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1.  Purpose of Study

The growth of digital repositories offers the prospect of extending the current scholarly communication system in order to make effective use of material that would otherwise have remained unpublished and inaccessible.  Assessing the information needs of scholars and scientists would help address the open questions of what to collect and how to organize it.  The LSU Faculty Survey was an attempt to understand faculty attitudes on how digital repositories should be organized.  This paper gives the result of a 2007 survey of faculty at eight academic departments at Louisiana State University, asking them about the usefulness for their needs of an extension of the scholarly communication system by digital repositories.


Digital repositories fall into two rough classes:  Institutional Repositories (IRs) and Disciplinary Repositories (DRs).  These are further explained below in the discussion of the LSU Survey.  Lynch and Lippincott found in 2005 that "around 40%" of research universities had IRs.1  LSU is a Carnegie Doctoral/Research Extensive university, and it does not currently have an IR.

Markey et al. found that user needs assessment has held only low significance in decisions by college and university libraries to initiate IRs.2  Such assessment was done by only 35.4% of those who implemented IRs,  23.2% among those in the planning or pilot stage of an IR, and 5.7% of those just planning one.  Institutional decisions to implement IRs seem generally to be reached for other reasons, and needs assessment, when done, is generally done afterwards.3   


There is a general impression mentioned throughout the literature of low participation rates in IRs.  Meanwhile, DRs in some fields, especially arXiv in physics, mathematics, and statistics and RePEc in economics, have grown steadily.  This raises the question of whether unpublished material is better organized by discipline or by institutional affiliation of authors, and how this may vary by discipline or by other factors.  The initial working hypothesis for the LSU Faculty Survey was that faculty who use IRs, DRs, or both would prefer to submit and search for valuable unpublished work in their field in a DR.  
2.  Literature Review


Under the sponsorship of Making Institutional Repositories A Collaborative Learning Environment (MIRACLE), Markey et al. conducted a Census of IRs.  They surveyed library administrators on IRs at all levels of implementation from none to full, and received 676 responses.  As Smith emphasizes in her introduction, the Census confirmed that "there is no consensus on what institutional repositories are for."  The MIRACLE Project also compiled an online "IR Bibliography," which is a useful starting point for further work.

Two divergent surveys on scholarly communication have come recently from the University of California.  The University of California's California Digital Library (CDL), a prominent IR, is a library distinct from any UC campus library and under the direct administration of the UC System President.  Under the CDL, the University of California Office of Scholarly Communication (UCOSC) and the California Digital Library eScholarship Program sponsored a quantitative study of attitudes about digital repositories, with 1118 respondents among University of California faculty at 13 campuses and laboratories, and other University of California branches.  This surveyed faculty attitudes about scholarly publishing in general and about the University of California's IR in particular.  It found that 82% of respondents were "not aware of" or "aware of but don't know much about" IRs, and 79% of respondents were "not aware of" or "aware of but don't know much about" DRs, while 8% had submitted to DRs.4  

The first survey question asked whether unspecified "changes" are needed in scholarly publishing.  Overall, 23% said "No changes," 46% said "Minor changes," and 26% said "Substantial changes" are needed.  Scientists were significantly more inclined to say "No changes" are needed.  But the UCOSC concluded, "The current tenure and promotion system impedes changes in faculty behavior."5    


UCOSC directed further questions about IRs toward the University of California eScholarship Repository in particular.  There were no questions about whether respondents had material worth submitting or thought others in their field have such material.  Analysis focused on finding which disciplines might be the best prospect for expansion of the University of California IR.  The report noted that since the some sciences have adopted disciplinary repositories and online journals, "it may be because these practices are so well entrenched that respondents in the sciences voice limited support for University-sponsored initiatives."6  UCOSC concluded that Arts and Humanities faculty may be the most open to changing publication behavior, but did not ask whether these faculty members prefer IRs to DRs.

A second survey at the University of California, sponsored by the Center for Studies in Higher Education, at the University of California, Berkeley, reached more conservative conclusions.  King et al. interviewed a prominent group of 49 UC Berkeley faculty and administrators, including members of the UC Berkeley appointment and promotion review committee (the "Budget Committee"), and 22 current or recent editors of scholarly journals.7  This qualitative survey emphasized that peer review remains the standard for judging both publications and faculty up for appointment or promotion.

Respondents perceived that "in-process" online communication within a discipline serves different purposes from "final" publication in a peer-reviewed journal.8  In-process communication" can make someone's reputation in a discipline.  But campus-level administrators rely on "final, fully peer-reviewed archival" publication for decisions on advancement within an institution, although such administrators also look at more informal local evaluations.9  King et al. concluded, "Approaches that attempt to 'move' faculty and deeply embedded value systems directly toward new forms of archival, 'final' publication are destined largely to failure in the short-term."10

King et al. thus raise the question of the purposes of IRs.  This challenges the sweeping claims for IRs that the UCOSC supports.  But King et al. focus on a narrow range of purposes of scholarly communication, those concerning promotion.     

Swan and Brown argued in the introduction to their survey that a global network of IRs with interoperable metadata (OAI) is preferable to DRs for most researchers.11  Swan and Brown surveyed 1296 academics worldwide.  811 responded to emails sent to 25,000 names from the Institute for Scientific Information's Citation Indices for Science and for Arts and Humanities, 398 were gathered from open access discussion lists, 52 were found by trawling open access repositories, and 35 were from the School of Electronics and Computer Sciences at Southampton University where self-archiving in an IR is mandatory.

Swan and Brown found that 18% of respondents had self-archived pre-publication work on personal web pages and 27% had self-archived published work on personal web pages; 15% of respondents had self-archived pre-publication work in IRs, 20% had self-archived published work in IRs; 9% had self-archived pre-publication work in DRs, and 12% had self-archived published work in DRs.12  Swan's and Brown's method for collecting surveys may be biased in favor of the open-access movement, but it also reflects a global perspective.  The Swan and Brown survey confirmed the widespread use of open access publication of all forms.  But it does not tell us whether any form of open access best serves scholars' and scientists' purposes.  


Kim, a collaborator in the Markey Census, surveyed attitudes among faculty members who submit to an IR.  This small survey found that only 9 of 31 respondents were aware of the IR to which their work had been submitted by someone else.  13 of 31 (42%) planned to contribute again, although 7 of these 13 had no awareness of the IR prior to the survey.13

Rowlands, Nicholas, and Huntingdon (2004) surveyed 3787 respondents on digital repositories.  But with respect to this quickly changing issue, this survey did not distinguish between IRs and DRs, using the term "institutional repository" to refer to a collection of material "managed - at an institutional level - by a research community."14  This focused on who manages the repository rather than how material in it is organized.

In faculty interviews at Cornell, Davis and Connolly found that there is little motivation to contribute to the Cornell IR.15  Davis and Connolly emphasized that reward systems, traditions, and norms are different across disciplines.  Xia, however, studied submission behavior as manifested in the metadata of IR contents, rather than as self-reported.16  At seven IRs in the UK and Australia, Xia found that submission rates per faculty member, averaged for publication productivity, did not correlate with disciplinary distinctions.  Mandates, however, did affect submission rates.


A search of the literature, then, did not find any quantitative study that would clarify whether DRs or IRs best serve scholars' and scientists' purposes.  
3.  Methodology


Questions asked in the LSU Faculty Survey fall under four headings: (1) existence of valuable but unpublished material; (2) experience with digital repositories; (3) attitudes about submitting work to repositories; and (4) attitudes about searching for work in respondent's field.  These are explained below.


Questionnaires were distributed by a web form and by paper copies in departmental mailboxes.  Links to the web form were distributed by email from a member of each department initially contacted in person.


This study investigates correlations between attitudes about submission and searching behaviors and respondents' possession of valuable unpublished material, or beliefs that others have such material.  This indicates how digital repositories might be organized to match potential users' attitudes about submission and searching behavior.


This study also investigates correlations between attitudes about submission and searching behaviors and respondents' experience with disciplinary or institutional repositories.  If, for instance, respondents with experience with disciplinary repositories are also inclined to submit their work to them, this would confirm their usefulness.

4.  LSU Faculty Survey

The LSU faculty survey asked questions about: (1) the existence of unpublished but valuable work in the respondents' fields; (2) respondents' experience with IRs and DRs; (3) respondents' attitudes about a submitting their work to repositories; and (4) respondents' attitudes about different ways of searching for others' work in their fields.  

Existence of valuable unpublished work.  Surveyed faculty were asked whether they have any such work, whether they expect that others in their field have such work, and whether there are any proprietary or commercial barriers to distributing such work.  


The survey characterized the relevant unpublished work as:  "scholarly or scientific work that is valuable in the sense that other scholars or scientists could make good use of it, but for whatever reason is not published ... (Such materials will vary by discipline, but may include data sets, technical reports, primary source documents, conference papers, software, drafts, lecture notes, working papers, so-called 'gray literature,' or preprints.)"  The list of possible content describes digital repositories rather than being definitive of these.  The focus on unpublished work skirts the fraught issue of whether digital repositories represent a challenge to the existing scholarly communication system.  This survey asked only about the usefulness of digital repositories as an extension of the current system.  Digital repositories may also present an opportunity for replacing some of the current system, but that was not the topic of this survey.


