Breakout Session Report
During the third Open Access Initiative Workshop held at CERN on 12-14 February 2004, one of the Breakout sessions addressed the sociological issues surrounding attracting content to institutional repositories.  These notes are a summary of the discussions, which focussed on the primary research literature.  As repositories become more widespread a growing number of strategies are being developed to ensure that they are used to their fullest potential and experiences are being shared.  In particular, robust answers to the possible objections to self-archiving are being developed (for example, see Stephan Harnad’s FAQ list at http://www.eprints.org/self-faq/).

It is hoped that these short notes will complement the efforts of those who have already set up institutional repositories and will help those that are developing new repositories.
Attracting Content
It was agreed during the Breakout that there should be a clear focus to the role and usage of any institutional repository.  Some have been built to hold and make available specific collections, some for theses, some for e-prints (whether pre-prints, post-prints, or both), etc.  However, lack of focus makes it harder to take the message to the academic community.

Advocacy was deemed to be essential.  It is not enough to expect that researchers will automatically deposit their research papers in a repository.  At the least, it is an extra activity for them to perform.  More seriously, many have objections and misconceptions regarding repositories that need to be addressed (see below).  Advocacy can take many forms: print literature, web-based information, seminars, face-to-face discussions, etc. and different combinations of these may be appropriate at different institutions and for different departments within each institution.  It was noted that subject and liaison librarians could prove especially valuable here.

In addition to advocacy, many institutions and departments have put in place policies regarding the deposition of material in repositories.  The experience of many at the Breakout session was that it was difficult to define policies across the institution as there can be significant variations between departments.  It may be necessary to reach departmental-level agreements and to customise the policy appropriately.  However, the Queensland University of Technology has implemented an institution-wide policy which, with certain exceptions, expects that the ‘…research and scholarly output of the University is to be located in the University's digital or 'E-print' repository’.  This includes post prints of refereed articles.  (http://www.qut.edu.au/admin/mopp/F/F_01_03.html)

As there may be (at least initially) resistance from academics to self-archiving it is important to make the process as simple as possible.  Dedicated help-desk support is essential and it may be that the library should take the responsibility of creating metadata for each article.  This removes the burden from the academics and increases the chance of ensuring that the metadata are accurate and consistent!  Alternatively, some institutions have placed the responsibility for uploading papers and metadata on departmental secretaries, again in the hope that there will be some consistency of metadata.
To help to create a critical mass of papers within a repository papers can be taken from current open access sources, e.g. arXiv, BioMedCentral, PLoS Biology, etc.  Also, many subscription-based journals allow posting of either pre-prints, post-prints or both to repositories and the libraries could pro-actively seek these out.  A future source of content could be conference papers, many of which are not formally published and so not subject to publisher copyright restrictions.  The repository could house conference papers of individual researchers or complete proceedings of conference held at the institution.
Some researchers will be more attracted to the idea of the repositories as long-term archives for their work rather than as a means for providing open access.  This is an additional example of where it is important to tailor the advocacy message to the audience.

Objections
The Breakout session discussed some of the common objections to depositing papers in repositories that have been raised by researchers.

1. Prior-publication fears
Many researchers fear that if they deposit their pre-prints in an institutional repository they will not then be able to publish in their peer-review journal of choice.  This fear has some grounds in the medical field where many journals have traditionally invoked the ‘Inglefinger’ rule regarding prior-publication.  It is hard to see what justification there is for retaining this rule.  It may be a reluctance to see pre-reviewed papers that may contain incorrect data being circulated.  However, the refusal to accept for publication a paper that has been placed in a repository, or presented at a conference, clearly retards the rapid flow of scholarly information.  Many publishers now take a practical approach to this issue and it is increasing rare for publishers to refuse publication on these grounds.  (Indeed, with the success of arXiv no publisher of physics journals could hope to invoke Inglefinger!).  Unfortunately, it is often hard to tell which journals still enforce the rule.  Perhaps it is time for an equivalent to the RoMEO project for Inglefinger.

