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Introduction: In the 2020s, open access (OA) continues to act as a challenging force in the ever-shifting land-
scape of scholarly communication. The objective of this study was to survey faculty at an R1 research institu-
tion about their perspectives on OA publishing, article processing charges (APCs), and knowledge of the
institutional repository (IR).

Methods: This study employed an anonymous online survey of 415 faculty members, with a response rate of
12.77% (53 responses). The survey collected both quantitative and qualitative data from respondents.
Results and Discussion: Results showed engagement with OA publishing but skepticism of APCs as a rea-
sonable alternative to subscription-based funding models. Survey respondents were also mostly unaware of the
library’s IR self-archiving service.

Conclusion: For-profit OA business models do not serve academics, and they and scholarly communications
librarians should better collaborate to advocate for transitioning away from APCs. The article concludes by
sharing how the author changed practice based on the results of the study.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

1. Findings may inform scholarly communications librarians on how faculty, particu-
larly in the social and physical sciences, currently perceive open access publishing
practices.

2. Scholarly communications experts in the library should be more vocal to faculty mem-
bers about their criticisms of article processing charges and commercial open access
business models.

3. Librarians should continue efforts to encourage faculty members to deposit accepted
manuscripts to institutional repositories as a means of moving away from article proc-
essing charges.

INTRODUCTION

In 2022, the Budapest Open Access Initiative (BOAI), whose 2002 Declaration and guide-
lines launched the modern open access (OA) movement, released a new set of recommen-
dations to mark their twentieth anniversary (BOAI, 2022). After first noting that OA
publication is not the end of the research process but rather the means “to the equity, quality,
usability, and sustainability of research,” the initiative made recommendations that included
favoring distribution channels that do not exclude authors on economic grounds, meaning
OA repositories (including institutional repositories [IRs]) and journals that do not assess
article processing charges (APCs), and transitioning away from APCs. Additionally, the
BOAI recommended that when authors and institutions do pay for OA, they concentrate
their efforts towards nonprofit and academic organizations rather than commercial, for-
profit publishers. This article presents the findings of a survey conducted among faculty
members at an R1 institution based in the southwest United States in advance of further
outreach and education efforts from the university library about OA. The results offer
insight into this university community’s perspectives on OA publishing, particularly the
impacts of APCs on their publication practices and knowledge of the library’s IR. The results
of this study will help the library customize advocacy efforts for the advantages and prin-
ciples of OA publishing as well as for the evolving needs, expectations, and rights of faculty
researchers.

Surveying university faculty about their OA perceptions and experiences is a familiar topic for
the scholarly communications field. Objections to adopting OA publishing habits continue to
decrease with time, but many faculty members still perceive these publications as costly,
detrimental to tenure and promotion, and lacking in quality (Shook & Vecchione, 2022).
That said, researchers do associate publishing OA with a sense of social responsibility and
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do enjoy that their open publications are more likely to be cited, when they can afford it
(Heaton et al., 2019). Yang & Li (2015) reported that most of their faculty were engaged
with and willing to publish OA but that they were still mostly unaware of library-provided
scholarly communications tools, platforms, or expertise. Gaines (2015) found that science
faculty who had the highest perceived OA knowledge were also the most skeptical of the
OA business model. Shook & Vecchione (2022) also emphasized that many of their faculty
members understand the complexities of the modern academic publishing environment and
the ethical conundrums attached to, for example, the amount of free editorial, peer review, and
authorship labor from scholars that publishing companies receive in addition to APCs and
subscription fees (p. 20).

The current study was devised with the intention of gathering local opinions and perceptions
of OA publishing so that we could better target our outreach efforts. The primary research
questions were

1. To what extent are campus faculty familiar with and engaged in OA publishing?

2. Whatare faculty members’ opinions of scholarly publishing as it relates to OA and the
payment of APCs?

METHODS

This survey of university faculty was conducted during the fall 2022 semester. A Tenopir et al.
(2015) survey instrument that had been created to investigate sustainable OA models for large
North American research institutions regarding APCs was employed for this study and was
lightly modified for local use. The original instrument, described in depth in Tenopir et al.
(2017), asked a wide range of questions regarding basic professional demographics, publishing
and archiving habits, experience and familiarity with OA publishing, and Likert-type scale
ratings asking for agreement with factors related to journal publishing, OA, and APCs.
The Likert-type response options were numbered 1 to 5, with 1 being “strongly disagree”
and 5 being “strongly agree.”

