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Methodology
Aim and issues
The aim of the report is to investigate the attitudes of scholars towards self-archiving in open access repositories.

Following questions seen as relevant:

1. Where so researchers look for information about publishing? 
2. What are the researchers concerns about Open Access?
3. What are the obstacles for the researchers?
4. Do the researchers know their rights to self-archive?

To receive answers, we have carried out qualitative interviews of groups as well as of individuals, face to face and casually structured.


Due to the fact that the respondents were a relative homogeneous group, the form of group interview is well suited, since it gives rise to a dynamic and more spontaneous interaction. Thus, hopefully, in the discussion initiated by the interviewers a wider range of perspectives are brought up and consequently more nuanced answers and conclusions are provided
. 
The individual interview was chosen out of considerations for the respondent to find time to roll out his or hers opinions and arguments without interruptions from other respondents, which can be a problem in group interviews.  
Each interview started with the respondents talking about their individual research and background. Initial questions were asked about how their research was funded and what they had published. Questions were open-ended, thematic and concerned knowledge of Open Access and knowledge of publishing.

Our overall criteria for selecting the case were:
· Expected benefits from the focused outreach

· Positive inclination of the group towards the project

· Equal geographical dissemination among the Nordic project participants
As part of our investigation of scholar’s attitude towards self-archiving in open access repositories and in order to provide a survey of the matter, we have selected the scholars located at the Department of English at Copenhagen University.
Traditionally, the Faculty Library of Humanities is very closely connected to the Faculty of Humanities and cooperates in manufacturing joint subject homepages, tutorials, information service for teachers and researchers etc. The Department of English is the largest part of the ENGEROM Institute at the faculty, and was selected for the case due to the library’s knowledge of the department’s leading role in various current projects. In order to make scholars interested in participating in the case-study of the project, an information meeting was held at the department. Hereafter a number of scholars announced to join the interviews.
Eight individuals were interviewed; all participants from the Department of English. In order to benefit from the variation in the selected interview forms, it was decided to carry out two group interviews, each with three respondents, and three individual interviews.

Within the selection, the respondents were as follows:
Five PhD students
Two Postdocs
One Associate Professor

The respondents were granted anonymity and were selected in order to secure as wide a representation as possible as to publication “career”, ranging from scholars not having published at all, having published a little or “semi-published” in various medias, to scholars having published quite extensively.
Information specialists, at the Faculty Library of Humanities, Mia Nyman and Kirsten Thomsen carried out the interviews, which all took place at the Faculty Library of Humanities during April and May 2010.

Outcome of the interviews
Generally, the respondents understand that it can be of great advantage for them to publish open access in order to gain visibility to their individual research, and as a means to get in touch with and get feed-back from fellow scholars. However, most of them displayed a lack of knowledge as to the various ways of publishing, demands of publishing, financing, and of reserving rights to own material of research. This gives rise to questioning the role of the university in these matters, and it opens up for the library to support the scholars in various aspects of the process of publishing. As one of the respondents expressed: “now the time has passed for daring to say I don’t know what open access means” [Ed: meaning in their minds it would show an embarrassing lack of knowledge].

In the course of the interviews, when we informed more thoroughly about open access, the respondents were able to see the advantages for them individually. Preliminarily, the respondents displayed great interest in publishing open access, although there seemed to be an overall insecurity about the concept of and credibility of open access. Especially, we observed a fundamental concern as to the academic level of the publications archived in the repositories – a genuine fear of having personal research denounced as low quality, if archived among publications of a generally lower academic quality. Consequently, the concept of peer-review seems to be of overall importance to the respondents. Also, the respondents were interested in knowing, perhaps even attain evidence that open access publishing would result in more visible individual research and in more feed-back from fellow scholars.
During the interviews it became evident that the PhD students are occupied with writing their PhD thesis and with teaching, which means that they have little time for publishing. Consequently, they are downsizing article writing and publishing due to time constraints.  
However, they all acknowledge the need for publishing in regard to applying for a future relevant position. Concerning parallel publishing, the respondents asked many questions such as ”do I get points if I publish open access parallel with traditional publishing” [Ed: points towards research funding due via the bibliometric research assessment], and ”am I allowed to publish open access, if I already have a contract with a publisher?” None of the respondents have claimed long-time preservation as a reason for self-archiving.
In the interviews it became very clear that within the humanities there is a wide variety in forms of publishing with very individual needs, such as:
· Knowledge/information about open access (none of the researchers had sufficient knowledge about open access, what open access stands for. Therefore it’s necessary with more information and teaching about open access, self-archiving and related issues/matters. This can be done in different ways regarding to place/time/needs. For example there could be workshops about open access; we could print folders/flysheets with information, information meetings at different occasions at the researcher’s institutes etc. 
· Help to self-archiving: Some of the researchers need at least an introduction how to self-archive, if they fail to publish its important they have somebody to contact for direct personal help/assistance.
· Time to publish (all the researchers express lack of time to do other things than their on research and teaching. Here could the university Library have a role to support the scholars through the publishing process. 
· Accessibility: The scholar finds it important to have accessibility to other colleague’s research, early access. Open access publishing gives possibilities to early access of research. 
· “Faster” publishing channels: Traditional publishing processes are sometimes experienced too slowly; there are long waiting time before articles are published. Other, faster publishing channels could be an option particular for preprints. 
· Wish for an interface which contains a link directly to an individual list of publication.
· For Postdoc’s and others who have already or are about to publish, the lapse of time causes a problem, as the publishing process generally takes too long time. Sometimes it takes more than a year to get an article published in a journal. Against background, publishing open access seemed as a good way to make individual research quickly visible and communicable for others, especially if, as it was vaguely formulated, the archive could be supplied with a more explicit mark of quality.

