Marjatta Sikström, Stockholm University Library                                                                                            1

Hprints - License to Publish Project II, Phase 2. Final Report  

One of the project’s deliverables is to devise a strategy for substantial outreach with respect to “License to publish”, authors’ rights, self-archiving and the principles of Open Access, by focusing on a number of cases in the Nordic social sciences and humanities.(SciecomInfo 2 (2010))

The methodology chosen for current phase of the project is case studies aiming to promote as large scale comprehension of the processes in publishing in OA as possible and to exemplify the current attitudes and viewpoints of the participating researchers.  The deliverable is to develop a functional method for the promotion of OA publishing within the humanities and social sciences – but also applicable even within other disciplines. 

A short summary of the project status was delivered at the end of the May 2010. This paper is the final report.

===============================================

Case studies- Stockholm University

Methodology

The overall aim of the case studies and outreach activities was to investigate the current awareness of and attitude towards open access publishing/self archiving among the chosen target groups and on the basis of that deliver a functional method for promotion of OA publishing, mainly within humanities and social sciences.

The case studies at the Stockholm University were performed in a slightly different mode as initially planned. During spring term 2010 Stockholm University Library was running open access advocacy among a number of selected departments.  On these sessions open access in scholarly communication were generally discussed.  Publishing in OA journals, self-archiving in institutional repositories (DiVA as a mandatory one) and available subject based open archives were presented.  When it was subject wise relevant hprints was put in focus.

Target to our originally planned case study within the project was an acta series produced at the Department of Scandinavian Languages.  Acta Committee at Stockholm University has undertaken policy of promoting open access publishing in all of its publication series. The Stockholm Studies in Scandinavian Philology includes mostly Ph.D. theses produced at the department of Scandinavian Languages.  Most of them already are deposited in full text in the institutional repository DiVA.  Still a fraction of the theses are only registered in bibliographic format. The aim of our case was to study the reasons behind the decisions of not publishing these theses in full text in any open archive.

Our library had visited the department earlier before the start of this project and given a seminar in open access publishing and of our own institutional depository DiVA.  The awareness of and an affirmative attitude towards open access already exists to a certain extent at the department.

The editor of The Stockholm Studies in Scandinavian Philology was initially positive towards participating in the hprints project. It was agreed that the editor contacts the authors who in DiVA only had registered the bibliographic information of their theses. Our shared aim was then to upgrade even the registrations to full text posts in DiVA and then advocate for deposition even in hprints. The last part would gradually be extended to all the authors in this specific acta series. At the end of the project period individual interviews would be run. 

It soon turned out that most of the authors in question had after their doctoral defense left the department and were either impossible to reach or they were not motivated enough to rerun to the publishing processes of their thesis. The case study with this kind of a systematic approach was then dropped. 

Still a couple of younger researchers contacted the project manager (me) and expressed their interest in testing hprints archive.

At the same time E-publishing team within the University Library had within its regular OA outreach campaign booked a seminar at The Department of French, Italian and Classical studies. On that seminar hprints archive was shortly presented and a follow up meeting later with the whole department was organized for more detailed information on hprints. 

Several of the researchers then expressed their interest in depositing their publications in hprints. Out of these actually two succeeded with depositions - after having asked for personal hands on assistance.

Individual interviews with four researchers from the departments mentioned above were run in May 2010. They were the ones who had succeeded to deposit a selection of their publications in hprints. Three of interviewees were younger lecturers, one from research area in Dutch languages studies, one from Scandinavian languages , one from French philology and the fourth one was an established  researcher, an associate professor in Classical studies.  

The following issues were discussed on these occasions:

· Where do you /your research community look or search for advice for scientific publishing matters generally, open access publishing specifically? 

· Pros and cons of open access publishing generally? Your own knowledge and opinion?

· Concerns encountered towards OA publishing in your own research community? 

· Awareness of different alternatives in OA publishing? Your own and in your research community?

· What are the main obstacles for OA publishing among the researchers?

· The employer’s (Stockholm University) current publishing policy? Familiar for you/your research community?

· Assistance needed in publishing/ self archiving/ in subject specific repositories -in addition to the mandatory institutional ones (DiVA).  What would facilitate the process and increase the knowledge and usage of them. Any good advice?

