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Executive summary

Every year, Loughborough University Library explores some aspects of how it supports research within
the University. In 2010, a study was undertaken to examine how academics at Loughborough
University were approaching scholarly communication of their resed_oughborough University is
researchled and it is important that the Library is aware of scholarly practice so it can best develop
services to support research and its dissemination. Impetus for the work was provided by the
impending introduction ofie Research Excellence Framework (REF) in 2014. The study was
undertaken by a team comprising individuals from the Library, the Department of Information Science

and the Research Office.

An online survey exploring scholarly outputs and relevant librappst was completed by 142
respondents across the University which represents 14% of the total University research population.
The survey was piloted in the Department of Information Science. The sample represented a
reasonable spread of roles, experierared academic discipline. Data was successfully gathered on
how academics perceived different media for their scholarly communication. The peer review journal
was seen as the most important but newer forms of communication such as the institutional
repostory and Web 2.0 applications also had a profile. The investigation confirmed that scholarly

communication is crucially influenced by the REF and its predecessor

Evidence was gathered on how academics perceive and use the various services proviaed by t
Library to support their scholarly communication. Some services are used regularly sujchuasés,
the Library catalogue andbrary provided databases.dlso illustrates that services such as advice
from the Institiional Repository Manager aratlvice from aademic librarians were used kwer
levels.The study has resulted in various recommendations for the University and the Library about

how scholarly communication can be enhanced and improved.
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1. Introduction

Loughborough University Library undertakes a study into a key aspect of research support each academic
year. Previous investigations have explored how research centres use the Lilnady {Valton and Young,
2009)and the roles of gournals in researchBfown, Lund, and Walton, 2007). In 2010, it was decided to
investigate how academics at the University were approaching the scholarly communication of their

research. The drivers behind this focus were:
1 raising the profe of the institutional repository

1 changes in information and communication technology (such as blogs and wikis)
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A cross department project group was set up te®ee the study consisting of staff from the Library, the
Department of Information Science and the Research Office. An online survey was conducted exploring
with Loughborough University academics aspects of scholarly communication, such as instiuppuoat

for disseminating outputs, perceptions of the importance of specific outputs, recognition and reward
associated with the dissemination of outputs, and awareness and use of currently available library

resources and services in support of producing disseminating outputs.

2. Context

Research Assessment Regimes

Research assessment regimes are an international phenomenon. Researchers are increasingly aware the
publications have a dual role, primarily to disseminate a research message to target audiences, but also &

a tangible way in which institutions evaluat¢ 6 lj dzl ft AG& | yR AYLI OG0 2F |y
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research results (RIN, 2009).

In the UK, the first Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) wdstednp1986 and has had a controversial
history over the six times that it has occurred. With each RAE came fresh criticisms to whicl{HEFCE
Higher Education Funding Council for England) gave careful consideration, through commissioned reports
and casultations etc., and made amendments to subsequent RAEs accordingly. One of thegelsalle

faced by HEFCE is the wileersity of research cultures that constitute academic disciplines. An overriding
concern about research assessment regimes, such aRAlEe is that in the loAgrm they undermine

some of the intrinsic values of academic research (Brown 2009).

The final UK RAE was completed in 2008 and will now be replaced by the Research Excellence Framewa
(REF), due for its first completion in 20When plans for the REF were first announced it was thought that
there would be more of an emphasis on quantitative indicators, such as citation analysis, than the former
RAE. HEFCE was keen to emphasise that citation analysis would only be used irstiysediwhere it

was deemed to be relevant and that a matrix of both qualitative and quantitative indicators would be used
as appropriate to disciplinary research cultures. Indeed, HEFCE(2010) make it clear on the REF pages th
the subject sukpanels (epresenting a cluster of disciplines) will be charged with the responsibility of
deciding whether or not citation indicators are appropriate on a-pahetby-sub-panel basis. Regardless,

of the matrix of indicators used by each of the quanels, theemph a A & 2y WAYLI OO Q 02
disciplinary community and within society at large, is a feature that distinguishes the REF from the former

RAE.

There is a strong argument in the literature on scholarly communication that the RAE influenced patterns
of dissemination and publication, such as the dominance of the peeilewed scholarly article to the cost

of other scholarly outputs, and it remains to be seen what impact the REF may have on patterns of



scholarly dissemination and publication, and consequeintlyS { Ay R 2F NBaASI NOKSNE

and Oppenheim,2001).

Research at Loughborough University

Loughborough is a research intensive university and has been research active from its earliest days. The
are morethan 40 Research Institutes and Centres spread currently across 23 academic departments, and
also five interdisciplinary Research Schools (Health and Life Sciences; Systems Engineering; Informatics;
Materials; and Sustainability). Evidence of the qualityesearch carried out at the University is the award
2F AAE vdzSSyQa ! YyYAODSNEINE tNAI Sa o6Y24aid NBOSyi
Within the University, there are 342 full time and part time research staff and 679 fullandepart time
research and teaching staff (Loughborough University, 2009the 2008 Research Assessment Exercise
(RAE), every department was found to be undertaking research that is internationally recognised, with ten
departments having over 20% &S A NJ NS &S+ NOK 2dzZRISR (2 0SS Wg2NIR

(THE) named Loughborough as one of three rising stars among resei@m$ive universities.