Experience with Digital and Institutional Repositories.  Surveyed faculty were asked whether they had used either Institutional or Disciplinary Repositories.  For the purpose of the LSU faculty survey, an Institutional Repository (IR) is "a collection of published or unpublished material collected by any academic institution across a variety of disciplines and freely accessible on the web."  A Disciplinary Repository (DR) is "a collection of unpublished or published material related to your discipline and freely accessible on the web."  

These descriptions again, are not definitive, but only to serve the purpose of the survey.  Lynch defines an IR as "a set of services that a university offers to the members of its community for the management and dissemination of digital materials created by the institution and its community members."17  The services implied by the description given in the survey are just storage and web-access.  The list of possible content in the questions about the existence of unpublished valuable work is also intended to direct the respondents' attention.


Under the third and fourth headings, surveyed faculty were asked for their attitudes about Submission of their own work to repositories or other websites and Searching for the work of others in their field.  Specific questions under these headings are particularly interesting if there is any clear correlation between experience with institutional or disciplinary repositories, or views about the existence of valuable unpublished material, on the one hand, and attitudes about submission or searching behavior on the other.

5.  LSU Faculty Survey Response


Overall response was 72 out of 346 full-time faculty members in eight departments: Chemistry, Electrical and Computer Engineering (ECE), English, History, Information Systems and Decision Sciences (ISDS, in the Business School), Mathematics, Philosophy, and Political Science.  The overall response rate was 21%.  This is nearly the same as that for the University of California Office of Scholarly Communication study, which describes this as "relatively high."18   The departments were chosen for a wide range of disciplines.    

The number of full-time faculty in each department, and the response rates are shown in Table 1.  One additional response did not identify a department.

	Department
	Full-time faculty
	Responses
	Response rate

	Chemistry
	46
	6
	13%

	Electrical and Computer Engineering
	34
	9
	27%

	English
	99
	22
	22%

	History
	25
	5
	20%

	Information Systems and Decision Sciences
	21
	3
	14%

	Mathematics
	75
	15
	20%

	Philosophy
	22
	8
	36%

	Political Science
	24
	3
	13%

	Total
	346
	72 (1 no department given)
	21%


Table 1

The first set of three questions concerns the existence of valuable but unpublished scholarly or scientific work: whether the respondent had any, whether the respondent thought others in his or her field had any, and whether respondents thought there were proprietary barriers to distribution of this material.  A departmental breakdown of responses to these questions is in Chart 1.  Note that low response rates in Chemistry, ISDS, and Political Science mean that these responses should be regarded as less reliable.  But also note the high rate at which members of the English and History departments cite proprietary barriers.
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Chart 1 (n = 72)

The second pair of survey questions concerns respondents' experience with the two kinds of digital repositories: disciplinary and institutional.  The questionnaire asked whether respondents have used such digital repositories.  A departmental breakdown of responses is in Chart 2.  A 100% usage of disciplinary repositories among mathematicians is not surprising, given the importance of arXiv.  But the high rates of usage among members of other departments are perhaps somewhat surprising.  Otherwise, there is no obvious pattern by discipline, as Xia also found.19
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Chart 2 (n = 72)

The responses to these two sets of questions may be analyzed for correlations.  There are no statistically significant correlations between responses to the pair of questions in the first set, concerning the existence of valuable unpublished material, and responses to the second set, concerning experience with digital repositories.

This negative result is disappointing.  It indicates a poor match between those who have unpublished work to share and those who submit to repositories of both kinds, and also a poor match between those who expect others have unpublished work and those who search in repositories of both kinds.   But this may somewhat hopeful for advocates of digital repositories.  The valuable unpublished work the survey inquires about is precisely what could be distributed by a digital repository of some kind.  But the scholars and scientists who say they have valuable unpublished work, or think that others have it, have generally not yet used digital repositories, whether disciplinary or institutional.  There is room for growth in digital repositories.
6.  Submission and Searching

The third and fourth sets of questions concern respondents' attitudes about submission and searching behaviors of various kinds.  The third set of questions concerns attitudes about submission of unpublished but valuable scholarly and scientific work to web-accessible collections.  The fourth set of questions concern attitudes about searching for such work on the web.  

Responses to questions regarding attitudes about submission and searching are shown in Table 2 and Table 3.  Table 2 shows correlations with responses to questions regarding the possession and existence of valuable unpublished work in respondents' fields.  Table 3 shows correlations with responses to questions regarding experience with digital repositories.


Statistically significant correlations are in bold.  These have correlation coefficient greater than .254 (at 95% confidence) and with a roughly equal slope.  The slope of the linear regression for this correlation is also given, since a high correlation with a low slope might not be meaningful.  (If everyone in a group says both that she likes chocolate and she likes cake, this is a perfect 1.0 correlation coefficient, but a flat, or zero, slope.  This suggests there is something besides cake and chocolate that influences both responses equally, in this case, sweetness.  Despite the high correlation, the questions do not ask about the right thing.)

Since the Mathematics Department already makes use of a DR, it is helpful to check that members of that department were not skewing any correlations.  So each box in Table 2 and Table 3 shows two pairs of correlations and slopes.  The upper correlation and slope in each box is for the entire sample of 72.  The lower correlation and slope in each box is for the sample of 57 faculty members not in the Mathematics Department.  The latter is a statistically significant correlation (at 95% confidence) at greater than .279.  For statistical significance a smaller sample requires a higher correlation coefficient.  The slope, again, is a check on the correlation.  
	Question
	Response rate "yes"
	Correlation with "Has valuable unpublished work" (slope)
	Correlation with "Expects others have valuable unpublished work" (slope)

	Would post to own website?
	55%
	.49 (.49)

.42 (.42)
	.47 (.54)

.43 (.46)

	Would submit to DR?
	65%
	.46 (.44)

.46 (.44)
	.38 (.42)

.37 (.39)

	Would submit to IR?
	65%
	.37 (.36)

.38 (.37)
	.37 (.41)

.37 (.39)

	Would prefer to submit to DR rather than IR?
	60%
	.33 (.33)

.24 (.24)*
	.39 (.45)

.37 (.39)

	Would submit to web collection if work would be easier to find using Google Scholar?
	67%
	.51 (.49)

.46 (.44)
	.48 (.52)

.45 (.48)

	Would use Google Scholar to search for scholarly or scientific work?
	90%
	.11 (.07)

.08 (.05)
	.26 (.18)

.22 (.16)

	Would use search engine to find unpublished work in your field?
	86%
	.20 (.13)

.17 (.13)
	.18 (.14)

.13 (.11)

	Would prefer to search in DR for work in your field, if this existed, than search entire web?
	67%
	-.05 (-.05)

-.03 (-.03)
	-.04 (-.05)

-.05 (-.05)

	Would prefer to search in subject-classified web collection?
	81%
	-.02 (-.01)

.02 (.01)
	-.04 (-.05)

.17 (.13)

	Would prefer to search in web collection if prominent figures in your field submitted to it
	81%
	.11 (.09)

.21 (.16)
	.24 (.22)

.30 (.25)


Statistically significant correlations in bold.  Upper line: n=72, r>.254, and α=.05.  Lower line: n=57, r>.279, and α=.05.  Discrepancies in significance between upper and lower lines marked with *.
Table 2 

	Question
	Response rate "yes"
	Correlation with "Has used DR" (slope)
	Correlation with "Has used IR" (slope)
	Correlation with both "Has used DR" and "Has used IR"

	Would post to own website?
	55%
	.37 (.37)

.29 (.29)
	.30 (.29)

.29 (.30)
	.21 (.21)

.16 (.14)

	Would submit to DR?
	65%
	.42 (.40)

.41 (.39)
	.20 (.18)

.14 (.14)
	.22 (.23)

.16 (.15)

	Would submit to IR?
	65%
	.46 (.44)

.48 (.46)
	.21 (.20)

.22 (.22)
	.23 (.24)

.24 (.23)

	Would prefer to submit to DR rather than IR?
	60%
	.39 (.34)

.30 (.30)
	.33 (.33)

.28 (.29)
	.32 (.31)

.24 (.22)*

	Would submit to web collection if work would be easier to find using Google Scholar?
	67%
	.45 (.43)

.41 (.39)
	.29 (.27)

.32 (.32)
	31. (.32)

.33 (.31)

	Would use Google Scholar to search for scholarly or scientific work?
	90%
	.30 (.18)

.26 (.17)
	.29 (.18)

.30 (.20)
	.247 (.40)

.23 (.32)

	Would use search engine to find unpublished work in your field?
	86%
	.39 (.26)

.34 (.25)*
	.26 (.17)

.25 (.19)


	.29 (.42)
.28 (.34)

	Would prefer to search in DR for work in your field, if this existed, than search entire web?
	67%
	.08 (.08)

.11 (.11)
	.19 (.19)

.13 (.14)
	.22 (.21)
.17 (.16)

	Would prefer to search in subject-classified web collection?
	81%
	.16 (.11)

.20 (.14)
	.12 (.08)

.13 (.09)
	.13 (.18)

.15 (.19)

	Would prefer to search in web collection if prominent figures in your field submitted to it
	81%
	.15 (.12)

.20 (.15)
	.07 (.05)

.19 (.15)
	-.01 (-.02)
.09 (.11)


Statistically significant correlations in bold.  Upper line: n=72, r>.254, and α=.05.  Lower line: n=57, r>.279, and α=.05.  Discrepancies in significance between upper and lower lines marked with *.
Table 3

7.  Analysis


Respondents were agreeable to many different submission and searching behaviors.  But not all these correlated equally well with their beliefs that they have valuable unpublished work, or that others in their fields do.  Nor do all these correlate equally well with experience with digital repositories, either IRs or DRs.