The author’s modifications for this study included narrowing the questions to a faculty-only
sample, aligning a question about current employment position to the university’s faculty
ranking hierarchy, using the university’s names for OA resources, and adding a question
about awareness of the library’s IR. The appendix of this article contains the text of the sur-
vey as used. The university institutional review board approved the survey under Exempt
status.
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The author received a list of university faculty members and their email addresses from the
university’s office of information technology. According to the university’s fact book, there
were 2,056 tenured, tenure-track, and non-tenure-track faculty members on campus in
fall 2022 (Texas Tech University, n.d.). At this university, librarians and archivists have ten-
ured/pre-tenure faculty status equal to that of other faculty members across campus and were
thus included in the sample. With a 95% confidence level and 5% margin of error, it was
determined that a sample size of roughly 20%, or 220 people, would constitute a sample
that would be broadly generalizable beyond this campus. Using the RANDOM.org random
number generator, 415 randomly selected faculty members were contacted via university
email inviting them to take the survey, which was housed on the Springshare LibWizard plat-
form (Springshare, 2022; Haahr, 2024). No personally identifiable information was collected
on the survey platform.

Analysis

Quantitative data from the Likert-type responses were exported from LibWizard and
analyzed in Microsoft Excel. The author used Excel to calculate the mean, median,
and standard deviation for each question as well as to generate charts and figures. Quali-
tative data, collected from responses to “Other” fields and the final open-ended ques-
tion, are presented as recorded on the survey platform, with minor edits for anonymity
and readability.

RESULTS
Sample composition

Of the 415 faculty members contacted, 53 people (12.77%) completed the survey. Of these
submissions, 18 respondents (33.96%) identified themselves as being employed at the full
Professor/Librarian/Archivist level, 14 people (26.42%) identified as Associate Professor/
Librarian/Archivist, and 11 people (20.75%) identified as Assistant Professor/Librarian/
Archivist. Ten people (18.87%) identified themselves as being in non-tenure track faculty
positions, such as Lecturer, Professor of Practice, Research Faculty, or Other. Since the pur-
pose of conducting this study in fall 2022 was to gain baseline insight into faculty viewpoints
in order to implement outreach efforts on campus in the spring 2023 semester, the author
accepted the number of results received during the initial run of the survey. Given such a small
sample size, however, the results will not be statistically significant and cannot be considered
broadly generalizable.
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Fifty-two respondents identified their general area of study. Almost half of the respondents
(44.23%) identified their general area of study as the Social Sciences, which also included
Business, Education, Libraries, and Law. Eight people (15.38%) studied the Arts and Human-
ities; four people (7.69%) studied Engineering and Computer Science; seven people
(13.46%) studied Life Sciences and Medicine; eight people (15.38%) studied Physical Sci-
ences; and two people (3.85%) responded Other. Figure 1 displays the comparison of re-
spondents’ current position to their area of study. Given the high representation of the
broad Social Sciences field in the sample, it was worth breaking out the subject discipline re-
sponses to ensure that the librarians, assumed to be better versed in matters of OA than their
colleagues across campus, who were included in the survey were not over-represented
(Table 1). Only one self-identified librarian participated in the survey. The author also rec-
ognized that the over-representation of Social Sciences faculty in the sample did not generally
align with the overall subject field distribution of the university faculty population in fall 2022
(Texas Tech University, n.d.); however, the Central Limit Theorem (CLT) was used to assume
the sample’s “normality,” or the normal distribution of the sample along a bell curve. The CLT
states that when a sample is “sufficiently large,” which is conventionally considered to be a
sample size of at least 30, and the sampling is random, then the mean of the sampling distri-
bution is equal to the mean of the population, even when the sample does not align along the
same bell curve as the population does (Turney, 2023). The CLT holds in the present study
because the results come from a simple random sample and are therefore independent vari-
ables, and with a sample size greater than 30 people, the sample is sufficiently large enough to
assess statistical validity (Kwak & Kim, 2017).

Current Academic Rank by Area of Study

Visual and Performing Arts 1

Social Sciences (including Business, Education, Libraries, _
and Law) - 5 2 Z

z Physical Sciences ‘1 3 n B Adjunct Faculty/Lecturer/Instructor
=1
& m Assistant Professor/Librarian/Archivist
S Life Sciences and Medicine |12 3 1 . o »
© Associate Professor/Librarian/Archivist
z

. . . . Non Tenure Track Professor of Practice
Environmental Design; Architecture; Interior Design .