Library support for research

The University Library has developed close working relatiosshitn both academic and support
departments, especially the Research Office and the Graduate School to ensure that the Library meets th
needs of the researchers ezampus. It also invests significant resources into ensuring that effective

support is preided for research activities. The support includes:

1 Senior member of Library staff with overall responsibility foloedinating research support
1 Each academic department and research institutentre has an identifiable Academic Librarian
responsible ér liaison

f  Provision of electronic publications suchJasirnal Citation Reporend! £ NA OK Q& 2 So



3.

Delivery of Information literacy courses by the Library in conjunction with the Graduate School,
Research Office, Staff Development and IT Services. Treepragramme of courses for new
research postgraduate students, as well as established academic staff and research associates.
Courses include: Finding research information, Managing references using RefWorks, Databases
which help you decide where to puldisCopyright.
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Availability of the online catalogue detailing books, print journals ajauenals held by the Library
Wide range of electronic and print journals

RefWorks for researchers to use in mgivay bibliographical references

Web pages specifically aimed at research support

Library gateway (MetaLib) is provided to access key bibliographic databgeesnals and

websites arranged by subject category and alphabetically.

Methodology

The studyran from April to September 2010, and was staffed by a multidisciplinary team prepared to work

within their current workloads, there being no resources allocated. The team consisted of:

A Martin Ashby, Researchlazarning Officer, Research Office

A Dr Jenny By, Lecturer, Department of Information Science

A Peter Lund, Academic Services Manager (Science), University Library
A Dr Eva Ortoll Espinet, Lecturer, Universitat Oberta de Catalunya

A Dr Graham Walton, Head of Planning and Resources, University Library

Meetingregularly and communicating/collaborating by email and Google Docs, the team developed an

online survey via the Bristol Online Survey tool (BOS). Based on thaulieeirathe field (Creaser et,al



2010), the expectation was that researchers at differstaiges of their career and in different disciplines
might have different attitudes to scholarly communication, so these demographic details were considered
important to capture. It was felt that their needs and current practices could be drawn out nfestigély

via online surveying, given the time and resources available.

The survey was organised into three sections:

1. Academic demographics
A Position, experience, department, collaboration.
2. Scholarly output: dissemination media and departmental culture
A Importance to department/individual of different output media; levels of agreement with

statements relating to departmental support and encouragement towards research dissemination.
3. Library support of scholarly output and dissemination
A Engagement with variousbrary services.

Piloted within the Department of Information Science, the questionnaire was amended and was live
0S06SSY HmMkpkwMmna YR MmMkckmn @AF SYFAft&a OGFNBSGSR
Library and the Research Office (se@éqdix 1 for survey). Reminders were sent out at suitable intervals

to ensure best response, and participation was encouraged via three £50 book tokens.

Complete results were received from 142 respondents (which represents about 14% of the number of
Loughlmrough University researchers). The responses were analysed for differences on the basis of
position, research experience and faculty via descriptivesttesl methods. Figure 1 (pagg $hows the

breakdown in respondents by category of researcher.



Respondent roles (%)

H PhD

B Research Assistant/
Associate/ Fellow or
Senior Research Fellow

¥ Lecturer/Senior
Lecturer

Reader or Professor

Figure 1. % or respondents by research role

There was a reasonably even spread of roles and experience amongst respondents. In terms of the
number of years of experience, this was very evenly split with 25.4% less than 522e8%,5M 1 Q H c Py
11-20 and 25.4% more than 20 years. The 142 responses were spread across the faculties (Science: 39,
Engineering: 46, SSH: 57). There were insufficient responses to make inferences at department level and
indeed no respores were receive from EconomigsPolitics, History & International Relations or Systems

Engineering.

4. Results and discussion

The survey analysed the range of scholarly outputs used by researchers in the University and looked at
how individuals might differ from their depments in the adoption of forms of scholarly outputs. This is

of interest since a recent RIN report highlighted significant differences at the national levelfof i of

output published and what was submitted to the RAE (R2009, p. 33). Given thgamgmof peer
NEOASGHGSR 22daNylFfa Ay SadloftAakKAy3d NBaSkNOKSNEQ
g AfFrofS G2 NBAaSINOKSNA F2N 0KSaS JF NA2dza 2dzilL
the scholarly publishingrpcess the survey established evidence of which library services are being well

used and which were not. Another focus was to identify services researchers were aware of, but perhaps



did not use. In this way gaps and needs for further marketing could bevened. These areas are

reported below.

4.1  Medium of output
The most important forms of output amongst respondents are the peer reviewed journal (98.6% ),
followed by conferences (89.4%) and book chapters (71.1%). This reflects the national trehglstbdyh

by RIN (2009, p. 16).