Significant correlations cluster near the tops of Tables 2 and 3.  There is a meaningful pattern in respondents' attitudes about where to submit their work.  But this pattern does not extend to respondents' attitudes about where to search for others' work.  There are no significant correlations with respect to attitudes about searching.


In Table 2, willingness to post to one's own website, willingness to submit to either a DR or an IR, preference for DR rather than IR, and willingness to submit where it is easier to find using Google Scholar all correlate with possession of valuable unpublished work, and with the expectation that others have it.  For each of these it makes little difference if Mathematics Department members are removed from the sample.

But in Table 3 usage of DRs and IRs correlates differently with the attitudes about submission and searching behaviors.  Those who have used DRs correlated with those who are willing to submit to DRs and to IRs.  Those who have used IRs, however, are not correlated with those willing to submit to DRs or IRs.  Here too it makes little difference if Mathematics Department members are removed from the sample.  


Both those who have used DRs and those who have used IRs correlate with those willing to post to one's own website and to submit where it is easier to find their work using Google Scholar.  Both those who have used DRs and those who have used IRs each separately correlate with a preference for submission to DRs rather than IRs.  This last result is muddied by a lack of statistical significance if Mathematics Department members are removed from the sample.  Mathematics Department members are to be expected to have the greatest experience with DRs.  Then there is further muddiness in that those who have used both DRs and IRs do not correlate well with anything except willingness to use a search engine and to submit where Google Scholar can find one's work.

8.  Discussion and Conclusion


For a digital repository to play a role in scholarly communication those who have material to share need to submit material to it and those who search for work need to be directed to that digital repository.  These truisms motivate the investigation of correlations in this study.  It must be acknowledged that the correlations found in this study are rather weak.  Again, it must also be acknowledged that this survey only asks about attitudes and does not find actual behavior.  Finally, it must be acknowledged that attitudes (and behavior) easily change.


With these qualifications, three conclusions emerge more clearly than others:  
· Respondents' attitudes about any of a variety of searching behaviors do not correlate well with their believing that they or others have valuable unpublished work, or with their experience with digital repositories.  
· Respondents' attitudes about several submission behaviors does correlate with their believing that they or others have valuable unpublished work and with their experience with digital repositories.  
· Thus respondents are more particular about where they store their work than where they look for material.  

Further conclusions are weaker.  There is some basis for concluding that usage of DRs is tied with preference for submitting to these rather than IRs.  There is some basis for concluding that usage of DRs is tied with willingness to submit to these, and not with willingness to submit to IRs.  But there is no similar preference for searching behaviors.  

The initial hypothesis was that faculty with experience with IRs, DRs, or both would prefer to submit and search for valuable unpublished work in their field in a DR.  This was not confirmed with respect to searching behavior.  This received weak confirmation with respect to submission behavior. 


Such small correlations may have a cumulative effect if more faculty members use DRs.  But such experience would be limited by disciplinary boundaries.  For the most part, for instance, it is physicists and mathematicians who use arXiv, and a submission to arXiv from a new contributor requires that a prior contributor vouch for him or her.

The unity of the old scholarly communication model has broken up.  In the old model, the journal to which one submitted finished work was the same place where one looked for work by others in the same field, and the journal was published by a scholarly society of which all concerned were members.  This tight circle was broken first by commercial scientific publishers.  Now because of the World Wide Web, there is little reason to restrict distribution to finished work.  Because of the global scale of scholarly and scientific activity, there is little reason to expect to find work in one's field in the same place that one stores one's own work.  DRs reconstitute the unity of old model on a global scale, and without restriction to finished work.  But DRs require concerted effort across institutions, while individual institutions have the immediate motivation to promote themselves by IRs.
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Appendix A: Unsolicited Comments Regarding Mandates


Although the LSU Faculty Survey did not ask about mandates to submit work to an IR, respondents from the English Department used the free response space to express their opposition to mandates.  This indicates that any indiscriminate mandate policies will run into strong opposition, particularly from those who do creative work having some non-scholarly value.  A selection:

English Department faculty comments relevant to mandates:

· "Unsold screenplays are open to 'concept' theft. That is, the exact script is not stolen, but the concept is."

· "It is absolutely crucial that we give our MFA Creative Writing students as much leeway as possible to publish their thesis work, and to allow published and copyrighted work to be included in the LSU thesis."

· "The idea of freely distributing unpublished work goes against the grain of what professional writers do ... the library should be very cautious not to impinge on the rights of faculty or students in creative writing."

· "Creative work is NOT sharable."

· "Creative work requires the author to offer the publisher exclusive rights."

· "My work is solely created to be made into art/media/films; therefore it is essential for me to control copyright and not it published in any form, particularly digital, until it has been bought and produced."

· "This survey has NOTHING to do w/creative work in the humanities!" 

Appendix B: Letter and Survey

Dear colleagues,

Please respond by October 15 to the brief survey attached or else to the web form online at http://www.lib.lsu.edu/ref/lercher/survey.html

This survey inquires about LSU faculty attitudes regarding new kinds of web accessible collections of scholarly and scientific work.  Such collections make it possible to distribute work that would otherwise not have been published.

Members of eight departments are being surveyed.  What kinds of collections are useful for you and for your discipline?

Your response will help the LSU Libraries plan for the future of scholarly communication.

Written responses may be returned to Aaron Lercher, 141 Middleton Library.







Thank you,







Aaron Lercher







Mathematics Librarian

Digital Repository Survey

This survey seeks your view on what is a useful way of organizing a web-accessible collection of unpublished scholarly and scientific work like yours.  There are two primary ways of organizing such work: by institution or by discipline.  

Please state your department and any further description you want to give of your discipline (Do not give your name):

____________________________________________________________________ 
1. Unpublished work

1.1. Do you have any scholarly or scientific work that is valuable in the sense that other scholars or scientists could make good use of it, but for whatever reason is not published?  (Such materials will vary by discipline, but may include data sets, technical reports, primary source documents, conference papers, software, drafts, lecture notes, working papers, so-called "gray literature," or preprints.)                                                                            Yes [  ]    No [  ]

1.2. Do you expect that other scholars or scientists in your field have such unpublished work that is valuable in this sense?                                                  Yes [  ]    No [  ]

1.3. Are there proprietary or commercial reasons why your unpublished work would be subject to distribution restrictions?                                                                  Yes [  ]    No [  ]

1.4. Please briefly describe the nature of such valuable but unpublished work in your field.

2. Experience with digital repositories

2.1. Have you ever used a collection of unpublished or published material related to your discipline and freely accessible on the web?  (Such "disciplinary repositories" include www.arXiv.org for physics and mathematics, PubMed Central at http://www.pubmedcentral.nih.gov for medicine and biology, and the genetics databases at http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/gquery/gquery.fcgi.)                Yes [  ]    No [  ]

2.2. Have you ever used a collection of published or unpublished material collected by any academic institution across a variety of disciplines and freely accessible on the web?  (Such "institutional repositories" include MIT's DSpace (at http://dspace.mit.edu/) and University of California's CDL (at http://repositories.cdlib.org/escholarship/).  Items in such collections also show up in Google Scholar searches.)                                                                                    Yes [  ]    No [  ]

3. Submission of work

3.1. Would you post any such unpublished work on your own website?                                                        Yes [  ]    No [  ]   

3.2. Would you submit any such unpublished work to a web-accessible disciplinary repository?  (Submissions to disciplinary repositories could be made in a variety of common formats, although this varies by discipline.  Submission would require filling in an online form with bibliographic information about the submitted work.)                                                                                                            Yes [  ]    No [  ]

3.3. Would you submit any such unpublished to a web-accessible collection maintained by your institution?  (Submissions to institutional repositories would also require filling in an online form with bibliographic information.)                                                                          Yes [  ]    No [  ]

3.4. If a web-accessible collection like arXiv or PubMed Central existed for your field or discipline would you be more likely to submit your unpublished work to it, rather than to a collection maintained by your institution?                                                                                                   Yes [  ]    No [  ]

3.5. If your work were published in a peer-reviewed journal for your discipline, would you still submit it to a web-accessible collection, if permitted by the journal's copyright policy?                                                                                                 Yes [  ]    No [  ]

4. Searching

4.1. Do you or would you use a web search engine, such as Google Scholar, to search the web for scholarly or scientific work?                                                                          Yes [  ]    No [  ]

4.2. If there were a search engine that enabled you to find unpublished work in your field would you use it?                                                                                         Yes [  ]    No [  ]

4.3. If submitting your unpublished work to a web-accessible collection would make it easier to find using Google Scholar, would you submit it?                                                                             Yes [  ]    No [  ]

4.4. If a web-accessible collection like arXiv or PubMed Central existed for your field or discipline would you be more likely to look for other scholars' or scientists' work in it, rather than using a web search engine to search the entire web for material?                                                                                                    Yes [  ]    No [  ]

4.5. If material in a web-accessible collection were classified or cataloged in a way that enabled you to find material on a given topic, would you be more likely to look for other scholars' or scientists' work in it?                                                 Yes [  ]    No [  ]

4.6. If prominent figures in your field submitted their work to a web-accessible collection, would you be more likely to look for other scholars' or scientists' work in it?                                                                                                                      Yes [  ]    No [  ]

5. Please make any additional comments on this topic that might help in understanding the usefulness of web-accessible collections of unpublished research in your field.       
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		Department		Date		Department code		1.1		1.2		1.3		2.1		2.2		3.1		3.2		3.3		3.4		3.5		4.1		4.2		4.3		4.4		4.5		4.6		1.4		5

		Chem		10/14/07		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		1		1		Considering the large number of chemistry journals, practically any reasonable completed research can (and should) be published in peer-reviewed journals. If it is not completed, it should wait until complete to get published. I personally don't believe in value of work which did not pass peer reviewing process.		In my field, only published research is valuable. Any research that did not pass through peer-review process is considered unreliable and untrustable. Thus, I see no value in archives and collections of unreviewed data or results.