M Non Tenure Track Research Faculty

Engineering and Computer Science m m Professor/Librarian/Archivist

Arts and Humanities .1 2 2

0 5 10 15 20 25
Current Academic Rank

Figure 1. Current position compared to area of study.
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Social Sciences subject discipline Count of subject disciplines

Did not specify subject discipline 3

Communication

Psychology

Libraries

social psychology

Mathematics Education

Business—Information Systems

Accounting

Economics

Marketing

political science

Crisis/Risk/Health Communication, Public Relations

Public Administration

Education Policy

Retail Management

Family and Consumer Sciences Education

Teaching and Learning in Literacy Education
HDFS

Hospitality

Grand Total

—mf—m = === =] === =] === =] =]

[\
w

Table 1. Count of Social Sciences survey participants by subject discipline (Note: “HDFS” stands for “Human
Development and Family Sciences”).

Scholarly publishing behaviors and opinions

The survey respondents were presented with several questions to determine their scholarly
publishing habits and opinions. First, they were asked to identify roughly how many jour-
nal articles or conference proceedings, including those in press, they had published in the
last three years. Over half of respondents (66.03%) reported having published at least six
articles in that timeframe. Overall repository self-archiving was low, and when it did
occur, they almost always deposited their work to subject repositories rather than the
IR. They were asked to identify how important it was to them, on a Likert scale from
1 to 5, with 1 being “Not Important” and 5 being “Very Important,” that certain audi-
ences were able to access their publications. The results are displayed in Table 2 and
Figure 2.
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Audience Group (1 =Not Important; 5 = Very Important) Median Mean Std. Dev.

Researchers/faculty at other research-intensive academic institutions 5 4.69 0.81

Researchers/faculty at different types of academic institutions (e.g., 4 4.10 1.14
teaching-focused)

Practitioners outside of academia in industry, business, and/or my 3 3.34 1.38
field

Policymakers in government or non-government organizations 3 3.27 1.48

The general public 2 3.0 1.32

Table 2. For each of the following groups, how important is it to you that they can access your research
publications?

Importance of Audience Access to Research
M Research-Intensive Institutions [l Teaching-Focused Institution [T Policymakers

Practitioners Outside Academia [ The General Public
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Figure 2. Box-and-whisker plot displaying data from the question “For each of the following groups, how
important is it to you that they can access your research publications?”

The next question asked what factors the respondents considered when choosing a journal to
submit their manuscript to and to rank the importance on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, with 1
being “Not Important” and 5 being “Very Important.” The results are displayed in Table 3
and Figure 3. Respondents rated “Fit with scope of journal” and “Quality and reputation of
journal” as the most important factors in their decision. “Open access” was the least important
factor for the respondents when choosing a journal.
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Decision Factor (1 = Not Important; 5 = Very Important) Median Mean Std. Dev.
Quality and Reputation of Journal 5 4.69 0.54
Fit with Scope of Journal 5 4.67 0.55
Audience 5 4.29 1.02
Impact Factor 4 4.13 0.99
Time from Submission to Publication 4 3.71 1.05
Likelihood of Acceptance 4 3.54 1.09
Editor or Editorial Board 3 3.16 1.45
Open Access 2 2.56 1.27

Table 3. Please rate the importance of the following factors in choosing a journal for submission/publication
of your work.

Factors Influencing Where to Submit Work
M Audience [ Editor 1 Scope [7] Impact Factor

[ Acceptance Likelihood [ OA M Quality & Reputation [l Time to Publication
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Figure 3. Box-and-whisker plot displaying data for the question “Please rate the importance of the following
factors in choosing a journal for submission/publication of your work.”

Familiarity with OA publishing

The respondents were then asked to rate their familiarity with OA publishing on a Likert scale
from 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at All Familiar” and 5 being “Very Familiar.” Nearly half
(43.40%) of those taking the survey considered themselves to be “Familiar” to “Very Familiar”
with OA publishing. They were then asked whether they had published in an OA journal.
Thirty-two people (60.38%) responded “Yes,” and 21 people (39.62%) responded “No.”
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The 32 people who indicated they had published in an OA journal were then presented with a
following question about whether they or their co-authors had paid an APC. Twenty-three
respondents (71.88%) indicated “Yes,” and nine respondents (28.13%) indicated “No.”
When asked approximately how much they had paid recently in APCs, they responded
with a range from $300 to $3800. Most said they paid for the APCs from a variety of research
funder/granting agency, lab, and personal funds.