Recommendations
1 . Researchers should continue to be given support and guidance from the Library, Resea

office and Graduate School on how they can ensure their outputs are published in the m
appropriate formats, includinthe best peer reviewed journals and the Institutional
Repository.

2 . The Library, Research Office and Graduate School should further promote the tools ava

to help researchers select where to publish.

However newer forms of outputs are beingcognised with open access repositories considered of
importance to 52% of respondents. émhet blogs / fora were the least important but still were important

to 18.3% of respondents. This again reflects the findings of RIN (2009, p. 16).

Further analgis by Faculty indicates that monographs and book chapters are perceived as less important
to Engineering than Science and Social Science & Humanities (SSH). Professional journals are more
important to academics in Engineering than thtber faculties. Bports and jatents are also notably

important to the Engineering faculty (confirmed by 49% and 53% of respondents) and surprisingly creative

works were important to 22% of respondents in Engineering.

10



CAIdzNBE nH Affdza NI GSa {tKeSmphdduiceiBey &8 tficr deQart@entpiace onNS

the different forms of publication.

How important are different forms of output to you and our
department (%)

Creative works | 103

Patents |— 31

Software  ——— 261

Data sets

Warking papers

[
et — 101

Dpen access repositories | At < 1
e — 57

The Depariment

Repors B The Academic

Professional journal | ———— .4
R | A 4.5
Book chapter | 71 1
O ereCe | A £
e

20 40 &0 -] 100 120

=]

Figure2: Levels of importance of different forms of outputs by individuals and departments
One might expect an individual researcher todbesely aligned with their department in how important

each form of output is, and indeed that is the case with creative works. However the individual and their
LISNOSLIIAZ2Y 2F GKSANI RSLINIYSYGQa @OASH RAERF SN YI
(shown in Figur@) below are most significafbr the book chapter, reports monographs and conferences.
Patents are the only form of publication thought to be more important to the department than to the

individual. Different scholarly outputs havarying levels of priority and value, depending on the subject

discipline

11



Discrepancy in perception of importance of scholarly output:
percentage difference between the academic and the department

0
6
211 218
19.7
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176

169
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10
7.8
; I
0 .
Peer reviewed Conference Book chay Reports  Openaccess  Working  Datasets  Software
Journal mal repositories  papers
43

pter Monograph  Professional
jour

Creative
jo works

{Pasitive values equate to the academic assigning more importance to a scholarly output than they feel the department would)

Figure3: Perceived importance and differences in scholarly outputs between academics and departments
tKA&d aSOlA2y Itft26SR NBALRYRSKARRVRAOGTHZIBAI & RRY
departmensQview would seem to indicate that researchers might need some guidance as to the
AYLERZ2NIFYOS 2F (GKSAS LJ NIAOdz I NJ 2dzii Lidzi & ® h dzi LJdzi &
access repositorieg6.5%), datssets (43%) and working papers (40.8%). These forms of publishing might
also benefit from more advocacy from the Library and from those involved in the management of research

Appendix Zoreaks down in more detail the perceived levels of impade attached by academics and

departments to different forms of scholarly communication.

4.2  Recognition and support for disseminating research outputs

It could be argued that all stakeholders, e.g. researchers, universities and HEFCE, interested in the
dissemination and publication of scholarly research benefit when it makes a great, positive impact. High
impact publishing has been shown to enhance the reputations of researchers and institutions (Antelman,
2004). 1t is likely that future research assesatregimes will place a greater emphasis on impact of
scholarly research and it could be argued that there is a relationship, be it direct or indirect, between
research impact and the ability to attract funds. Figure 4 shows that 73.2% of participaeésl dlgat the
RAE/REF is a strong driver of scholarly output and more than half of respondents (53.5%) thought their
department supported RAE/REF applicable research dissemination over other forms. Agreement was

strongest in SSH (83% agreed or stronglgagent) followed by Science (73%) and Engineering (63%).
12



These findings are broadly in line with the RIN report on Communicating Knowledge (2009, p. 33) in whic
38% of respondents said that major funders other than the higher education funding bodiesaen as

at least as important as the RAE.

Recommendation
3 . The Library, Research Office and Graduate School with the Reseanctiitadors, should

continue to monitor the REF subject panels and clarify the implications for departments ¢

REF for th@ublications of their research outputs.

'The RAE is a strong driver of departmental scholarly output'
50%

45% aasf!>7a4%

419
*39%39% 39%

40% |

35%

30%

25%
M ess than 5

20%
E5t010

15%
0% 11%  11% ¥11t020
10%

more than 20
5%

0% |

8% 8%
5% 6% !
- 0%

Strongly agree

Agree

Don't know

Disagree

Strongly disagree

less than 5

11%

31%

39%

11%

8%

Sto10

44%

41%

9%

3%

3%

11to 20

45%

39%

5%

11%

0%

more than 20

44%

39%

6%

8%

3%

Figure4: Views on the role of the RAE on departmental scholarly output

Just wer 50% of respondents (Figusgrecognised that their department had a research dissemination
strategy, though only a small percentage (23.9% of respondents) agreed or strongly agreed that their

department reported information about the development of this strategy.

