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Introduction
As Eve (2017) reminds us, scholars “produce work in order to be read, rather than to earn a living through sales of that work” (p. 16). This purpose of the work—dissemination—is a community effort. Each publication allows other scholars to read, reference, and then expand upon the research in the field with their own publication. Such sharing would promote a perfect embodiment of Open Access (OA), yet Humanities disciplines are hardly publishing in Open Access venues. STM disciplines also are not 100% publishing in Open Access either, but their numbers are increasing at a far higher rate.[footnoteRef:1] As stated in Chan and Cheung’s 2017 article about faculty perception of OA, “[U]nderstanding the thinking behind researchers’ decisions to choose a particular publication venue may help a library to advance the research support services it offers” (p. 489). In an effort to support promotion of OA publication utilization, I have therefore identified three major needs—access to research information, publication type requirements, and funding support—that Humanities have towards publishing overall, and compared these needs with the application of OA to meet these needs. Commonly repeated across the case studies and literature reviews that I consulted include faculty-perceived barriers to OA—lack of OA awareness, lack of high-impact OA journals, lack of funding to pay article processing fees, and lack of training for OA processes (Gross & Ryan, 2015, p. 79)—which likely have contributed to faculty members’ lack of OA utilization. [1:  While this paper may mention some STM practices, it will merely be used as comparative context to help show the extent of humanities’ hesitance to adjust to this publishing method.] 

Information Behavior
The information behavior of Humanities faculty has indicated resistance to technology advancements in comparison to scientists and social scientists (according to Tahir, Mahmood, and Shafique, 2008); a preference for print materials (according to Bronstein and Baruchson-Arbib, 2008); and a vast usage of individual information sources (according to Zainab and Goi, 1997) (as cited in Al-Shabul & Abrizah, 2014, p. 501-2). Watson-Boone’s 1994 literature review suggests these anti-machine behaviors exist because a large portion of humanities research deals with primary sources, which historically have been in print form; and just as researchers “rarely consult general bibliographic works, indexes, and other secondary services,” they rarely seek support from general reference librarians (as cited in Al-Shabul & Abrizah, 2014, p. 501). Tenure policies especially have allowed print-focused behavior to continue, as they support book publication but provide little measurable reward for Digital Humanities online projects. Similarly, faculty striving for tenure focus publishing efforts into venues associated with high research impact scores, of which OA methods lag behind, due to their relative newness in the disciplines, resulting in a cumulatively “lower” total score. Associated with OA, as well, is faculty members’ lack of behavioral awareness about how to handle copyright, venue quality, and submitted version policies (Xia & Xia, 2013, p. 127), resulting in their avoidance of dealing with OA even if these issues could actually beneficially increase their visibility and author rights. In some cases, as revealed by Al-Shabul and Abrizah’s personal case study, older Humanities faculty rely entirely on their personal print book collections rather than utilizing library resources (p. 503); this would therefore reflect their inefficient navigation and gross unawareness of digital and OA resources. This also would reflect a possible disconnect between librarians offering training or publishing services for OA and faculty taking advantage of these support services.
Information Needs
Access to research information.
Accessing information easily and cheaply is a recurring need for Humanities faculty. In developing countries particularly, scholars have difficulty accessing information, which makes contribution in research dissemination strenuous. Faculty within global humanities departments especially, such as International Relations or English Linguistics and Literature, need to be able to access and read relevant articles from scholars in the field, which means they need international material and language fluency at least in English. As Pho and Tran (2016) explain, access to international databases “is very limited. Lecturers can only access the abstracts, and if they find the article relevant, they have to send requests to the library so they can download and send the articles to the individual lecturer. This process can take several days and it can demotivate the researcher” (p. 10). Al-Shabul and Abrizah (2014) also mentioned a lack of relevant library materials, and a resource limitation particularly for older faculty likely to be fluent only in their native language (p. 504). This highlights a significant need not being adequately met: a scholar’s capacity to browse readable, specific information to conduct his or her own research in the first place (p. 505). Based on multiple reports from their own literature review, Xia and Xia (2013) presume that lack of access correlates to developing country faculty’s much greater interest in OA than Western faculty (p. 123).
Publication type requirements.
Another recurring need is the capacity to publish in nontraditional formats, including books, to achieve personal and professional goals; though digital OA models could support these needs, Humanities faculty underutilize the models because of perceived valuation and physical print preferences. Humanities faculty frame much of their scholarly writing by developing and supporting a narrative argument (Gross & Ryan, 2015, p. 72). With the length and the theoretical space available to expand and interpret, books offer an “effective vehicle” (Spence, 2018, p. 463) and represent scholars’ “best and most illuminating work” (Mandler, 2013, p. 557). Mod argues that OA opportunities for a book can offer communal editing and conception prior to publication as well as engagement after publication (as cited in Spence, 2018, p. 466), which could certainly tighten a book’s core argument and stimulate lasting discussions. Fitzpatrick reasons that OA can emphasize “the process” of research (as cited in Spence, 2018, p. 464), and thus focus on content quality rather than the final product’s associated publisher prestige. Though such communal accessibility of OA could be beneficial, faculty are protective of the “essence” of their work and do not want their arguments to be taken out of context. For instance, if chapters or preprint versions are made available (i.e., OA), then the impact of the completed, published book would be devalued because the book’s argument is no longer novel (Gross & Ryan, 2015, p. 73). Another concern about choosing Open Access publishing is the Creative Commons license allowing others to reuse the work. If CC-BY[footnoteRef:2] is the most “open” form of access for all, then this allows for scholars to read and make reference to whatever part of the work and for whatever purpose best suits their needs. Mandler (2013) echoes a preference for the far more limited license, CC-BY-NC-ND[footnoteRef:3] (p. 556). Eve (2017) summarizes Mandler’s apprehensiveness, describing how Open Access could “encourage new plagiarism-like practices while also posing problems for quality control” (p. 17). That being said, Mandler himself supported OA publication of his society’s journal, though he noted the importance of watchful output evaluation to “ensure that OA does not trade off wider access for reduced funding, limits to academic freedom, and reductions in editorial quality” (Mandler, 2013, p. 554). [2:  A form of Creative Commons license, in which others can freely use the work, so long as attribution is provided.]  [3:  Another form of Creative Commons license, in which others can freely read the work, but cannot modify or use the work for commercial publication.] 