Opinions on OA publishing

All survey respondents were asked to consider a hypothetical scenario in which the journals
where they typically publish became fully OA with APCs as the only means to publication and,
as such, what would be the highest fee they would consider reasonable based on the source of
those funds. They were presented with a list of potential funding sources and a range of dollar
amounts they would consider pulling from these sources. The results are displayed graphically
in Figure 4. Most respondents felt that no APC was reasonable to publish in their current
journals, particularly if the funding was coming from them personally. More were willing
to consider APCs, especially priced under $1000, if the funding were coming from their dis-
cretionary research or departmental funds. For APCs in the range of $1000-$1999, many
respondents would consider the university-sponsored OA fund, which distributes individual
funding to authors up to $1000 on a first-come, first-served basis. For any APCs above $1000,
authors must pursue other funding sources.

Amount Considered Reasonable to Pay OA Journal Given
Funding Source

o

10 20 30 40 50

Your own personal funds

Your discretionary research funds

The university-sponsored OA fund

Departmental funds

Grant funds

Other

= None M Less than $100 m$100 - $499  m $500 - $999
m $1000 - $1999 m $2000 - $2999 m $3000 - $3999 W $4000 or more

Figure 4. Given this hy pothetical scenario, if you were asked to pay an APC to publish an article in one of these

journals, please indicate the highest fee that you consider reasonable if the funds were coming from the
following sources.
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One Physical Sciences professor noted the following in the “Other” field:

“I would stop publishing if they all move to pay to play. Open access APCs are already

»
a scam.

Table 4 and Figure 5 show the results of the respondents being asked to indicate, using a
Likert scale from 1 to 5 (with 1 being “Disagree Strongly,” 5 being “Agree Strongly,” and
including a “Not Sure” option), their level of agreement with a series of statements about
OA publishing. The responses indicated moderate agreement with the statement that OA
journals are of lower quality than subscription-based journals but general disagreement
with statements that paying APCs is a reasonable alternative to subscription fees and that
APC amounts reflect a journal’s quality.

OA Opinion (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree) Median Mean Std. Dev

Articles published in OA journals are of lower quality 3 3.16 1.17

Paying APCs for OA is a reasonable alternative to subscription fees 2 2.46 1.21
APC amount reflects journal quality 2 1.98 1.12

Table 4. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements.

Agreement with Statements about OA Publishing
[l Paying APCs for OA is a reasonable alternative to subscription fees
I Articles published in OA journals are of lower quality

[ APC amount reflects journal quality

STRONGLY AGREE)
s

w

N

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT WITH STATEMNT (1

STRONGLY DISAGREE, 5

STATEMENTS ABOUT OPEN ACCESS PUBLISHING

Figure 5. A box-and-whisker plot displaying data from the question “Please indicate your level of agreement
with each of the following statements.”
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Table 5 and Figure 6 display the results of a question asking survey respondents’ opinions on
OA publishing, in which they were asked to again consider the scenario in which all their
journals became fully OA with APCs as the only means to publication and to indicate their
level of agreement with a series of statements accordingly. Respondents agreed most with the
statement that researchers from institutions with less funding would find it difficult to publish
in the all-APC scenario. They also disagreed that research quality would increase.

OA Opinion (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree) Median Mean Std. Dev.
People from institutions with less money would have limited 5 4.30 1.00
ability to publish
My ability to publish would be limited 3 3.53 1.34
I would find alternative ways to publish my research 3 3.30 1.29
More people would read and use my research 3 3.26 1.39
There would be increased media coverage of scholarly research 3 2.49 1.33
The overall quality of published research would increase 2 2.19 1.30

Table 5. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements, given the scenario in
which your journals became fully OA with APCs.