		Chem		9/27/07		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		In my field, organic chemistry, the majority of valuable research appears in publications usually quite quickly. The most common exceptions involve research associated with patents (which often still gets published, just with a time lag on the order of 6 mos. to a year) and commercial/proprietary research (which sometimes never appears in the public domain).		In chemistry, and no doubt in other fields, negative results (i.e., from failed experiments) will often remain unpublished even in cases where they are scientifically quite relevant and might provide valuable information for other researchers.  There are various reasons for this (e.g., journal page limitations enforce concisely written manuscripts). I can envision the publication of negative results via web-accessible collections filling an important niche in various areas of experimental science (such as my own field).

		Chem		9/19/07		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		0		0		1		1

		Chem		9/19/07		1		0		1		0		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		raw digital data

		Chem		9/1/07		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Chem		9/1/07		1		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		X-ray crystallography data (Cambridge crystallography database) - probably the data in my field that is most likely to be publishable but is unpublished.  Also "negative results." - experiments that failed - if they were indexed so that others could find them.		Doesn't like yes/no format.  Would only rarely use web searching.  Uses Scifinder and WOS.

		ECE		10/15/07		2		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		math results that need to be put in the proper context in my discipline.  Developments that appear very promising but that we have no time to fully develop.

		ECE		9/25/07		2		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		ECE		9/21/07		2		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1

		ECE		9/19/07		2		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Processing details involved in fabrication of microstructures.

		ECE		9/13/07		2		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		technical reports and lecture notes

		ECE		9/12/07		2		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0

		ECE		9/12/07		2		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		technical reports, software/code

		ECE		9/12/07		2		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1				0		1		1		1		0		1		1		Incomplete manuscripts; unfinished experimental work

		ECE		9/1/07		2		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1				0		1		1		0		1		1		1

		Eng		9/14/07		3		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Drafts of documents are subject to being plagiarized and puts professors at a disadvantage to getting their original research published in top journals. This is a problem in the field, and the movement towards collaboration has been mitigated by it being considered "lesser" or "minor" work. Personally, I would like to see more repositories with unpublished work, but the risk of not getting tenure outweighs the benefits a broad disciplinary knowledge base. Even recognized, peer-reviewed journals that are "online" are considered not as rigorous as the traditional version of journals (this is an ongoing discussion in digital humanities work)		Broadly, unpublished research is not considered research in my field.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		1

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		1		1		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		Unsold screenplays are open to 'concept' theft. That is, the exact script is not stolen, but the concept is.		It is absolutely crucial that we give our MFA Creative Writing students as much leeway as possible to publish their thesis work, and to allow published and copyrighted work to be included in the LSU thesis.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		lecture notes; class materials

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		The idea of freely distributing unpublished work goes against the grain of what professional writers do. It is the opposite of what we tell our students in the MFA program to do. It is in brief unprofessional. I definitely don't encourage my creative writing colleagues or students to disseminate work on the internet unless they are paid  and their rights are protected. Please think a little more broadly and please understand there are people in the university operating-- and quite successfully-- under very different paradigms than "scientific research." We are having the fight of our life in our department keeping LSU from destorying the economic value of our MFA students' creative work by disseminating it on the internet. "web-accessible collection" of work is dissemination without the real protectoins of actual publication. For work with potential economic value, like ours, it's not a good plan.		As stated above it is a very bad model for creative writing and the university and library should be very cautious not to impinge on the rights of faculty or students in creative writing.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		unpublished book chapter drafts; unpublished article drafts; conference papers

		Eng		9/12/07		3		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		I keep an extensive web page for the benefit of my students, which often includes notes on the texts we're reading. occasionally others who aren't my students or who aren't affiliated with LSU hit my site through a google search and find individual materials very useful. I also have a similar collection of materials I use to teach business writing. my entire "textbook" is on line, and occasionally other teachers as well as others in need of advice hit the site and make use of it, then contact me about its helpfulness.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		1		0		1		1		0

		Eng		9/12/07		3				1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		I have work I use, but I'm not sure my data is of use to anyone else because it is very specialized.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		creative work in NOT sharable		you need to understand the difference between the arts & the sciences

		Eng		9/1/07		3		1		1		1		0		0				0		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		1				Creative work require the author to offer the publisher exclusive rights		This survey has NOTHING to do w/creative work in the humanities!

		Eng		9/1/07		3		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		Studies conparing the writings of ESL students with native speakers

		Eng		10/30/07		3		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Invited lectures; lectures series; conference papers

		Eng		10/30/07		3		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Conference papers

		Eng ?		10/30/07		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Data on arts councils

		Eng/comp		10/9/07		3		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0												Potentially although I'm concerned about web publishing in my genre because I'm afraid it might interfere with my potential to publish work elsewhere.  Also, I'm having trouble with this survey because I have to answer either yes or no for some of the questions, and, especially under section 3, I would have to know more before answering yes.  I'm only answering no because there is no "don't know" choice, so, I'm sorry to say, my answers here don't mean all that much. I'm not going to answer any more of these questions because this survey forces me to answer either yes or no to the questions.  This is not a reliable survey		I don't think this is a fair survey.  How do I know what I would or wouldn't do if I don't know the particulars of the situation. 

		Eng/ling		10/1/07		3		1		1				1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0				1

		Eng/rhet		10/10/07		3		0		1		0		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		It is particularly hard to publish editions of older texts these days, especially of works in Latin or foreign languages.

		Eng/women's studies		9/15/07		3		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		Oral histories and semi-private archives from public organizations and businesses.

		Eng/writing		9/1/07		3		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1

		Eng/writing		10/30/07		3		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		My work is solely created to be made into art/media/films; therefore it is essential for me to control copyright and not it published in any form, particularly digital, until it has been bought and produced.		Creative work should not be deposited or forced to be deposited (e.g. theses) on web based collection. The copyright is ALL some artists have to barter with (copyright = money/publishing). If it is published online, it dilutes that power AND leaves the artist open to plagiarism by others.

		Hist		9/17/07		4		1		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		0		I am developing a database for a long-term project; once I am finished with the data, it could be shared.  I expect this is generally true for projects developing quantitative materials.		Current search engines give too many "hits" and often cannot refine the list; who has time to sift through for the gold? (frequency of citation/ use is one of the things that brings an item to the top of Google, for example; many things of value don't get lots of cites/ use, at least not in the areas where I do research). Too, macros and other indexing items are limited and, as with the LC catalog, subject to vagaries / whims of the catalogers. Full text searches would produce too much chaff outside of carefully build databases like JSTOR.  Don't know what the answer is, but it is often NOT more stuff on line, less in printed form carefully developed by knowledgable and skilled bibliographers and scholars. All that aside, I am not a web hound, much  preferring the open stacks for finding the unexpected. But then I did not grow up in the "wired" world!

		Hist		9/17/07		4		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		1		1		1

		Hist		9/17/07		4		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		I have constructed a detailed machine-readable database of about 1,400 steamboat wrecks on U.S. rivers during the nineteenth century and another detailed machine-readable database on engineering information on more than 600 steamboat packets on those rivers.		This questionaire seems to be oriented more to the natural sciences rather than to the social sciences or the humanities.  Do the questions posed above actually have relevance to the humanities?

		Hist		9/17/07		4		0		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		I think that for historians what you would be talking about would be collections of primary documents and images. For example, a colleague in Britain had amassed a collection of 19th century and early 20th century religious children's books and ephemera, and she put the illustrations from this collection on the web--very handy for anyone doing Victorian/Edwardian cultural or religious history, art, and literature. I don't think historians would post unpublished research per se. I wouldn't want a preliminary version of my next book or any of its chapters to reach the public in any form except a published article or conference paper. For one thing, these are still the only forms that "count" for tenure, promotion, and salary increases. But more fundamentally, for an historian, it is the argument itself, the presentation, that constitutes the work, not the "findings" as I imagine is the case in the hard sciences and even in the social sciences.I can see that a collection allowing access to conference papers might be useful.I did not answer 1.3 because my answer is I don't know. For the questions under 3 below: my answers relate only to unpublished primary source materials.

		Hist		10/30/07		4		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		0		Any material that would be intended for publication

		ISDS		10/13/07		5		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		working papers & datasets

		ISDS		9/13/07		5		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1

		ISDS		9/1/07		5		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Detailed results of an application project; Survey details; Work considered for publication in a shorter form

		Math		10/16/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		Preprints, online software, and lecture notes		The math arxiv is very useful.  It is a pity that applied mathematicians don't seem to have an analogous site.