13



'The department has a research dissemination strategy’

30%

20%

10% 1 6%
3% 3% -
0% -
Strongly agree Agree Don't know Disagree Strongly disagree

less than 5 6% 50% 33% 8% 3%
5to 10 19% 47% 25% 6% 3%
11to 20 5% 37% 26% 24% 8%
more than 20 8% 33% 22% 31% 6%

M |ess than 5
®5t010
¥11to20

" more than 20

Figure5: Views on whether department has a research dissemination strategy
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'The PRP (Personal Research Plan) procedure focuses where | will
publish my research’

40%

37%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5% 7

0% -

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

BENG
mscl
" SSH

Don't know

ENG

0%

22%

22%

18%

38%

sCl

10%

25%

20%

20%

25%

SSH

5%

37%

23%

11%

25%

Figure6: Views on the PRP procedure and focus on where research is published

The process of completing and reviewing personal research plans (PRPs) appears to be limited in helping

researchers focus on where to publish , as only a tt3818%) of participants agreed that it assisted this

RARY Qi
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When writing project proposal 42.2% of the respondents felt they were able write them so that findings

could be disseminated as they wished. AlImost the same percentage (40déa}ed this was not the

case.

Only 25.3% of respondents agreed that admin support was in place tosaehdination of their research,

56.3%disagreed . A large percentage of the respondents who had been undertaking research for more

than ten years felt there was a lack of adistrative support. See Figure 7 for the breakdown in more

detail.

'My department has administrative support in place that aids the
dissemination of research’

45%
0% 6% 38%
30% ek 26%
Hless than 5
19%
20% % “ 17% | a7%—  E5tol0
13% 13% 9
- 3 3 s 3% 111020
10% 6% more than 20
3%
0%
0%
Strongly agree Agree Don't know Disagree Strongly disagree
less than 5 8% 25% 36% 14% 17%
51010 6% 28% 16% 38% 13%
111020 3% 13% 13% 5% 26%
more than 20 0% 19% 8% 56% 17%

Figure7: Administrative support in place to aid research dissemination

56%

35.9% agreed that technological tools (e.g. web pages, blogs, intranet) were in place to aid dissemination

of research. 43.7% disagreed and this was felt partigusarongly amongst participants in the Faculty of

SciencgSee Figure 8).

'My department has technological tools in place [web pages, blogs, intranet....] that
aid the dissemination of research outputs in informal way*

Strongly agree
less than 5 3%

5 to 10 6%
11t020 5%
more than 20 1%

41%
40%
35%
31
30%
5%
5
25% as
20%
15% 1%
10%
6% 5oy
-

Agree
31%
41%
24%
25%

3

1
D

%
3

T
33%
25%
24% 29%
.
1% less than 5
g L4% 14 ®st010
1%
111020
more than 20

on't know
31%
13%
24%
18%

Disagree
14%
25%
37%
33%

strongly disagree
22%
16%
1%
17%

Figure8: Technological tools in place to aid dissemination
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In terms of recognition and reward at the departmental level (Figure 9) the picture is unclear, with less
than half of respondents (42%) reporting that their department rewarded them in some way on the basis

of their research.

'‘My department rewards me in some way on the basis of the quality of
my research’

35%
30% 25%
25% A%
®|ess than 5
ig: 6%16% i "5 to 10
10% 11to 20
5% 3% 3% ‘ more than 20

Stmngw agree Agree Don't know Disagree Strongly disagree

less than 5 36% 36% 17%

5to 10 3% 44% 16% | 22% 16%
11to 20 0% 34% 16% 26% 24%
more than 20 17% 36% 0% 22% 25%

Figure9: Rewards form Department on quality of research

Over three quaers (77.4% agreed) felt thaegartments encouraged academic discourse through

seminars or informal exchange (Figure 10).

‘My department encourages academic discourse/sharing of experiences
within the department through seminars’
70%

60% 58%55%
50%
40%
30% o Hess than 5
®5t010
20%
1193% 4% 11t020
10% more than 20
% 3% 3% % l o 3% % 3%
0% - . -
Strongly agree Agrse Donl know Disagree Strongly disagree
less than 5 33% 6% 11% 0%
5to 10 28% 53% 3% 13% 3%
11to 20 11% 58% 3% 24% 5%
more than 20 22% 56% 6% 14% 3%

Figurel0: Sharing of experiencewithin departments through seminars

However there may be a need to enhance tiremotion of such exchanges 82.8% felt they were more

in touch with outputs from other universities rather than departmental colleagues output (Figure 11).
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'l am more in touch with outputs other universities are publishing rather
than my departmental colleagues' output'

60%

50%

50%

40%

30%

Mless than5
20% - W5 to0 10
W1llto20
10% 6% 5% 6% “ more than 20
o Hls
Strongly agree Agree Don't know Disagree Strongly disagree
less than 5 8% 44% 14% 28% 6%
5to 10 13% 41% 9% 31% 6%
11to20 13% 32% 3% 47% 5%
more than 20 11% 50% 0% 33% 6%

Figurell: In touch with outputs from other universities compared to own department

4.3Library Services

Figure 12 shows how aware academics are of the different services provided by the Library to support

scholarly communication with more figures included in Appendix 3.