· Concerns with legal issues in OA, e.g. the rights to self archive: Where do you turn to for advice and/or look for information? 

Outcome of the interviews - and discussion 

The publishing issues, choices among alternative publishing channels are generally discussed within departments and younger researchers look for advice among more established members at a department. Also research communities today are international, researchers have frequent contacts with peers at other departments, universities within the county and abroad. The advice for publishing matters, for choices among available channels, is also discussed in these contexts. One of the interviewees explained that in OA questions she keeps contact with colleagues in Finland where several OA journals in her field (linguistics and language studies) are published.

Even other actors play a role here. Two of the interviewees mentioned that publishers attend scholarly conferences where they establish contact with researchers, offer advice and concrete proposal for publishing conference papers as journal articles. The commercial publishers are keen to position themselves on these occasions. Should managers of open archives (libraries) more systematically than today be present on these events?

One of the interviewees was more than others devoted to OA. She had previously participated in a similar project and - as she expressed it – had then studied OA movement. She was clearly more knowledgeable about OA and the ways of having research results freely available on the Internet. She had also personally received positive feedback from foreign researchers who on the Internet had discovered and retrieved her research publications in OA.  This had further boosted her positive attitude towards OA. The other interviewees were still more traditional and emphasized an importance of first of all having ones research results published in high ranked traditional journals alternatively by a well known publishing house .OA journals are considered as not yet fully established and recognized and their potential impact factor was questioned. They seemed not to be automatically the first choice as a publishing channel. The concept of open access monographs remains a still more contradictory issue.

All the interviewees had a positive attitude towards and acceptance of open access in form of parallel publishing/self archiving. For the first this model does not jeopardize research communities’ traditional and still prevailing system of qualifying as a researcher by publishing in prestigious journals or publishing houses.

For the second it was pointed out that self archiving can compensate for the long time lapse between submitting of a manuscript and actual publishing of it as an article in a scholarly journal. That implies that researchers are keen to disseminate their own research results faster – and they on the other hand appreciate immediate and toll free access to research results of other researchers.  It was interesting to note that no one mentioned the problem of embargo periods with self archiving which within humanities often are long.  The interviewees seem not to have confronted with the fact and consequently were not fully aware of it.                                                                             The third positive fact mentioned in this context is an issue of facilitating information retrieval or access to research results via intuitive retrieval systems, web based search engines, i.e. Google!  The high relevance ranking of open archives in Google-system seems definitively to be more important than a demand to develop search systems in the archives themselves. Actually it was stated by interviewees that open archives themselves are not (yet?) used for searching for information, whereas the contents of them are expected to be retrievable via other search engines, like Google.

A deeper awareness of OA, alternative roads to OA, copy right issues, ethical, moral and economic aspects in dissemination of research results were not explicitly raised by any of the interviewees. 

It was alarming to find out that the two of the interviewees had never heard about DOAJ.  And despite the affirmative attitude to parallel publishing the sites like SHERPA/ROMEO still were unknown. It was even more alarming to discover that two of the researchers mixed up the concepts of toll access, subscription based journals digitally available on the university’s internal network and open access journals freely available on the Internet. More basic education in information literacy, more information and facts about traditional scholarly communication channels together with the new emerging ones and more contact is needed between information professionals and many of the active researchers.

Faculties and departments differ from one another in relation to awareness of OA issues. Some are collectively more pro OA, at other departments the ongoing paradigm shift still passes unnoticed - or maybe consciously ignored.  While working with an institutional repository it has after all been surprising to discover that attitudes generally toward OA within the Faculty of Humanities are often more positive than in many of the departments within The Faculty of Natural Sciences! One can only speculate if this is a sign of humanities being more threatened now than it was earlier and if so, the situation has pushed researchers both to open up and look for new chances. The current weak status maybe has led to an atmosphere where it is risky to raise voices too much in front of an emerging paradigm shift. Or maybe it is so that today’s paid information resources within humanities are not as sophisticated and complete as the resources within STM sections  and OA is seen as a good and welcome complement.  In the best case the positive attitude could be interpreted as a sign of progressive researchers within humanities being in front line of new development in scholarly communication!