2. Copyright
Many researchers are confused regarding the copyright in their papers and this confusion means that they are often reluctant to deposit the papers in case they are in breach of copyright.  Here again advocacy and education by the librarians (and particularly the liaison and subject librarians) is important.  It has been pointed out previously that the authors own the copyright in their papers before they are peer reviewed.  Therefore, there is absolutely no copyright reason why an author could not deposit their pre-print.  A large number of publisher now allow the peer-reviewed version of the paper (whether in the author-formatted version or the final publisher-produced version) to also appear on an institutional repository.  The invaluable resource here is the RoMEO listing (recently taken on by the SHERPA project – http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo.php) which details the copyright policies of a large number of publishers.  The subject librarians should advise in their fields as to which publishers allow final peer-reviewed versions to be archived.
3. Self-archiving a low priority for researchers
The participants of the Breakout session reported that for many academics depositing their papers was seen as one more thing to do.  Even a streamlined submission system that allowed an academic to deposit their paper in minutes takes time that the academic would rather spend on something else.  It was felt that the problem here was that the benefits to authors were not sufficiently obvious.  Many academics have said the equivalent of ‘I’ve put my paper onto my personal web-page, why do I need to also put it onto the repository?’  Specific examples of the advantages in terms of article discovery are needed showing the difference in search ranking between a paper placed on a personal web-page and one in a repository.  This difference should become more pronounced following the decision of Yahoo to harvest metadata from OAIster.  (Peter Suber has written addressing this point at http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/newsletter/05-03-04.htm#oai-google)
The growing evidence of increased dissemination of and citations to material in open access repositories can be used to motivate authors.  A specific example from the Astrophysical Journal show that for 72% of papers published free versions of the papers are available (mainly through ArXiv).  Citation analysis shows that these 72% of papers are, on average, cited twice as often as the remaining 28% where there are no free versions available.  At this stage it is difficult to show clear cause and effect, but it is an intriguing indication of the increase in impact of authors’ work if they self archive. http://listserv.nd.edu/cgi-bin/wa?A2=ind0311&L=pamnet&D=1&O=D&P=1632
The provision of support staff, at either the departmental or library level, who are able to deposit papers for authors (as discussed above) will help to reduce the time/effort barrier.  Not being to prescriptive in which formats papers have to be in to be deposited will also help to reduce the barrier.  However, the greatest force to reduce (if not remove) the barrier would be for funding bodies or institutions to make the deposit of the final, peer-reviewed version of each paper compulsory.  We are not yet at this stage, but it is probably only a matter of time before this becomes common.

It has been noted that the repositories that have been most successful to date have been subject based (e.g., physics, economics).  One suggestion was that subject-based services could be developed which would harvest papers in specific subjects from institutional repositories and present them in a uniform way.  Academics may increasingly use these subject-based services for article discovery and so start to deposit their own papers in their local repositories to ensure that their research is visible in the subject-specific discovery service.

Any additional services that can be provided for authors will help to persuade them to deposit their papers.  One service may be the construction of personal web-pages and CVs using information about each author’s publication record held in the repository.  Another service could be the creation of an electronic reprints service using the repository copies of the papers.  A service for both the authors and their departments (and universities) would be the management of external reviews.  Certainly in the UK, gathering information on the publication record of individuals and departments for the Research Assessment Exercise would be made much easier if papers were routinely deposited in local repositories.
4. Plagiarism
Some researchers are worried that if they place their papers in their local repositories and make them free to all readers there is a greater possibility that their work may be plagiarised.  This may well be true, but of course there is also a much greater chance that the plagiarist will be detected as the original work is freely available and fully searchable!

5. Quality issues
There are concerns amongst some researchers regarding the academic quality of material placed on an institutional repository.  This concern is rarely regarding the quality of their own work!  Rather, it is that their peer-reviewed papers (say) will appear in the same repository as non peer-working papers, pre-prints, student work, etc.  To combat this some institutions may require that any material deposited in the repository has at least some initial, internal review (perhaps at the department level).  Internal review may also reduce the concerns of some university administrators that low quality material in the repository will ‘embarrass’ the institution.

Other institutional may feel that they need to create the appearance of separation between different types of material – i.e., have a theses service, a pre-print service, a peer-reviewed papers service, etc.  Of course, as the repositories should all be OAI-compliant it does not really matter if these services all sit on the same server or are separated.  The importance point is that it may be necessary to give the appearance of separation.
6. Too much access
Not all academics want their material to be freely available immediately.  Some may want to wait until a patent has been awarded or until commercial sponsors have had the opportunity to commercialise the research.  Repositories should be flexible in their ability to make material available only after an embargo period or, perhaps, only internally to the institution’s own community.  However, in the interests of wider dissemination and impact the default should be for open and immediate access.
7. The many-copy problem
Some academics who co-author articles with colleagues at other institutions worry about multiple deposits and the consequences of having many copies of the same article in different places: which is the definitive version, will readers be confused, can reliable usage statistics be compiled?  These are valid question, but the many-copy problem can be turned around into the many-copy solution, for example multiple copies ensures that if one copy is deleted or corrupted (either accidentally or through censorship) other copies should survive and multiple copies increase the likelihood that at least one of them will be indexed by a major search engine.  (Again, Peter Suber has expanded on this issue at http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/fos/newsletter/01-02-04.htm#manycopy)
These are some of the main objections from researchers that participants in the Breakout session reported hearing, together with some of the strategies they have used to overcome the objections.  For many researchers the notion of institutional repositories is still new and we will continue to hear these and other objections.  Over time the concept will become more familiar and the benefits to authors of depositing their papers will become more apparent.  Until then, it is important that we continue to share our experience and develop winning strategies to encourage the continued growth and usage of institutional repositories.