How aware of these services are you?

Bh, Searched e-journals,

8.1, Searched Library catalogue.

8. Searched Library databases (e.g. Web of Science).

8.k, Used other bibliographic software,

81 Deposited material in Institutional Repasitory.
£.c. Consult lournal Citation reports.

8.j. Used RefWorks, . ¥ Used regularly

£, 1 to 1with Academic Librarian,

A.b. Adwice from Institutional Repository Manager.

8.d. Consult UlrichsWeb.

&.e, Attend Library course (e.g. databases that help you decide where to publish),

0 0 40 &0 a0 100 120

Figurel2: Awareness of Librargervices to support research

Appendix 3 includes the detailed results illustrating how academics used Library services to support

research. Some services are used regularly by the majority of respondents:

17



1 80.3% search -purnals regularlygeeAppendix3.1, page 3}, which is pleasing, as the number of

journals the Library subscribes to (19,000) has increased considerably over the last five years.

1 64.1% use the Library cabtgjue regularly (See 3.2; page) 3hich indicates that research staff

continue touse a wide range of material to support their research.

1 61.3% regularly access the informatidatabases provided by the Library (See 3.3; [@Qe

It is encouraging that most researchers were aware of Library services such as the Library catalogue and
searchable e@esources. Indeed most researchers were aware of some individiesaairces which could

help them decide where to publishThe Journal Citation Report®é3.6; page&2)which gives impact

factors on some 10,000 journals was known to 8¥¥espondents, but was regularly used by only 18.3%.

In addition only 15% were awané UlrichsWeb (see 3.7; page)3®hich provides details of some

300,000 academic journals. Both databases can help those actively undertaking research choose where

publish, so it is surprising that these tools are not more frequently used by the respondents.

Recommendation
6 . The Library should work closely with the Research Office to ensure that the University be

from existing and new bibliometric tools.

The University provides the bibliographic software RefWorks to researahieich is used rgularly by 12%
(See 3.4; page 32 Over half of respondents (57.7%) were aware of RefWorks but did not use it (See 3.5;
page32). This maybe becausieey have usé Endnote or other packages before RefWorks was purchased
centrally by theUniversity, oit could be that they had tried, but did not like RefWorks. Two comments
from the free text question indicatsupportfor EndNote would be a helpful librargrsice,whilst another

respondent expressed a preference for bibliographic software available offline.

18



The Library provides an Institutional Repository (IR) which aimpeegerve and showcase the University's
intellectual output. The material in the repositancludes;journalarticles; conference papers; book
chapters; theses; and even audio material. The IR currentlwbh®ver7,000 items in it and new

material is added daily on bal of researchers by thimstitutional Repositorgtaff. Sadly 19% ohe
respondents are unaware of the IR and 44.4% are unaware of the help offered by the Institutional
Repository Manager, despite both being promoted on a regular basis. One respondent stated that the IR
NELINBaAaSYyllIGABS 06S | 2adB$ LIFHEA ¢ldow YHE B AGNIHE @1 & Hd@
deposit their research outputs into the IR on a regular basis. 31.7% of the respondents agreed that they
were aware of the IR, but havet deposited material in itin the light of the forthcoming self-archiving

mandate, the Library should continue to support researchers in depositing their work and investigate further

how to promote the benefits of depositing material into the IR.

The University Library has nine Academic Librarians who support the 23 Acddepartments on campus. They
purchase stock to support the teaching and research of their departments, answer subject specific enquiries , assis
active researchers in developing search strategies and run courses on how to find and manage information
effectively. In 200¢ 2010138academics and research staff had individual consultations with the Academic
Librarians. Disappointingly 38% of respondents were unaware of the individual help Academic Librarians provide

and 43% were aware of the service but did not usdhe Librarylsould further promote the Academic

Librarians and investigate why some of the respondents choose not to use the service. 3.5% of the
respondents to use the on-one service offered by the Academic Librarians and another 15.5% use it
occasionally. Oné&ra LI2 Yy RSy G adGl SR GKFG GKS GadzoweSOG tAON

by those who use it.

As stated in section 2 Context, the Academic Librarians deliver courses designed to enhance research ste
information literacy skills. The caes delivered to PhD students as part of the Research Training

Programme are populand attracted782participants in 2009 2010. The courses offered to Academic

19



and Research staffre less popular and only attracted a small numbieattendees (49) i2009- 2010.
73.2% of respondents are aware of Library delivered courses for researchers, but &#y&@Zasionally
attend them. The Library should further promote the courses and investigate why 50.7% of the

respandents chose not to attend therfBee3.10, page 34.

Recommendation
7 . The Library needs to more effectively market the role it plays in supporting research to a

of researchers (new and mature) on campus, especially the role of academic librarians,

research skills courses and the Institutad Repository.