		Math		10/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Math		9/20/07		6		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		For many years it was customary to disseminate mathematical papers as preprints before submitting them to academic journals. Many academic and research institutions maintained their own preprint series. Currently most researchers post their preprint to web archive and preprint servers since that gives as wide audience as possible and costs their home institutions nothing at all.		While posting preprints on the web made distribution of one's result almost instant, there are two major reasons of concern (among mathematicians) related to mathematical papers posted on the web, including arXive and specialty servers. 1. Traditionally, mathematicians rely on peer-review process to determine what is "established truth" in the field. Since preprints posted on the web do not go through peer-review process, many believe that relying on such work does not conform to accepted norm. 2. Unlike academic journal that publish work in it's "final form" preprint archives allow authors to modify their papers as much and as often as they want. This, unfortunately, makes any attempt to make precise reference to other's work nearly futile.

		Math		9/13/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		various research preprints and lecture notes

		Math		9/13/07		6		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		1				1

		Math		9/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				1		mostly preprints that take a while to be published		I usually put my preprints on the arXiv (only if I think it is of general interest) or on some preprint server in my field. I wouldn't like to submit them to too many different servers, though.

		Math		9/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		0		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		lecture notes

		Math		9/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		Preprints: It takes time, sometimes few years, until a reseearch articles gets published. In mathematics there is a standard preprint server: www.arxiv.org. For some years, the Department of mathematics provided a preprint server for members of the department (www.math.lsu.edu/~preprint) Started to do something else: I personally have at least one article that I submitted to a journal. It was not accepted (or at least not in the form it was). But the referee process had taken long, and I was doing other stuff and did not want to take the time to do the changes. Several people have refereed to the article which is available at www.math.lsu.edu/~preprint. Later,		I use Arxiv a lot, in fact I get an email from them every day listing articles submitted the day before in fields that are interest to me. If I use the preprint in my work, then I check in the end if the article has been published and if so, if changes have been made. But online preprints/articles is by now one of the most useful sourse of research.

		Math		9/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Preprints and/or conference papers		I do get a daily mailing from arXiv about math preprints related to algebraic geometry.

		Math		9/12/07		6		0		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1

		Math		9/1/07		6		1		1		0		1		0						0		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		Tables, computations. However, making such unpublished raw material available will, over time, increase the number of "raw" articles and diminish the high expository standards now (basically) adhered to by scholars.		Would do both disciplinary and web searches

		Math		9/1/07		6		1		1				1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		Preprints; computer programs; computer outputs

		Math		10/30/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1

		Math		10/30/07		6		0		1				1		1				1		1		1		1		1		1				1		1		1		Preprints, manuscripts

		Math		10/30/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Numerical simulations  of scientific phenomena		Perhaps ... There should be a means of enforcing quality of the submissions, similar to the measures in place in arXiv.

		Phil		10/10/07		7		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		1

		Phil		9/14/07		7		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Papers:A Neuropsychological Correlate of Belief in the Miraculous and Occult? Opening an Atom to Bring Forth a Scripture: The Compatibility of Science and Zen

		Phil		9/13/07		7		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Working drafts

		Phil		9/13/07		7		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		The work I have in mind consists of research articles in draft or submitted for publication but not yet accepted for publication.		Searchability and visibility are key.

		Phil		9/12/07		7		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		1

		Phil		9/1/07		7		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		Phil		9/1/07		7		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Chapters of a debate with other scholars; Lecture notes; Conference papers		Would do both disciplinary and web searches

		Phil		10/30/07		7		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		Translations, course notes		There's also "Translation Clearing House," which is probably on the web by now. And a lot of people have stuff on their own websites, e.g. O'Donnell, who uses his website at Penn to make a comprehensive survey of Augustine materials.

		Pol Sci		10/11/07		8		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Pol Sci		9/21/07		8		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Some of that material may not accurately and/or precisely indicate the degree to which it is dependent on the work of others.  The danger of others using the materials without attribution or limitation.		Conference presentations are becoming more and more activities in and through which there is not a great deal of commentary.  Panels are typically over subscribed and discussants are unable to give thorough accounts of their impressions.  On-line access "might" have a positive effect on this weakness .

		Pol Sci/Women's studies		9/1/07		8		1		1		1		0		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		data sets - others would need them to verify or expand on research; Code book or other supplementary materials

				9/1/07				1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Drafts of papers/ preliminary sketches/ course lecture notes		But peer review is critical. I would not be particularly interested in work that was just dumped somewhere.
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3.1 - 3.4 % yes
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4.1 - 4.6 % yes
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2.1, 3.1-3.4
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Familiar with DR

Would post to DR

Would post to IR

Would prefer to post on DR rather than IR

Correlation by department between familiarity with DR and attitudes about posting
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2.1, 4.1-4.5
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2.2, 3.1-3.4
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3.4 vs. 4.4
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3.2 vs. 4.3

		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol



3.2 % yes

4.3 % yes

0.67

0.5

0.89

0.77

0.5

0.5

0.6

0.4

0.67

0.67

0.8

0.87

0.63

0.75

0.33

1



2-3
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2-4
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question 1 2nd

		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math
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Has unpublished work worth sharing
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1 - 3
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		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol

		Total		Total		Total		Total		Total		Total		Total		Total
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1 - 4
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		math		math		math		math		math		math		math		math		math

		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil

		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol

		total		total		total		total		total		total		total		total		total
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Sheet2

		Department		Department code		Faculty total		Faculty responding		Response %		1.1 yes		1.1 no		1.1 % yes		1.2 yes		1.2 no		1.2 % yes		1.3 yes		1.3 no		1.3 % yes		2.1 yes		2.1 no		2.1 % yes		2.2 yes		2.2 no		2.2 % yes		3.1 yes		3.1 no		3.1 % yes		3.2 yes		3.2 no		3.2 % yes		3.3 yes		3.3 no		3.3 % yes		3.4 yes		3.4 no		3.4 % yes		3.5 yes		3.5 no		3.5 % yes		4.1 yes		4.1 no		4.1 % yes		4.2 yes		4.2 no		4.2 % yes		4.3 yes		4.3 no		4.3 % yes		4.4 yes		4.4 no		4.4 % yes		4.5 yes		4.5 no		4.5 % yes		4.6 yes		4.6 no		4.6 % yes		1.4		5

		Chemistry		1		46		6		13%		1		5		16%		3		3		50%		1		5		17%		4		2		67%		0		6		0%		1		5		17%		4		2		67%		4		2		67%		3		3		50%		4		2		67%		5		1		83%		5		1		83%		3		3		50%		5		1		83%		6		0		100%		6		0		100%

		ECE		2		34		9		27.00%		6		3		67%		7		2		77%		1		8		11%		6		3		67%		4		5		44%		7		2		78%		8		1		89%		8		1		89%		5		2		55%		7		2		77%		9		0		100%		8		1		89%		7		2		77%		4		5		44%		7		2		77%		7		2		77%

		English		3		99		22		22%		11		10		50%		15		7		68%		9		12		41%		9		13		41%		11		11		50%		9		12		41%		11		11		50%		11		11		50%		10		11		45%		18		4		82%		16		6		73%		16		5		73%		11		10		50%		10		11		45%		16		4		73%		16		4		73%

		History		4		25		5		20%		2		3		40%		3		2		60%		2		2		40%		3		2		60%		3		2		60%		2		3		40%		3		2		60%		3		2		60%		1		4		20%		4		1		80%		5		0		100%		5		0		100%		2		3		40%		4		1		80%		5		0		100%		3		2		60%

		ISDS		5		21		3		14%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		0		3		0%		1		2		33%		1		2		33%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%

		Math		6		75		15		20%		12		3		80%		15		0		100%		0		15		0%		15		0		100%		10		5		67%		12		1		80%		12		2		80%		12		3		80%		12		3		80%		13		2		87%		15		9		100%		15		0		100%		13		1		87%		8		7		53%		11		2		73%		12		3		80%

		Philosophy		7		22		8		36%		5		3		63.00%		6		2		75%		0		8		0%		4		4		50%		1		7		13%		4		4		50%		5		3		63%		5		3		63%		4		4		50%		6		2		75%		8		0		100%		6		2		75%		6		2		75%		3		5		38%		6		2		75%		7		1		88%

		Political Sci		8		24		3		13.00%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		1		2		33%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		1		1		33%		1		1		33%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%

		Totals				346		72		21%		42		29		58%		55		17		76%		15		55		21%		44		28		61%		32		40		44%		40		29		55%		47		23		65%		47		24		65%		41		28		60%		57		15		79%		65		7		90%		62		9		86%		48		22		67%		39		32		54%		58		10		81%		58		12		81%

		Unknown				1		1		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		0		1		0%		1		0		100%		0		1		0%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%





Differences 3.1-3.4
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Sheet3

		Department		2.1 % yes		3.1 % yes		3.1-2.1%		3.2 % yes		3.2-2.1%		3.3 % yes		3.3-2.1%		3.4 % yes		2.1-3.4%		3.5 % yes		2.1-3.5%