A further interesting aspect t is that there are differences between departments within the faculties itself.  Within humanities departments with research areas close to linguistics and language studies are generally more positively inclined towards OA. The interviewees at the Stockholm University belong to this category. They publish their research results in journal articles and consequently have a theoretical possibility to self archive. The departments where monographs are the principal communication channel demonstrate another kind of attitude.                                               

Within the Faculty of Sciences researchers in physics have been OA-pioneers whereas chemists prefer to more or less ignore the whole movement. That in its turn is depending on critical view of the influential research organization (ACS) that also happens to be the largest publisher within chemistry. In social sciences economics have exercised OA publishing in form of working papers earlier than others. Thus the same strategies and identical methods of promoting comprehension of OA publishing and open archives do not work in the same way in all research areas, faculties and departments. The methods have to be adjusted to specific target groups and research areas in question depending on their current awareness of OA and also of their traditional still prevailing patterns of scholarly communication. 

Still certain methods and strategies can be applicable in all fields of science. One is appealing to researchers’ personal and individual needs and potential benefits through OA, i.e. increased visibility, increased number of citations, increased impact factor and - if possible- positive effects on carrier development when that can be proved.

Another strategy is to target a special advocacy towards leaders at departmental and faculty level as well as administrative leaders within universities. To present and discuss for instance economics, i.e. financial statistics and profit maximizing within publishing industry and the consequences of it to library budgets, scholarly communication - and in extension to the society itself are the issues that the decision makers need to be made aware of. In a long run, if a sustainable change in scholarly communication is to be reached, directives to the change have to come from these levels. An interesting phenomenon is that research funders instead of universities have taken a lead in Open Access issues and are now posting publishing policies more radical than universities’ own open access publishing policies.

Within library community awareness of economic, ethic and moral issues of today’s scholarly communication is well established and libraries actively are looking for ways to communicate them to all research communities. One effective outreach strategy by libraries is to seek to form alliances with research funders who already have adopted OA policies. One method is to run seminars in cooperation. The funders can then directly with grant holders and university leaders discuss the new publishing conditions and librarians would contribute with their expertise, i.e. on how to in practice fulfill the stated conditions. One burning point – an issue still not quite clear – is in such a seminar to collectively - funders, libraries, university leaders and researchers - discuss on how to create and establish future sustainable business models for OA publishing.

As discussed above the level of awareness and acceptance of OA varies from one research area to another as well as from one university to another. Most of the universities have an open access policy – though most often formulated only as a recommendation. These policies were designed when institutional repositories were first introduced.  Repositories in itself were in the first place designed to showcase a university’s research activities. Today the repositories are even used for assessing and comparing research activities at a university, at faculties and departments. From the very beginning it was only mandatory to register research publications in an institutional repository but first after the archives were used for assessments and bibliometrics researchers started to take them seriously. Then the contents of institutional archives exploded, and along with that even the awareness of universities’ open access policy increased. The publishing policy and repositories were now put into a context that was more vital for individual researchers and their departments. This fact was more than once implied during the interviews.

It was obvious while discussing with the interviewees that the very usage of open institutional archives for assessments has raised the level of motivation to register publications in open access archives. The same kind of development of depositing full text documents could be expected now when research funders increasingly are beginning to condition their grants with publishing of research results in open access. Self archiving/parallel publishing as a minimum level of open access fulfills the condition stated by the funders - and in some cases by universities. An acceptance of parallel publishing within large parts of humanities – according to the interviewees- seems to be in place. That again applies best to the researchers whose communication channels are journal articles. The situation cannot be said to be the same among subject areas where a monograph is the dominant publication mode. 

Awareness of the other alternatives in open access, i.e. hybrid journals was more or less nonexistent among three of the interviewees. Even the knowledge of subject based open archives turned out to be low. The researchers manage to handle the mandatory institutional repository. But there seems to be reluctance to deposit one and the same document still in other open archives. One main reason is the following: open archives are built on different platforms, have different interfaces and procedures. Consequently they take extra time and require an extra effort to learn to use them. An enthusiasm to spend extra energy in learning a new voluntary OA system turned out to be limited. “My publication is already deposited in the institutional open archive and is anyway visible and searchable via Google. Why should I deposit it twice?”said a researcher.

Researchers are in constant time pressure. When introducing new procedures, services like a new open archive it turned out to be absolutely necessary - and also worth time and effort - to provide personal assistance - or alternatively hands on training in a smaller groups of researchers.  Without initial personal assistance not one single publication from Stockholm University had been deposited in hprints!  Do libraries have resources enough at a permanent basis provide this kind of service level? 