Most respondents (93%) had not received other help from the Library in disseminating their outputs.
Where additional help had been received, it was in relation to depositing papers Indtieitional

Repository (5)locating papers ahbooks (2) Intefibrary loans (1) and training (1).

4.4  Support needed

Respondents were asked to suggest additional support they needed. The most common requests were fo
more help from Academic Librarians (9 requests) followed-lBseurces and books mentioned by 8

people. In addition three people mentioned a preferencedopport for software other than RefWorks.

Two people mentioned the need for intéibrary loans and two people mentioned more help with the

institutional repository.

5. Conclusion

This study has been effective in gathering information and views on schotamngnunication practices and
views from researchers across a wide range of roles and experiences. Some departments were under
represented in the response (for example no researchers from Economics, Politics, History & Internationa

Relations and Systems Emgering completed the questionnaire). It was reassuring to establish that

20



collaboration with colleagues in scholarly communication takes place amongst 85% of respondents.
Unsurprisingly, peer reviewed journals are seen as the most important researchtpoippthe study did
establish that other approaches (such as the Institutional Repository and Wear2)w important. The

study made it very clear that the RAE has a major influence on scholarly communication. This is in contra:
to internal mechanisms, such as the Personal Research Plan (PRP), which was not perceived has having
major influence over where people pust. Only 1 in 4 respondents felt there was administrative support

within Departments to help with dissemination activities.

A significant finding was that in many cases individuals did not attach the same levels of importance to
specific outputs as theyguceived was the case in their departments. It is also a concern that half of the
researchers did not feel a dissemination strategy was present in their department. A large percentage

(53%) indicated they were more in touch with outputs in other unitesirather than Loughborough.

Various Library research support services were taken up heavily by respondents (accgssingls,
databases and the catalogue). The study highlighted some interesting issues around the bibliographical
software used by reearchers. Relatively low levels of awareness were present for one to one consultations

with academic librarians and guidanon institutional repositories

The study should be repeated in 4 years time to establish whether newer forms of scholarly
communcation such as Web 2.0 and the institutional repository continue to increase in importance. With
research funding decreasing in availability, the competition will increase between universities. Universities
will have to ensure that research practices affeetive and focussed. This study has given some pointers

on how scholarly communication at Loughborough University can be enhanced and how the Library can b

more effective in research support.
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Recommendations

Wider University and academic departments

1 . Researchers should continue to be given support and guidance from the Library, Research office
and Graduate School on how they can ensure their outputs are published in the most appropriate

formats, including the best peer reviewed journals and the Instihal Repository.

2 . The Library, Research Office and Graduate School should further promote the tools available to

help researchers select where to publish.

3 . The Library, Research Office and Graduate School with the Reseaoctiii@dors, should continue
to monitor the REF subject panels and clarify the implications for departments of the REF for the

publications of their research outputs.

4 . Individual academic departments should be encouraged to make it clearer to members of their

department how scholarly comunication outputs should be approached

5 . Individual academic departments should be encouraged to make researchers aware of the scholarl

communication activities of their colleagues

Library

6 . The Library, with IT Services, the Research Office and Graduata Skebuld consider how

researchers are supported in the use of a range of bibliographic software.

7 . The Library needs to more effectively market the role it plays in supporting research to a range of
researchers (new and mature) on campus, especially tleeafbacademic librarians, research skills

courses and the institutional repository.
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8 . The Library should work closely with the Research Office to ensure that the University benefits fron

existing and new bibliometric tools.
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Appendix 1: Online survey

1. What is your position?

2. How many years research experience do you have?

3. Which department are you in?
Choose your Faculty, and then your department from the next question

Engineering Science Social Science and Humanities

4. Which discipline, or set of disciplines, best describes your research interesi&?that the word 'optional' appears
because we don't vant to discourage multidisciplinary responses
(select all that apply)

a. Medical and Biological Scien¢®ptional) (select all that apply)
Biosciences/ Anatomy and physiology psychology and behavioural sciencé$harmacy and pharmacology

b. Physical Sciences and Mathemat{&ptional) (select all that apply)

Chemistry / PhysicdEarth, marine and environmental sciences/ Mathematics

c. Engineering and Computin@ptional)(select all that apply)

General engineering/ Chemical engineerifi¢glineral, metallurgy and materials engineering

Civilengineering / Electrical, electronic and computer engineering / Mechanical, aero and production engineering/
Information technology and systems sciences and computer software engineering

d. Social Sciences, Business and Econof@gsional)(select all that apply)
Architecture, built environment and planning / Business and management stubesgraphy
/Social studies/ Media studies

e. Humanities (Optional)(select all that apply)
Humanities and language bassulidies/ /Modern languages

f. Arts (Optional)(select all that apply)
Design and creative arts

g. Education and SporfOptional)(select all that apply)

Education/ Sports science and leisure studies/ Continuing education

h. Other:please specify(Optional)

5. | have colleagues in my department who have similar research inter@lsase specify how many...)

Section 2: About your scholarly outputhis section is about how you publish and how you'd like to publish.