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements

Il My ability to publish would be limited

[l More people would read and use my research

[l The overall quality of published research would increase

Il People from institutions with less money would have limited ability to publish
W 1 would find alternative ways to publish my research

[l There would be increased media coverage of scholarly research

-y

STATEMENTS ABOUT OA PUBLISHING WITH APCs

STRONGLY

STRONGLY AGREE)
=y

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT (1
DISAGREE, 5

Figure 6. Box-and-whisker plot displaying data from the question “Please indicate your level of agreement
with each of the following statements, given the scenario in which your journals became fully OA with APCs.”
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Familiarity with IR

The final question on the survey asked respondents whether, before this survey, they were
familiar with the library’s IR, a service that has existed for university researchers to deposit
their work since 2005. The university does not have an OA policy mandating deposit of
work to the IR. All 53 respondents answered the question. Thirteen people (24.53%) said
“Yes,” and 40 people (75.47%) said “No.” These responses are displayed in Figure 7.

Were you previously familiar with the IR?

45

40

40
35
30
25
20
15
10

ol

Yes No

Figure 7. Before this survey, were you familiar with the institutional repository?

Final comments from survey respondents

Respondents were given the option to leave comments at the end of the survey. The responses

included the following:

*  “Ifwe are going to be encouraged to pursue open access journals - departments need fund-
ing to help pay it. It is often the first thing that gets cut out of grants because we are
already too stretched to cut supplies or students.” (Associate Professor, Physical
Sciences)

*  “Tam avery strong advocate for open access materials including journal articles, datasets,
and data analysis softwares. I have been strongly benefited by the open access resources
which motivated me to contribute to open access effors. ... One thing, we need to always
remember though as the open access articles became more available, some other entities are
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playing big roles in earning money. This is predatory journals. We have strong evidence that
as the open access journals became available, the ‘bad people’ came to work and are con-
tinuously affecting the academic environment and degrading the quality of overall work.
Also, we the professionals can judge the materials and can reject to read those. But, our
students are not able to judge the materials and learn wrong thing always. I feel very
bad when 1 see that some reputed researchers also publish in those low-impact low quality
and even predatory often to show a high number of publications in their portfolio. As a
researcher and educator, I feel responsible and thus strongly advocate for good open access
Journals and strive for quality over quantity.” [sic] (Assistant Professor, Physical
Sciences)

*  “I) This push to open access has the potential to cause great harm for people in academic
fields that already have good preprint servers that people use. 2) As it becomes mandated,
the library should prioritize help for people in the academic fields for which the library is
saving money, and not steer those savings into buying books that no one reads.” (Professor,
Physical Sciences)

DISCUSSION

The results of this study reflect a faculty that engages with OA publishing but is skeptical of the
APC funding model. The amount that these academics are willing pay to cover OA fees varies
according to the source of funding, a finding that corresponds with existing research (Tenopir
et al., 2017). They do not want to pay APCs more than $100 from their own private funds,
but they generally find prices between $500 and $2000 to be tolerable when paid for out of
departmental or institutional funds. Overall, though, the respondents do not agree that APCs
are a reasonable alternative to subscription fees. They are also concerned that researchers at
institutions with less funding would not be able to publish their work if APCs are required.
Since most respondents were from social science disciplines, which tend to have lower funding
than the physical or life sciences, this attitude also aligns with what Tenopir et al. (2017)
found in their study. Like what Dalton et al. (2020) discussed, however, physical sciences
faculty also expressed concern for their future publishing intentions if their only options
were to publish in journals charging APCs.

The original survey instrument was created, in part, to gauge researcher interest in gold, or
APC-funded, fully OA models (Tenopir et al., 2017; Dalton et al., 2020). Since the instru-
ment’s creation in 2015, many journals have committed to switching from a hybrid OA
model, which generates revenue from both toll-access and APCs to the gold OA model, pri-
marily thanks to European Plan S requirements instituted in 2020 (Coalition S, n.d.). Gen-
erally, fully OA journals charge lower APCs than those operating under a hybrid subscription
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model, but prices are currently on the rise for both models, increasing just over 4% in 2022
(Pollock & Staines, 2023).

For-profit publishers have been the primary financial beneficiaries of an academic publishing
model that relies on scholars’ uncompensated editorial and authorial labor and the publish-or-
perish tenure-and-promotion mindset. Publishers often argue that higher APCs are correlated
with prestigious, impactful journals, but that is not the opinion of this study’s survey respond-
ents, nor s it reflected in studies measuring journal impact factors (Puchringer et al., 2021).
Puchringer et al. further argue that, because public universities rely heavily on taxpayer sup-
port, these publishers essentially receive a “public subsidy” for their highly profitable product
(p- 2). All of this serves to highlight the comments some of this survey’s respondents shared
that view fully OA publication as dubious at best. One professor described APCs as “a scam”
and a “pay-to-play” model. Dalton et al. (2020) felt that the spread of “predatory publishers”
was to blame for what they described as the conflation of APCs with “the concept of ‘pay-to-
play’ publishing” (p. 91), but commercial publishers operating at a high profit margin off the
backs of academics trying to fulfill research requirements should be regarded, at a minimum,
as exploitative.