The best procedure - and hopefully a future development - would be if a researcher when archiving his/her publication in one mandatory archive already at that occasion could in the repository make a selection on which other archives her/his publication immediately would be harvested to and doing so selecting own specific target audiences. That could only be done by pressing buttons and a publication would automatically be copied to the selected archives.

The final topic in interviews was a copy right issues.  When asked about eventual differences in copy right between the traditional publishing and open access publishing one of the answers was that there is no difference, the same frame work applies to both models! The other answers were more hesitant, but still unveiled the lacking awareness and concerns of authors’ legal rights in publishing matters. To sign a standard agreement and hand over a copy right to a commercial enterprise seems still to be an unquestionable procedure. Parallel publishing is an accepted choice - for reasons discussed above - but when it is done it is still done on conditions stated by publishers. The interviewees did not have any knowledge of addendums to agreements or separate licenses to publish. To question publishers’ conditions seemed to be experienced as uncomfortable,  and seen from young researchers’ point of view, maybe even as risky. Fear of the fact that a publisher refuses to publish his/her paper as a consequence of it was obvious. Young researchers building up their careers feel that they do not have prestige enough to disapprove with their potential publishers.

Copy right is the central issue in OA publishing. It is clear that this matter has to be more extensively and more intensely discussed with researchers.   License to publish - explicitly formulated open access publishing in mind - is a tool still needed. And as such it will be substantially adopted and used in scholarly communication first after it has been recognized and sanctioned by the central research establishments: that is universities, research organizations and funders. Few individual researchers are authoritative enough to alone stand up against publishing houses and their conditions. So once again the most important targets groups for advocating OA are the decision makers within research frame works.

Conclusions and suggestion for outreach

Lack of time, increased work load, growing competition and regularly performed quality assessments occupy a researcher’s minds. They are stressed - and what comes to current publishing matters they are confused.  The methods in advocating OA and open archives among them have to be designed and performed these circumstances in mind.

 Libraries are traditionally service providers with a mission to facilitate the knowledge production and dissemination of research results. Today’s transitional and for researchers confusing state of scholarly communication should even modify the missions of research libraries themselves. Even they should also undergo a kind of paradigm shift.  It turned out in one of the discussions that research libraries should add to their current profiles a unit of research information dissemination, an office of scholarly communication.  On one hand a central unit like that would give for researchers unbiased advice and support in any kind of publishing issues, i.e. in existing channels and current changes , differences and conditions between them, policies of various research funders, copy right questions, how to interpret and when needed how to make adjustments in publishing agreements etc. On the other hand a unit like that would see to that the research dissemination is canalized in a way that maximizes benefits for a university, a department, an individual researcher, and maybe for society at large.  

To sum up the results from the outreach activities, interviews and discussions with researchers following methods in promoting comprehension of the processes in OA publishing are emerging as vital: 

· Provide consultation in all publishing issues -copy right issues included (Office of scholarly communication)

· Work for development of archives that are intuitive and easy to use, compatible with each other with easy import and export functions.

· Work with outreach activities on several fronts: with individual researchers, with departments, and with the leaders on different levels at the universities. A sustainable change requires awareness and active support by the decision and policy makers.

· Design a license to publish specifically for open access publishing.

· Design outreach activities varying them according to target groups, subject areas and their traditional and still prevailing communication patterns.  One size does not fit all.

· Create alliances for outreach campaigns with actors outside library walls. One is with research funders.

· Attend and be visible at scholarly conferences and market open access archives there

· Provide personal assistance with work flows in archives.

· Arrange hands on workshop where researchers can drop in with their documents and where they can be helped to upload publications into archives of their choices.

· Provide steady help desk and support function.

· Be visible in the campus in different contexts, seminars, conferences, web sites

· Provide and follow up statistics on university’s web site on successes in OA publishing: for instance number of downloads, the most down loaded documents, make comparisons

· Always appeal to individual researcher’s ego: increased visibility and  increase impact 

· Nurture all personal contacts among researcher and their ‘gate keepers’. Personal and informal contacts in outreach and promoting activities are not to be underestimated.

· Be systematic and patient, change takes time. 