6. How important is a particular style/medium of output to you and your department (they might not be the same...
The output categories are taken from previous studies and the RAE.

How important doesyour department | How important doyou feel tt
feel this medium for your schairly | medium for your scholarly ou
output is? is?

a. Monographs (authored/edited books)
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b. Book chapters

c. Peer reviewed journals

d. Professional journals

e. Conference presentations/posters

f. Patent/Published patent application

g. Software

h. Internet blog/forum

i. Creative works (inc exhibitions & performance

j- Reports

k. Datasets

I. Open access repositories

m. Working papers

n. Other

7. If you answered 'Other’ for question 6.n above, could you please specify the category you have iOpinchal)

8. Here are a number of statements relating to recognition and support within the academic environment for dissemir

research outputs.

Library support for scholarly publishing

9. During the process of producing and disseminating your outputs, what was your level of engagement with the fc

Library services?

How aware of these services are you?

Not aware

Aware but didn't use

Used occasionally

Usedregulal

a.1 to 1 with Academic Librarian.

b. Advice from Institutional Repository Manager

c. Consult Journal Citation reports.

d. Consult UlrichsWeb.

e. Attend Library course (e.g. databases that he
lyou decide where to publish).

f. Deposited material in Institutional Repository.

g. Searched Library databases (e.g. Web of
Science).

h. Searched gournals.

i. Searched Library catalogue.

j. Used RefWorks.

k. Used other bibliographic software.

10. Did you receive any other help from the Library in disseminating your outputs?

11. Is there any other support you need from the Library?
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Appendix 2: Figures showing perceived levels of importance attached by academics and

departments to different forms of scholarly communication

2.1 Monographs

Monographs: Importance to academic Monographs: Importance to department
100% 100%
90% 90%
80% s 80%
70% 64% 70%
59% 58%
60% 60%
50% 50%
6%
40% 31% ®Don't know 40% ® Don't know
30% e ®mportant 0% ¥ |mportant
16%
20% 11% 9% 8% Unimportant 20% Unimportant
10% 6% 10%
0% 0%
less than 5 5to 10 11to 20 more than 20 less than 5 S5to 10 11to 20 more than 20
Don't know 11% 9% 8% 6% Don't know 39% 41% 29% 28%
Important 64% 59% 76% 58% Important 44% 34% 50% 44%
‘Unimportant 25% 31% 16% 36% Unimportant 17% 25% 21% 28%
Years of research experience Years of research experience
Book chapters: Importance to academic Book chapters: Importance to department
100% 100%
90% 90%
80% 8% 74% 80%
69%
70% 64% 70%
60% 50% 50%
50% 50% 44% 45% 2%
40% \ 40% = Don’
20% 28% 31% ®Don't know 2% 4 28% e - 0% 28% 31% Don't know
19% 18% ®important ¥ Important
20% 8% B Unimportant 20% Unimportant
10% — 10% —
0% 0%
less than 5 5t0 10 11to 20 more than 20 less than 5 5to 10 11to 20 more than 20
Don't know 3% 3% 8% 6% Don't know 36% 28% 26% 28%
Important 78% 69% 74% 64% Important 50% 44% 45% 42%
Unimportant 19% 28% 18% 31% Unimportant 14% 28% 29%. 31%
Years of research experience Years of research experience

2.3 Peer reviewed journals

Peer reviewed journals: Importance to academic

100%

97%

100%

100%

90%

80%
70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20% T

10%
0%

0%

97%
o% I

0% 0%

less than 5

S5to 10

11to 20

more than 20

Don't know

3%

0%

0%

0%

Important

97%

100%

97%

100%

Unimportant

0%

0%

3%

Years of research experience

0%

¥ Don't know
® |mportant

Unimportant

Peer reviewed journals: Importance to department

97%

97%

97%

® Don't know

= |mportant
Unimportant
less than 5 5to0 10 11to 20 mare than 20
Don't know 11% 0% 3% 0%
Important 89% 97% 97% 97%
Unimportant 0% 3% 0% 3%
Years of research experience
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100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