		Chemistry		67%		17%		-50%		67%		0%		67%		0%		50%		-17%		67%		0%

		ECE		67%		78%		11%		89%		22%		89%		22%		55%		-12%		77%		10%

		English		41%		41%		0%		50%		9%		50%		9%		45%		3%		82%		41%

		History		60%		40%		-20%		60%		0%		60%		0%		20%		-40%		80%		20%

		ISDS		33%		67%		34%		67%		34%		67%		34%		100%		67%		67%		34%

		Math		100%		80%		-20%		80%		-20%		80%		-20%		80%		-20%		87%		-13%

		Philosophy		50%		50%		0%		63%		13%		63%		13%		50%		0%		75%		25%

		Political Sci		33%		67%		34%		33%		0%		33%		0%		67%		34%		67%		34%

		Totals		61%		55%		-6%		65%		4%		65%		4%		60%		-1%		79%		13%
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Survey responses: negative means "no" on 2.1 and "yes" on 3.2; Positive means "yes" on 2.1 and "no" 3.2; 0 means either "yes" or "no" on both.
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Survey responses: 0 means correlated; negative means "no" on 2.1 and "yes of 3.4; positive means the reverse

Correlation between 2.1 and 3.4
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Approval of search in subject-classified collection, as varying by approval for search in DR, slope .32
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Sheet1

		Department		Date		Department code		1.1		1.2		1.3		2.1		2.2		3.1		3.2		3.3		3.4		3.5		4.1		4.2		4.3		4.4		4.5		4.6		1.4		5

		Chem		10/14/07		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		1		1		Considering the large number of chemistry journals, practically any reasonable completed research can (and should) be published in peer-reviewed journals. If it is not completed, it should wait until complete to get published. I personally don't believe in value of work which did not pass peer reviewing process.		In my field, only published research is valuable. Any research that did not pass through peer-review process is considered unreliable and untrustable. Thus, I see no value in archives and collections of unreviewed data or results.

		Chem		9/27/07		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		In my field, organic chemistry, the majority of valuable research appears in publications usually quite quickly. The most common exceptions involve research associated with patents (which often still gets published, just with a time lag on the order of 6 mos. to a year) and commercial/proprietary research (which sometimes never appears in the public domain).		In chemistry, and no doubt in other fields, negative results (i.e., from failed experiments) will often remain unpublished even in cases where they are scientifically quite relevant and might provide valuable information for other researchers.  There are various reasons for this (e.g., journal page limitations enforce concisely written manuscripts). I can envision the publication of negative results via web-accessible collections filling an important niche in various areas of experimental science (such as my own field).

		Chem		9/19/07		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		0		0		1		1

		Chem		9/19/07		1		0		1		0		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		raw digital data

		Chem		9/1/07		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Chem		9/1/07		1		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		X-ray crystallography data (Cambridge crystallography database) - probably the data in my field that is most likely to be publishable but is unpublished.  Also "negative results." - experiments that failed - if they were indexed so that others could find them.		Doesn't like yes/no format.  Would only rarely use web searching.  Uses Scifinder and WOS.

		ECE		10/15/07		2		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		math results that need to be put in the proper context in my discipline.  Developments that appear very promising but that we have no time to fully develop.

		ECE		9/25/07		2		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		ECE		9/21/07		2		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1

		ECE		9/19/07		2		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Processing details involved in fabrication of microstructures.

		ECE		9/13/07		2		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		technical reports and lecture notes

		ECE		9/12/07		2		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0

		ECE		9/12/07		2		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		technical reports, software/code

		ECE		9/12/07		2		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1				0		1		1		1		0		1		1		Incomplete manuscripts; unfinished experimental work

		ECE		9/1/07		2		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1				0		1		1		0		1		1		1

		Eng		9/14/07		3		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Drafts of documents are subject to being plagiarized and puts professors at a disadvantage to getting their original research published in top journals. This is a problem in the field, and the movement towards collaboration has been mitigated by it being considered "lesser" or "minor" work. Personally, I would like to see more repositories with unpublished work, but the risk of not getting tenure outweighs the benefits a broad disciplinary knowledge base. Even recognized, peer-reviewed journals that are "online" are considered not as rigorous as the traditional version of journals (this is an ongoing discussion in digital humanities work)		Broadly, unpublished research is not considered research in my field.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		1

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		1		1		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		Unsold screenplays are open to 'concept' theft. That is, the exact script is not stolen, but the concept is.		It is absolutely crucial that we give our MFA Creative Writing students as much leeway as possible to publish their thesis work, and to allow published and copyrighted work to be included in the LSU thesis.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		lecture notes; class materials

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		The idea of freely distributing unpublished work goes against the grain of what professional writers do. It is the opposite of what we tell our students in the MFA program to do. It is in brief unprofessional. I definitely don't encourage my creative writing colleagues or students to disseminate work on the internet unless they are paid  and their rights are protected. Please think a little more broadly and please understand there are people in the university operating-- and quite successfully-- under very different paradigms than "scientific research." We are having the fight of our life in our department keeping LSU from destorying the economic value of our MFA students' creative work by disseminating it on the internet. "web-accessible collection" of work is dissemination without the real protectoins of actual publication. For work with potential economic value, like ours, it's not a good plan.		As stated above it is a very bad model for creative writing and the university and library should be very cautious not to impinge on the rights of faculty or students in creative writing.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		unpublished book chapter drafts; unpublished article drafts; conference papers

		Eng		9/12/07		3		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		I keep an extensive web page for the benefit of my students, which often includes notes on the texts we're reading. occasionally others who aren't my students or who aren't affiliated with LSU hit my site through a google search and find individual materials very useful. I also have a similar collection of materials I use to teach business writing. my entire "textbook" is on line, and occasionally other teachers as well as others in need of advice hit the site and make use of it, then contact me about its helpfulness.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		1		0		1		1		0

		Eng		9/12/07		3				1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		I have work I use, but I'm not sure my data is of use to anyone else because it is very specialized.

		Eng		9/12/07		3		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		creative work in NOT sharable		you need to understand the difference between the arts & the sciences

		Eng		9/1/07		3		1		1		1		0		0				0		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		1				Creative work require the author to offer the publisher exclusive rights		This survey has NOTHING to do w/creative work in the humanities!

		Eng		9/1/07		3		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		Studies conparing the writings of ESL students with native speakers

		Eng		10/30/07		3		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Invited lectures; lectures series; conference papers

		Eng		10/30/07		3		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Conference papers

		Eng ?		10/30/07		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Data on arts councils

		Eng/comp		10/9/07		3		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0												Potentially although I'm concerned about web publishing in my genre because I'm afraid it might interfere with my potential to publish work elsewhere.  Also, I'm having trouble with this survey because I have to answer either yes or no for some of the questions, and, especially under section 3, I would have to know more before answering yes.  I'm only answering no because there is no "don't know" choice, so, I'm sorry to say, my answers here don't mean all that much. I'm not going to answer any more of these questions because this survey forces me to answer either yes or no to the questions.  This is not a reliable survey		I don't think this is a fair survey.  How do I know what I would or wouldn't do if I don't know the particulars of the situation. 

		Eng/ling		10/1/07		3		1		1				1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0				1

		Eng/rhet		10/10/07		3		0		1		0		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		It is particularly hard to publish editions of older texts these days, especially of works in Latin or foreign languages.

		Eng/women's studies		9/15/07		3		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		Oral histories and semi-private archives from public organizations and businesses.

		Eng/writing		9/1/07		3		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1

		Eng/writing		10/30/07		3		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		My work is solely created to be made into art/media/films; therefore it is essential for me to control copyright and not it published in any form, particularly digital, until it has been bought and produced.		Creative work should not be deposited or forced to be deposited (e.g. theses) on web based collection. The copyright is ALL some artists have to barter with (copyright = money/publishing). If it is published online, it dilutes that power AND leaves the artist open to plagiarism by others.

		Hist		9/17/07		4		1		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		0		I am developing a database for a long-term project; once I am finished with the data, it could be shared.  I expect this is generally true for projects developing quantitative materials.		Current search engines give too many "hits" and often cannot refine the list; who has time to sift through for the gold? (frequency of citation/ use is one of the things that brings an item to the top of Google, for example; many things of value don't get lots of cites/ use, at least not in the areas where I do research). Too, macros and other indexing items are limited and, as with the LC catalog, subject to vagaries / whims of the catalogers. Full text searches would produce too much chaff outside of carefully build databases like JSTOR.  Don't know what the answer is, but it is often NOT more stuff on line, less in printed form carefully developed by knowledgable and skilled bibliographers and scholars. All that aside, I am not a web hound, much  preferring the open stacks for finding the unexpected. But then I did not grow up in the "wired" world!

		Hist		9/17/07		4		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		1		1		1

		Hist		9/17/07		4		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		I have constructed a detailed machine-readable database of about 1,400 steamboat wrecks on U.S. rivers during the nineteenth century and another detailed machine-readable database on engineering information on more than 600 steamboat packets on those rivers.		This questionaire seems to be oriented more to the natural sciences rather than to the social sciences or the humanities.  Do the questions posed above actually have relevance to the humanities?

		Hist		9/17/07		4		0		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		I think that for historians what you would be talking about would be collections of primary documents and images. For example, a colleague in Britain had amassed a collection of 19th century and early 20th century religious children's books and ephemera, and she put the illustrations from this collection on the web--very handy for anyone doing Victorian/Edwardian cultural or religious history, art, and literature. I don't think historians would post unpublished research per se. I wouldn't want a preliminary version of my next book or any of its chapters to reach the public in any form except a published article or conference paper. For one thing, these are still the only forms that "count" for tenure, promotion, and salary increases. But more fundamentally, for an historian, it is the argument itself, the presentation, that constitutes the work, not the "findings" as I imagine is the case in the hard sciences and even in the social sciences.I can see that a collection allowing access to conference papers might be useful.I did not answer 1.3 because my answer is I don't know. For the questions under 3 below: my answers relate only to unpublished primary source materials.

