt has been made to code responses. Results show that 63 (35%) thought repository staff deposited their publications, 8 (5%) thought, library staff, 81(46%) thought admin staff, 15(8%) did not know or did not specify who, 7(4%) supervisor/co-author was responsible, and 7(4%) thought the question was not applicable (see Figure 13 and Table 13).
Figure 13: Deposits by others
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Table 13: Deposits by others
	If you do not self archive, who are deposits done by?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Repository staff
	63
	35%

	Library staff
	8
	5%

	Admin Staff
	81
	46%

	Not specified /did not know
	15
	8%

	Supervisor / co-author
	7
	4%

	N/A
	3
	2%

	TOTAL 
	177
	100%


Making publications available elsewhere: Participants were asked if they made their publications available in a different way (other than the University repository). 1531 respondents answered this questions, with 480(31%) saying, yes, they did, and 1051(69%) saying, no, they did not make any of their publications available in a different way (see Figure 14 and Table 14).
Figure 14: Publication availability elsewhere 
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Table 14: Publication availability elsewhere 
	Do you make your publications available in a different way?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes
	480
	31%

	No
	1051
	69%

	TOTAL
	1531
	100%


Deposit elsewhere instead of/in addition to:
Those participants that indicated that they did make their publication available in a different way (480) were then asked if they did this instead of or in addition to making their work available in the repository. 444 respondents answered this question, with 135(30%) saying “yes” they deposit elsewhere instead of the repository and 309(70%) saying “no” they deposit elsewhere in addition to placing their publications in the repository (see Figure 15 and Table 15).
Figure 15: Deposit elsewhere instead/additionally 
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Table 15: Deposit elsewhere instead/additionally 
	Instead of depositing in the Uni. Repo?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes, instead of
	135
	30%

	No, in addition to
	309
	70%

	TOTAL
	444
	100%


Reading of copyright transfer agreements: Participants were asked if they read the copyright transfer policies they sign before they submit an article to a journal. 1530 participants responded to this question, with 1117(73%) stating that did read them, and 413(27%) stating they did not (see Figure 16 and Table 16). 
Figure 16: Reading of copyright transfer policy 
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Table 16: Reading of copyright transfer policy
	Copyright transfer policy read before signed?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes
	1117
	73%

	No
	413
	27%

	TOTAL
	1530
	100%


Ownership of copyright: Participants were also asked who they thought “should” own the copyright of research publications. 1599 participants answered this question, with the majority 1120(70%) stating that the author should own the copyright. 63(4%) thought that an author’s institution should instead, 34(2%) thought the funder should, 104(6%) thought the publisher should, while 138(9%) thought there should be some kind of shared ownership or the public should own it, while another 140(9%) did not know who should own copyright (see Figure 17 and Table 17). 
Figure 17: Ownership of copyright
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Table 17: Ownership of copyright
	Who ''should'' own the copyright of research publications?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Author(s)
	1120
	70%

	Institution
	63
	4%

	Funder
	34
	2%

	Publisher
	104
	6%

	Other/shared ownership
	138
	9%

	I don’t know
	140
	9%

	TOTAL
	1599
	100%


Post-print manuscript retention: Participants were asked if they kept their own copy of their manuscripts that was the same in all respects as the published version.  1534 responded to this question, with the majority 1324(86%) stating that “yes” they did, and 21(14%) stating that “no” they did not keep this copy (see Figure 18 and Table 18).
 Figure 18: Retention of post-print manuscript
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Table 18: Retention of post-print manuscript
	Post-print manuscript retained?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes
	1324
	86%

	No
	210
	14%

	TOTAL
	1534
	100%


Acceptability of author final version in repository: Participants were asked if they thought it would be acceptable if an “author final version” was held in the repository. 1352 participants answered this question, with 1036(77%) saying “yes” it was acceptable and 316(23%) saying “no” it was not acceptable (see Figure 19 and Table 19). 
Figure 19: Acceptability of author version in IR
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Table 19: Acceptability of author version in IR
	Acceptable for "author final version" to be held in the Repository?
	Participants responding
	Percentage

	Yes
	1036
	77%

	No
	316
	23%

	TOTAL
	1352
	100%


Appendix  A: Survey questions 
NB None of the questions were compulsory in the original University of Huddersfield Survey.
The following was distributed to institutions interested in participating. However, in some instances the institution did change the wording of some of the questions slightly or considerably. This is noted in the results section.