· During the interviews, it became clear that the respondents have very different reasons for publishing by means of self-archiving. For instance, there seemed to be a wish for establishing a platform for internal communication, a kind of intranet, where the individual scholar could collect own material and simultaneously make it visible for follow-scholars. However, this wish has nothing to do with publishing open access by means of e.g. hprints.

Summary 
As displayed in the interviews, the respondents were asked to convey how they relate to the various issues mentioned initially: 

1. Where and when do the researchers look for the information about author’s rights and 
open access? 

Due to the fact that no significant established knowledge about the issues prevail at the faculty, most of the scholars hitherto have looked somewhat in vain for information. Consequently their access to attain general knowledge about open access and author’s rights is insufficient.
Perhaps they will look for information when publishing, if they have knowledge about open access? 
2. What are the researchers concerns about Open Access?
They are concerned about quality, plagiarism, peer review, merits towards research funding.
3. What are the obstacles for the researchers?
Generally, all the researchers were well aware of the importance of making their research visible by means of publishing, and all of them expressed the lack of time to be a huge obstacle. It also became clear that the researchers have no or very little knowledge about open access. 
PhD students have no need (or time) for publishing during their PhD period, but afterwards as Postdocs, it is recognized as inevitable in order to gain a position. Conclusively, the group of Postdocs is most keen on publishing open access, simply because they have a very continuous need for publishing articles, and here the traditional way of publishing sometimes is experienced as too slow.
4. Do the researchers know their rights to self-archive?
As mentioned above (2) due to lack of access to established knowledge about the issues, the researchers display little knowledge of own rights in connection to self-archiving. 
PhD students do not have time to write articles. Their focus is on teaching and research, and consequently they do not recognize having a need for publishing open access during the PhD period. 
Respondents besides PhD students have typically published articles, parts of anthologies, or monographs.   

Postdocs have needs for publishing open access; they want a wider range for their research as well as a faster access to the research of fellow-scholars.  
Established researchers do not express any significant need for publishing open access, as they often have sufficient publishing channels qua established journals. However, as the publishing environment is developing and changing fast these years, established researchers no doubt in the future will make use of the option of publishing open access.  
Consequently it is important that an outreach efforts to pay attention to these individual needs, and the urge for scholars to self-archive will depend on whether it can be done quickly and easily, as there is no time for asking for help. Only then it will be meaningful.
Conclusion and Suggestion for outreach
The respondents have very little knowledge about open access and copyright, and do not have enough time to become sufficiently informed and thus finding out, what they themselves might accomplish. However, in this process the research library, as a catalyst for consolidating knowledge, will be able to support the scholars, if we meet the specific challenge that within humanities a multitude of publishing forms prevail.

In the role where the research library supports knowledge production in close connection with research communities, it might be useful to establish a service for researchers which provides 


· (Individual) Assistance to publish various kinds of research

· Knowledge about copyright, forms of publishing, and publishing demands

· Workshop/education

· Overlay journal specific to the research group or department (expenditure for establishment)
Overlay: Journal that sits on top of an archive. Acts as a “window” for a group of researchers, a topic or an institution. True overlay journals also accept manuscripts, perform peer review and editing, and subsequently deposit the manuscript in an open archive.
· iPhone application
 Software program for a mobile phone. Usually free or very cheap. Can act as an interface for an archive, a search engine or some other internet based tool.
· Arrange a meeting with developers of hprints.org to discuss functionalities in the archive
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