		Hist		10/30/07		4		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		0		Any material that would be intended for publication

		ISDS		10/13/07		5		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		working papers & datasets

		ISDS		9/13/07		5		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1

		ISDS		9/1/07		5		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Detailed results of an application project; Survey details; Work considered for publication in a shorter form

		Math		10/16/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		Preprints, online software, and lecture notes		The math arxiv is very useful.  It is a pity that applied mathematicians don't seem to have an analogous site.

		Math		10/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Math		9/20/07		6		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		For many years it was customary to disseminate mathematical papers as preprints before submitting them to academic journals. Many academic and research institutions maintained their own preprint series. Currently most researchers post their preprint to web archive and preprint servers since that gives as wide audience as possible and costs their home institutions nothing at all.		While posting preprints on the web made distribution of one's result almost instant, there are two major reasons of concern (among mathematicians) related to mathematical papers posted on the web, including arXive and specialty servers. 1. Traditionally, mathematicians rely on peer-review process to determine what is "established truth" in the field. Since preprints posted on the web do not go through peer-review process, many believe that relying on such work does not conform to accepted norm. 2. Unlike academic journal that publish work in it's "final form" preprint archives allow authors to modify their papers as much and as often as they want. This, unfortunately, makes any attempt to make precise reference to other's work nearly futile.

		Math		9/13/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		various research preprints and lecture notes

		Math		9/13/07		6		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		1				1

		Math		9/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				1		mostly preprints that take a while to be published		I usually put my preprints on the arXiv (only if I think it is of general interest) or on some preprint server in my field. I wouldn't like to submit them to too many different servers, though.

		Math		9/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		0		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		lecture notes

		Math		9/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		Preprints: It takes time, sometimes few years, until a reseearch articles gets published. In mathematics there is a standard preprint server: www.arxiv.org. For some years, the Department of mathematics provided a preprint server for members of the department (www.math.lsu.edu/~preprint) Started to do something else: I personally have at least one article that I submitted to a journal. It was not accepted (or at least not in the form it was). But the referee process had taken long, and I was doing other stuff and did not want to take the time to do the changes. Several people have refereed to the article which is available at www.math.lsu.edu/~preprint. Later,		I use Arxiv a lot, in fact I get an email from them every day listing articles submitted the day before in fields that are interest to me. If I use the preprint in my work, then I check in the end if the article has been published and if so, if changes have been made. But online preprints/articles is by now one of the most useful sourse of research.

		Math		9/12/07		6		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Preprints and/or conference papers		I do get a daily mailing from arXiv about math preprints related to algebraic geometry.

		Math		9/12/07		6		0		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1

		Math		9/1/07		6		1		1		0		1		0						0		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		Tables, computations. However, making such unpublished raw material available will, over time, increase the number of "raw" articles and diminish the high expository standards now (basically) adhered to by scholars.		Would do both disciplinary and web searches

		Math		9/1/07		6		1		1				1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		Preprints; computer programs; computer outputs

		Math		10/30/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1

		Math		10/30/07		6		0		1				1		1				1		1		1		1		1		1				1		1		1		Preprints, manuscripts

		Math		10/30/07		6		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Numerical simulations  of scientific phenomena		Perhaps ... There should be a means of enforcing quality of the submissions, similar to the measures in place in arXiv.

		Phil		10/10/07		7		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		1		1

		Phil		9/14/07		7		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Papers:A Neuropsychological Correlate of Belief in the Miraculous and Occult? Opening an Atom to Bring Forth a Scripture: The Compatibility of Science and Zen

		Phil		9/13/07		7		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Working drafts

		Phil		9/13/07		7		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		The work I have in mind consists of research articles in draft or submitted for publication but not yet accepted for publication.		Searchability and visibility are key.

		Phil		9/12/07		7		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		1

		Phil		9/1/07		7		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		Phil		9/1/07		7		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Chapters of a debate with other scholars; Lecture notes; Conference papers		Would do both disciplinary and web searches

		Phil		10/30/07		7		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		Translations, course notes		There's also "Translation Clearing House," which is probably on the web by now. And a lot of people have stuff on their own websites, e.g. O'Donnell, who uses his website at Penn to make a comprehensive survey of Augustine materials.

		Pol Sci		10/11/07		8		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Pol Sci		9/21/07		8		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Some of that material may not accurately and/or precisely indicate the degree to which it is dependent on the work of others.  The danger of others using the materials without attribution or limitation.		Conference presentations are becoming more and more activities in and through which there is not a great deal of commentary.  Panels are typically over subscribed and discussants are unable to give thorough accounts of their impressions.  On-line access "might" have a positive effect on this weakness .

		Pol Sci/Women's studies		9/1/07		8		1		1		1		0		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		data sets - others would need them to verify or expand on research; Code book or other supplementary materials

				9/1/07				1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Drafts of papers/ preliminary sketches/ course lecture notes		But peer review is critical. I would not be particularly interested in work that was just dumped somewhere.
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														1		0		1		0		0		0.71

														1		1		1		0		0		0

														1		0		1		0		0		0

														1		0		1		0		-0.71		-0.71

														1		0						-0.71		0

														1		1		1		0		-0.71		0

														1		1		1		0		0		0

														1		1				0		0		0

														1		1		1		0		0		0

														1		1		0		0		0		-0.71

														1		0		1		0		0		-0.71

														1		0		1		0		0		0

														0		0		1		0.71		0		0.71

														0		0		0		0		0		0

														0		0		0		0		0		0

														0		0		0		0.71		0.71		0.71

														1		0		1		0		0		0

														1		1		0		0		-0.71		0.71

														0		0		1		0.71		0.71		0.71

														0		1		1						0.71

																				0.3028085991		0.3577424681		0.4096082978

																				0.1028985507		0.0405714286		0.0522058824





3.1 - 3.4 % yes

		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol



3.1 % yes

3.2 % yes

3.3 % yes

3.4 % yes

3.5 % yes

0.17

0.67

0.67

0.5

0.67

0.78

0.89

0.89

0.55

0.77

0.41

0.5

0.5

0.45

0.82

0.4

0.6

0.6

0.2

0.8

0.67

0.67

0.67

1

0.67

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.87

0.5

0.63

0.63

0.5

0.75

0.67

0.33

0.33

0.67

0.67



4.1 - 4.6 % yes

		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol



4.1 % yes

4.2 % yes

4.3 % yes

4.4 % yes

4.5 % yes

4.6 % yes

0.83

0.83

0.5

0.83

1

1

1

0.89

0.77

0.44

0.77

0.77

0.73

0.73

0.5

0.45

0.73

0.73

1

1

0.4

0.8

1

0.6

1

1

0.67

0.67

1

1

1

1

0.87

0.53

0.73

0.8

1

0.75

0.75

0.38

0.75

0.88

1

1

1

0.67

1

1



2.1, 3.1-3.4

		Chem		0.67		0.67		0.5

		ECE		0.89		0.89		0.55

		Eng		0.5		0.5		0.45

		Hist		0.6		0.6		0.2

		ISDS		0.67		0.67		1

		Math		0.8		0.8		0.8

		Phil		0.63		0.63		0.5

		Pol		0.33		0.33		0.67



Familiar with DR

Would post to DR

Would post to IR

Would prefer to post on DR rather than IR

Correlation by department between familiarity with DR and attitudes about posting