Suggested title: Unlocking attitudes to Open Access
Suggested introductory text: 
The {name of repository} is the university’s online repository for published research material. We are launching a survey to find out what you think about Open Access and how you use the University Repository.
The survey is anonymous and will take no longer than 10 minutes to complete:

Standard questions – please do not adapt these questions as any changes may mean we have to exclude your results from the national collated data. However, there is no problem with adding additional questions if you wish.
1. Your age group

Under 26

26-29
30-39

40-49

50-59

60 and over
2.  Where are you in your research career? 

First Year PhD

Second Year PhD

Third Year PhD

Fourth Year PhD

Less than 5 years post doc experience

5-15 years post doc experience

16 or more years post doc experience

Practitioner Researcher

Other (Please state)

3.  What school are you in?

Individual institutions should insert the schools relevant to them.

4. Open Access publishing allows access to scholarly publications via the Internet in such a way that the material is free for all to read, and to use (or reuse) to various extents.

4a How do you feel about the principles of Open Access?
Strongly in favour

Mildly in favour

Neutral

Mildly against

Strongly against

Don’t’ know

4b How do you feel about using Open Access repositories?
Strongly in favour

Mildly in favour

Neutral

Mildly against

Strongly against

Don’t’ know

4c How do you feel about publishing in Open Access journals?

Strongly in favour

Mildly in favour

Neutral

Mildly against

Strongly against

Don’t’ know

5. If you are applying for a grant from a funding body (e.g. EPSRC/NERC/Wellcome Trust) can you make provision for publication charges within the funding?

Yes

No

6. If the funding body allowed you to include provision for publication charges, would you consider doing this to cover Open Access Journal publication charges?
Free text response.
7. Do you know about the University Repository {Insert the name of your institutional repository if you wish}? [if no/unsure please go directly to question 10]

Yes

No 

Unsure

7a. If so, do you currently make any of your publications available in the Repository? [If yes please go directly to question 8]
Yes

No

7b. If you are not currently making material available in it, why not? 

Free text response

8. Please indicate what type of publications you make available in the University Repository:

Journal articles

Book chapters

Books

Working papers, reports

Conference papers

Shows/exhibitions

Performances

Art work

Sound/video recordings

Datasets

Other

Note: If any of these types are completely inappropriate to you institution then you can omit them. For example if you do not cover Performing Arts the Performances would not be valid.

9. Do you deposit publications yourself ('self-archive')?

Yes

No

9a If not, how is this done, e.g. by repository staff, admin staff etc.?

Free text response

10. Do you make your publications available in a different way, for example in a subject-based repository. e.g. the Physics arXiv repository, personal website, other free text ?

Yes

No

10a If so, do you do this instead of depositing in the University Repository?

Instead of
In addition to
11. Do you read the copyright transfer policy you sign before submitting an article to a journal?
Yes

No

12. Who do you think ''should'' own the copyright of research publications?

Author/s

Employing institution

Primary Funder (e.g. Research Council)

Publisher

Other (please specify)

I don’t know

13. In the process of producing a journal article for publication do you keep your own copy of the manuscript that is the same in all respects as the published version?

Yes

No

13a If not, why is this?

Free text response

14. Would it be acceptable to you that an ''author final version'' is held in the Repository? The ''author final version'' is the author-created version that incorporates referee comments and is the accepted version for publication, but does not contain publisher typesetting.
Yes 

No

Suggested closing remarks:

Many thanks for completing this survey – your time is much appreciated. The results will be made available via {details to be inserted by individual institutions} and will inform the development of the university repository.
For more information about the repository:  {insert link}

For more information about Open Access {insert own local link or link to a general resource e.g. http://www.openoasis.org/ 
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