While recognizing that the loudest voices do not always represent the majority’s views, another
professor’s comment that “the library should prioritize help for people in the academic fields
for which the library is saving money, and not steer those savings into buying books that no
one reads” does imply that there are those faculty on campus who feel that librarians do not
understand their field’s scholarly publishing needs. Academic librarians should see these view-
points as an opportunity to increase our visibility on campus as advocates, allies, and collab-
orators. Librarians need to lead scholarly communications efforts not just as servants of their
colleagues but as equal partners, brimming with expertise and ready to advocate for equitable
publishing practices.

Library next steps and avenues for future research

Based on the BOAI20 recommendations as well as the results of this survey indicating
that faculty were largely unaware of the library’s IR, the author (who curates the IR
faculty research collection) renewed efforts to encourage faculty to take advantage of
repository-based, or green, OA options (BOAI, 2022). Using a list she received monthly
from Scopus, she individually contacted authors who had published non-OA articles to
inform them that they were allowed to deposit their author-accepted manuscript to the
IR, usually under an embargo, and then she offered her service as a mediated depositor.
Between June and November 2023, the author added over 40 accepted manuscripts to
the collection, a significant increase for this repository. Faculty often replied to her emails
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stating that this was the first time they had heard of the IR. Perhaps future research can
include running this survey again with those specific authors to gather their thoughts on

OA funding models.

These efforts will continue, especially ahead of the 2025 implementation of the
White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP)’s “Nelson Memo” guidance,
which states that federal agencies should require publications and data resulting from
federally funded research to be “publicly accessible without an embargo on their free
and public release” (Nelson, 2022). Authors will need help navigating new rules, new ex-
pectations, and new ways that corporate academic publishers will seek to profit from their
taxpayer-funded labor. Scholarly communications librarians have that expertise and should
continue working to make themselves visible as allies and advocates to their campus
colleagues.

Limitations

As stated earlier, the resulting sample size of this survey was too small to be considered
statistically significant, and, as such, the findings cannot be considered broadly generaliz-
able. Since respondents self-selected to complete the survey, they may have decided to do so
based on existing perspectives about OA, which could introduce bias into the results.
Finally, faculty from Social Sciences were overrepresented in the sample, so the findings
may not accurately reflect the perspectives of university faculty from other academic
disciplines.

CONCLUSION

The results of this survey offer insights into the perspectives and experiences of university
faculty at an R1 research institution regarding OA publishing, APCs, and awareness of their
IR. They serve as a jumping-off point for further exploration and discussion within the schol-
arly publishing community. The results suggest engagement with OA but a dissatisfaction
with current funding models, both within the academic publishing industry and at the insti-
tutional level. The author’s actions and success after the survey indicate there is still potential
for targeted outreach efforts regarding IRs and self-archiving to be impactful. It is imperative
for scholarly communications librarians to continue to meaningfully engage with faculty
about OA, adapt their services, and foster collaborative efforts to promote ethical, equitable
OA practices and facilitate the dissemination of research.
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APPENDIX A:
Survey Instrument

1. Current Position

a. Adjunct Faculty/Lecturer

b. Assistant/Associate/Full Professor of Practice
c. Assistant Professor/Librarian/Archivist

d. Associate Professor/Librarian/Archivist

e. Professor/Librarian/Archivist
f. Research Faculty
g. Other (please indicate)

2. Highest degree

a. PhD

b. EdD

c¢. MD

d. JD

e. MA/MS

f.  Other (please indicate)
3. Please indicate year highest degree was earned
4. What is your general area of primary scholarly activity?