0.67

0.67

0.41

0.6

0.33

1

0.5

0.33



2.1, 4.1-4.5

		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol



2.1 % yes

4.1 % yes

4.2 % yes

4.3 % yes

4.4 % yes

4.5 % yes

0.67

0.83

0.83

0.5

0.83

1

0.67

1

0.89

0.77

0.44

0.77

0.41

0.73

0.73

0.5

0.45

0.73

0.6

1

1

0.4

0.8

1

0.33

1

1

0.67

0.67

1

1

1

1

0.87

0.53

0.73

0.5

1

0.75

0.75

0.38

0.75

0.33

1

1

1

0.67

1



2.2, 3.1-3.4

		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol



2.2 % yes

3.1 % yes

3.2 % yes

3.3 % yes

3.4 % yes

0

0.17

0.67

0.67

0.5

0.44

0.78

0.89

0.89

0.55

0.5

0.41

0.5

0.5

0.45

0.6

0.4

0.6

0.6

0.2

0.33

0.67

0.67

0.67

1

0.67

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.125

0.5

0.63

0.63

0.5

0.67

0.67

0.33

0.33

0.67



3.4 vs. 4.4

		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol



3.4 % yes

4.4 % yes

0.5

0.83

0.55

0.44

0.45

0.45

0.2

0.8

1

0.67

0.8

0.53

0.5

0.38

0.67

0.67



3.2 vs. 4.3

		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol



3.2 % yes

4.3 % yes

0.67

0.5

0.89

0.77

0.5

0.5

0.6

0.4

0.67

0.67

0.8

0.87

0.63

0.75

0.33

1



2-3

		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng

		HIst		HIst		HIst		HIst		HIst		HIst

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol



2.1 yes

2.2 yes

3.1 yes

3.2 yes

3.3 yes

0.67

0

0.17

0.67

0.67

0.5

0.67

0.44

0.78

0.89

0.89

0.55

0.41

0.5

0.41

0.5

0.5

0.45

0.6

0.6

0.4

0.6

0.6

0.2

0.33

0.33

0.67

0.67

0.67

1

1

0.67

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.5

0.125

0.5

0.63

0.63

0.5

0.33

0.67

0.67

0.33

0.33

0.67



2-4

		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol



2.1 yes

2.2 yes

4.1 yes

4.2 yes

4.3 yes

4.4 yes

4.5 yes

0.67

0

0.83

0.83

0.5

0.83

1

0.67

0.44

1

0.89

0.77

0.44

0.77

0.41

0.5

0.73

0.73

0.5

0.45

0.73

0.6

0.6

1

1

0.4

0.8

1

0.33

0.33

1

1

0.67

0.67

1

1

0.67

1

1

0.87

0.53

0.73

0.5

0.125

1

0.75

0.75

0.38

0.75

0.33

0.67

1

1

1

0.67

1



question 1

		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol

		Unknown		Unknown		Unknown



Has unpublished work that is valuable to others

Others in field have unpublished work that is valuable

Propriety barriers to distribution

Attitudes about unpublished work

0.16

0.5

0.17

0.67

0.77

0.11

0.5

0.68

0.41

0.4

0.6

0.4

0.67

1

0

0.8

1

0

0.63

0.75

0

0.67

0.67

0.67

0.58

0.76

0.21



question 1 2nd

		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol

		Totals		Totals		Totals



Has unpublished work worth sharing

Expects others have such work

Has proprietary barriers

Unpublished Work

0.16

0.5

0.17

0.67

0.77

0.11

0.5

0.68

0.41

0.4

0.6

0.4

0.67

1

0

0.8

1

0

0.63

0.75

0

0.67

0.67

0.67

0.58

0.76

0.21



1 - 3

		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol

		Total		Total		Total		Total		Total		Total		Total		Total



1.1

1.2

1.3

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

0.16

0.5

0.17

0.17

0.67

0.67

0.5

0.67

0.67

0.77

0.11

0.78

0.89

0.89

0.55

0.77

0.5

0.68

0.41

0.41

0.5

0.5

0.45

0.82

0.4

0.6

0.4

0.4

0.6

0.6

0.2

0.8

0.67

1

0

0.67

0.67

0.67

1

0.67

0.8

1

0

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.87

0.63

0.75

0

0.5

0.63

0.63

0.5

0.75

0.67

0.67

0.67

0.67

0.33

0.33

0.67

0.67

0.58

0.76

0.21

0.55

0.65

0.65

0.6

0.79



1 - 4

		chem		chem		chem		chem		chem		chem		chem		chem		chem

		ece		ece		ece		ece		ece		ece		ece		ece		ece

		eng		eng		eng		eng		eng		eng		eng		eng		eng

		hist		hist		hist		hist		hist		hist		hist		hist		hist

		isds		isds		isds		isds		isds		isds		isds		isds		isds

		math		math		math		math		math		math		math		math		math

		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil		phil

		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol		pol

		total		total		total		total		total		total		total		total		total



1.1 % yes

1.2 % yes

1.3 % yes

4.1 % yes

4.2 % yes

4.3 % yes

4.4 % yes

4.5 % yes

4.6 % yes

0.16

0.5

0.17

0.83

0.83

0.5

0.83

1

1

0.67

0.77

0.11

1

0.89

0.77

0.44

0.77

0.77

0.5

0.68

0.41

0.73

0.73

0.5

0.45

0.73

0.73

0.4

0.6

0.4

1

1

0.4

0.8

1

0.6

0.67

1

0

1

1

0.67

0.67

1

1

0.8

1

0

1

1

0.87

0.53

0.73

0.8

0.63

0.75

0

1

0.75

0.75

0.38

0.75

0.88

0.67

0.67

0.67

1

1

1

0.67

1

1

0.58

0.76

0.21

0.9

0.86

0.67

0.54

0.81

0.81



Question 2

		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol

		Totals		Totals



Has used DR

Has used IR

0.67

0

0.67

0.44

0.41

0.5

0.6

0.6

0.33

0.33

1

0.67

0.5

0.125

0.33

0.67

0.61

0.44



Sheet2

		Department		Department code		Faculty total		Faculty responding		Response %		1.1 yes		1.1 no		1.1 % yes		1.2 yes		1.2 no		1.2 % yes		1.3 yes		1.3 no		1.3 % yes		2.1 yes		2.1 no		2.1 % yes		2.2 yes		2.2 no		2.2 % yes		3.1 yes		3.1 no		3.1 % yes		3.2 yes		3.2 no		3.2 % yes		3.3 yes		3.3 no		3.3 % yes		3.4 yes		3.4 no		3.4 % yes		3.5 yes		3.5 no		3.5 % yes		4.1 yes		4.1 no		4.1 % yes		4.2 yes		4.2 no		4.2 % yes		4.3 yes		4.3 no		4.3 % yes		4.4 yes		4.4 no		4.4 % yes		4.5 yes		4.5 no		4.5 % yes		4.6 yes		4.6 no		4.6 % yes		1.4		5

		Chemistry		1		46		6		13%		1		5		16%		3		3		50%		1		5		17%		4		2		67%		0		6		0%		1		5		17%		4		2		67%		4		2		67%		3		3		50%		4		2		67%		5		1		83%		5		1		83%		3		3		50%		5		1		83%		6		0		100%		6		0		100%

		ECE		2		34		9		27.00%		6		3		67%		7		2		77%		1		8		11%		6		3		67%		4		5		44%		7		2		78%		8		1		89%		8		1		89%		5		2		55%		7		2		77%		9		0		100%		8		1		89%		7		2		77%		4		5		44%		7		2		77%		7		2		77%

		English		3		99		22		22%		11		10		50%		15		7		68%		9		12		41%		9		13		41%		11		11		50%		9		12		41%		11		11		50%		11		11		50%		10		11		45%		18		4		82%		16		6		73%		16		5		73%		11		10		50%		10		11		45%		16		4		73%		16		4		73%

		History		4		25		5		20%		2		3		40%		3		2		60%		2		2		40%		3		2		60%		3		2		60%		2		3		40%		3		2		60%		3		2		60%		1		4		20%		4		1		80%		5		0		100%		5		0		100%		2		3		40%		4		1		80%		5		0		100%		3		2		60%

		ISDS		5		21		3		14%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		0		3		0%		1		2		33%		1		2		33%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%

		Math		6		75		15		20%		12		3		80%		15		0		100%		0		15		0%		15		0		100%		10		5		67%		12		1		80%		12		2		80%		12		3		80%		12		3		80%		13		2		87%		15		9		100%		15		0		100%		13		1		87%		8		7		53%		11		2		73%		12		3		80%

		Philosophy		7		22		8		36%		5		3		63.00%		6		2		75%		0		8		0%		4		4		50%		1		7		13%		4		4		50%		5		3		63%		5		3		63%		4		4		50%		6		2		75%		8		0		100%		6		2		75%		6		2		75%		3		5		38%		6		2		75%		7		1		88%

		Political Sci		8		24		3		13.00%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		1		2		33%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		1		1		33%		1		1		33%		2		1		67%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%		2		1		67%		3		0		100%		3		0		100%

		Totals				346		72		21%		42		29		58%		55		17		76%		15		55		21%		44		28		61%		32		40		44%		40		29		55%		47		23		65%		47		24		65%		41		28		60%		57		15		79%		65		7		90%		62		9		86%		48		22		67%		39		32		54%		58		10		81%		58		12		81%

		Unknown				1		1		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		0		1		0%		1		0		100%		0		1		0%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%		1		0		100%





Differences 3.1-3.4

		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem		Chem

		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE		ECE

		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng		Eng

		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist		Hist

		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS		ISDS

		Math		Math		Math		Math		Math

		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil		Phil

		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol		Pol

		All		All		All		All		All



3.1-2.1%

3.2-2.1%

3.3-2.1%

2.1-3.4%

2.1-3.5%

-0.5

0

0

-0.17

0

0.11

0.22

0.22

-0.12

0.1

0

0.09

0.09

0.03

0.41

-0.2

0

0

-0.4

0.2

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.67

0.34

-0.2

-0.2

-0.2

-0.2
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Sheet3

		Department		2.1 % yes		3.1 % yes		3.1-2.1%		3.2 % yes		3.2-2.1%		3.3 % yes		3.3-2.1%		3.4 % yes		2.1-3.4%		3.5 % yes		2.1-3.5%

		Chemistry		67%		17%		-50%		67%		0%		67%		0%		50%		-17%		67%		0%

		ECE		67%		78%		11%		89%		22%		89%		22%		55%		-12%		77%		10%

		English		41%		41%		0%		50%		9%		50%		9%		45%		3%		82%		41%

		History		60%		40%		-20%		60%		0%		60%		0%		20%		-40%		80%		20%

		ISDS		33%		67%		34%		67%		34%		67%		34%		100%		67%		67%		34%

		Math		100%		80%		-20%		80%		-20%		80%		-20%		80%		-20%		87%		-13%

		Philosophy		50%		50%		0%		63%		13%		63%		13%		50%		0%		75%		25%

		Political Sci		33%		67%		34%		33%		0%		33%		0%		67%		34%		67%		34%

		Totals		61%		55%		-6%		65%		4%		65%		4%		60%		-1%		79%		13%