2.4 Professional journals

Professional journals: Importance to academic

Professional journals: Importance to department

75

7% 47%50%

®Don't know

22% ¥ Important

Unimportant

less than 5 5to 10 11t020 more than 20

Don't know

3% 3% 11% 3%

Important
Unimportant

86% 75% 47% A47%
11% | 22% 42% 50%
Years of research experience

100%

90%
80%
70%

60%
50%
40%

30%
20%
10%

0%

less than 5

51010 111020 more than 20

Don't know 22%

19% 26% 17%

Important 69%

59% 24% 39%

Unimportant 8%

22% 50% | 44%
Years of research experience

2.5 Conference presentations

®Don't know
™ |mportant

Unimportant

Conference presentations/posters: Importance to Conference presentations/posters: Importance to
department academic
100% 7% 97
90% 88%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40% T
™ Don't know 30% 1 ¥ Don't know
™ mportant 20% - o ®Important
Unimportant 10% o 3% o o Unimportant
less than 5 5t0 10 11t0 20 more than 20 o | less than 5 51010 11to 20 more than 20
Don't know 11% 9% 3% 11% [Don'tknow | 0% 0% 0% 3%
Important 83% 75% 71% 50% Important | 97% 88% 92% 81%
Unimportant 6% | 16% | 26% 39% Unimportant | 3% 13% 8% 17%
Years of research experience Years of research experience
2.6 Patent/ published patent application
Patent or application: Importance to department Patent or application: Importance to academic
100% 100%
90% 90%
80% 80%
69%
70% 70%
59%
60% 53%
7% 50% 4%
31% "~ ®pon'tknow 40% 1 33%) 29% = Don't know
22% ® Important 0% 22% 199 22% 18% 19% W mportant
Unimportant 20% — uxjl Unimportant
— 10%
0%
less than 5 5t0 10 11t020 mare than 20 less than 5 5to 10 11to 20 more than 20
Don't know 53% 34% 53% 31% Don't know 22% 19% [ 29% | 11%
Important 28% 38% 24% 22% Important 33% 22% 18% 19%
Unimportant 19% 28% [ 24% 47% Unimportant 44% 59% | 53% | 69%
Years of research experlence Years of research experience
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Software: Importance to academic

2.7 Software

Software: Importance to department

100% 100%
90% 90%
80% JE% 80%
70% 70% 61%
60% 56% S3% 60%
50% 2% — 50%
0% 33% 29% ™ Don't know 0% ™ Don't know
30% Ak 1o% 2551 1% 1o% ® Important 30% ¥ Important
20% [ Unimportant 20% Unimportant
10% — 10%
0% 0%
less than 5 510 10 11to 20 more than 20 less than 5 51010 11t020 more than 20
Don't know 25% 19% 29% 3% Don't know A44% 44% 61% 28%
Important 2% 25% 18% 19% 33% 16% 8% 17%
‘Unimvortanl 33% 56% 53% 78% | Unimportant 2% 41% 32% 56%

Years of research experience

Years of research experience

100%
90%
80%

70%

2.8 Internet / blog forum

Internet blog/forum: Importance to academic

82%

64%

60%
50%
40% 7

28%

30%
20%
10%

0%

Don't know

8%

69%

25%

less than 5
8%

5to 10
25%

16%

3%

11to 20
16%

™ Don't know
™ mportant
8% 8% Unimportant
more than 20
8%

Important

28%

6%

3%

8%

Unimportant

64%

69%

82%

83%

100%
90%
80%

Internet blog/forum: Importance to department

70%

60%

50%

50%

39%

40% T

30%

20%

11%

10%

0%

Don't know

less than 5
39%

69%

28%

5to 10
28%

63%

37%

0%
11to 20
37%

™ Don't know
22% W important
Unimportant
3%
more than 20
22%

Important

1%

3%

0%

3%

Unimportant

50%

69%

63%

75%

Years of research experience

Years of research experience

2.9 Creative works

Creative works: Importance to department

Creative works: Importance to academic

100%

90%

80%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Don't know

42%
33%
25%

56%.

22%22%

50%

39%

1%

less than 5
33%

5to 10
22%

11to 20
39%

64%

¥ Don't know
25%
H Important

11% Unimportant

more than 20
25%

Important

25%

22%

1%

11%

Unimportant

42%

56%

50%

B64%

100%
90%
80%

81%

70%

60%
50%
40%
30%

20%
10%
0%

Don't know

19% 19%

.

63%

19% 19%

68%

13%.

® Don't know
®important

gy, 11% Unimportant

less than 5
19%

Sto 10
19%

11t0 20
13%

mare than 20
8%

Important

19%

19%

18%

11%

Years of research experience

Unimportant 61%

63%

68%

Years of research experience

81%
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2.10 Reports

Reports: Importance to academic Reports: Importance to department

100% 100%
90%
80%
- 70% T
> 56% 0% 56%
A7% 4% 50% | 4% 45%
39%
™ Don't know 40% 1 34% ™ Don't know
28% 28%
25% 30% 25%
® mportant 21% 19% ® important
16% 1
13%) Unimportant 20% Unimportant
10%
0%
0%
less than 5 5to 10 11to 20 more than 20 less than 5 5to 10 11to 20 more than 20
Don't know 11% 16% 13% 0% Don't know 36% 28% 34% 19%
Important 75% 59% 39% 56% Important 53% 44% 21% 25%
Unimportant 14% 25% 47% 44% Unimportant 11% 28% 45% 56%
Years of research experience Years of research experience
Datasets: Importance to academic
100%
90%
80%
70% son 61%
60%
50% 44% A1%41% —
40% Do
31% Don't know
30% 25% 26% 28%
19%! ¥ |mportant
20% 1 1% T % Unimportant
10% —
0%
less than 5 5to 10 111020 more than 20
Don't know 25% 19% 26% 1%
‘Imponanl 44% 41% 16% 28%
Unimpartant 31% 41% 58% 61%

Years of research experience

2.12 Open access repositories
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