Arts and Humanities

a.

b. Engineering and Computer Science

c. Life Sciences and Medicine

d. Mathematics

e. Physical Sciences

f. Social Sciences (Including Business, Education, Librarianship, and Law)
g. Other

5. What is your specific subject discipline?
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6. How many journal articles or conference proceedings (as an author or co-author),
including those in-press, have you published in the past three years?

a. None
b. 1-5

c. 6-10
d. 11-20

e. 20 or more
7. How many authors (including you) were on the last paper you published?
No co-authors, just me

a.
b. 2 (myself and one additional co-author)

c. 3-5
d. 69
e. 10-20

f. 20 or more

8. Do you regularly publish with co-authors located at institutions besides Texas Tech?

a. Yes

b. No

9. How many other scholarly works (e.g., books, book chapters) have you published in
the past three years?

a. None
b. 1-5

c. 6-10
d. 11-20

e. 20 or more

10. Approximately what percentage of the research you have published in the last three
years do you make available through non-institutional repositories (e.g., arXiv,

PubMed Central, SSRN, RePEC, etc)?
11. ... the Texas Tech ThinkTech institutional repository?

12. ... your own personal website?
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Volume 12, 1

For each of the following groups, how important is it to you that they are able to access
your research publications? (1 [Not Important] — 5 [Very Important], 6 [Not Applicable])

a. Researchers/faculty at other research-intensive academic institutions

b. Researchers/faculty at different types of academic institutions (e.g., teaching-

focused)
c. Policymakers in government or non-government organizations
Practitioners in industry and business
e. The general public
Please list any other groups for whom you consider access to your research publica-
tions important.

Please rate the importance of each of the following factors in choosing a journal for
submission/publication of your work (1 [Not Important] — 5 [Very Important],
6 [Not Applicable]):

Audience
Editor or editorial board

Fit with scope of journal

S

g o

Impact factor
Likelihood of acceptance
Open access

Quality and reputation of journal

SR N

Time from submission to publication

What (if any) other factors do you consider when choosing a journal for submission
of your work?
Please rate your level of familiarity with Open Access publishing:

a. 1 - Not at all familiar

b. 2
c. 3
d. 4

e. 5— Very familiar

Have you ever published in an Open Access journal?
a. Yes

b. No
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20.

21.

22.

23.
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[If Yes to 23] Have you or your co-authors paid article processing charges (either
directly or through your institution, grant, or other funds) for any of the open access
articles you have published?

a. Yes

b. No
[If Yes to 24] For approximately how many articles have you paid article processing
charges?

[If Yes to 24] We would now like to ask about your most recent article(s) for which
you paid APCs. If you have indicated that you have paid APCs for more than three
articles, we will only ask you about the most recent three.

a. How much (in US dollars) was paid for the APCs of your most recent articles

What was the source(s) of these funds? (Check all that apply)
My personal funds
My lab

My co-author’s personal funds

IS

g o

My co-author’s lab
e. Research funder/granting agency
The Open Access Publication Initiative from the TTU Office of Research and

Innovation

=

g. My department

h. Don’t recall/not sure

i. Other (please specify)

[If No to 23 or 24] Within the last three years, when submitting to and/or

publishing in a journal, have you paid fees, other than open access fees for (check

all that apply):

a. None

b. Submission

c. Color Charges
d. Reprints

e. Image rights

f. Page charges

g. Other (please specify)
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24. What sources of funds have you used to pay such charges? (Check all that apply)
My personal funds
My lab

My co-author’s personal funds

IS

g o

My co-author’s lab
Research funder/granting agency
A fund at my (or my co-author’) library or research office

My department

SN

Don’t recall/not sure

—

Other (please specify)
25. Suppose the journals in which you typically publish became fully Open Access with

article processing charges. If you were to pay an article processing charge to publish
an article in one of these journals, please indicate the highest fee you would consider
reasonable if the funds were coming from:

Less
None (1) than
$100 (2)

$100- $500- g % " | $4000 or

$499 (3) | $999 (4) more (8)

Your own
personal o o o o o o o o
funds (1)

Your
discretionary o o o o o o o o
research
funds (2)
An Open
Access
publication
fund through
the library
(3)
Departmental
or other
institutional Qo o o o o o o o
research
funds (4)

G’a“(‘sg"“ds o o o o o o o o
Other (Please
specify) (6)

Figure 8. Response grid for question 25 with the options of your own personal funds (1), your discretionary
research funds (2), an open access publication funded through the library (3), departmental or other insti-
tutional research funds (4), grant funds (5), other (please specify) (6).
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26. Before this survey, were you familiar with the ThinkTech institutional repository?

a. Yes

b. No
27. Please share any other thoughts you might have.
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