As a subset to this need, Humanities faculty need relevant tenure policies that fairly consider publication type. Scholarly achievement is tied to this format, and faculty need to publish in books to achieve tenure or promotion. Currently, research impact[footnoteRef:4] does not measure book publication types very well. In the UK, “one-size-fits-all” tenure policies value one book as equivalent to two articles, yet still expect humanities scholars to publish books. Mandler (2013) points out the problems with this, saying, “One might cite the 20 years’ struggle to get one 400-page, single-authored humanities monograph, the work of a decade, more heavily weighted for the REF . . . than one 10-page biochemistry article.” He briefly mentions that another reason, besides material-length and labor-time, these formats cannot be equivalent is because articles, historically favored by STM scholars, have huge laboratories all working to produce research content (p. 555), whereas Humanities research is “frequently more personal, involving a greater investment of the self” (Gross & Ryan, 2015, p. 73). Despite tenure policies’ expectation for book publication, research impact indicators, judged primarily through citation counts, “use only the bibliographic references from WoS [Web of Science] source journal publications referring to other WoS source journal publications. References to non-source publications, though available, are not used. . . . [W]ith the Humanities, the non-source citations numerically exceed the source citations” (Linmans, 2010, p. 338). This means that research impact will naturally come out lower for Humanities faculty, purely because their primary publication outlets are infrequently included in the metric’s index collection and will not appear in as many countable citations. In addition, with the diminishing print runs of scholarly books, and any language barriers limiting international readers, physical books have a nominal global impact (Gross & Ryan, 2015, p. 72). If tenure policies positively incentivized Open Access methods of publishing, Humanities scholarship could increase visibility and accessibility, thus raising global impact; and if the policies considered scholarly value with a metric indicator that allows for more flexibility in its index source, more nontraditional publication types could be assessed fairly. [4:  Various identifiers of quantifiable scores to measure a work’s scholarly impact on the field, and often considered in tenure to judge a scholar’s scholarly value.] 

Funding support.
Navigating funding barriers is another universal need for Humanities faculty, though the context differs internationally. In developing countries, Humanities fields need funding to attend international conferences. As one International Relations professor stated, “‘[H]ow can we present our research to international audience and receive valuable comments from experts in the field, so we can be more confident in revising our work and submitting to prestigious international journals?’” (Pho & Tran, 2016, p. 13). Governmental research funding policies in developing countries are opaque (Pho & Tran, 2016, p. 13), causing a convoluted and demeaning “begging” cycle. Because faculty are faced with both a lack of access to local resources (as mentioned earlier) and professional contacts usually made possible by conferences, they would benefit from a more discoverable, visible, free online community that OA could offer. Unfortunately, they have difficulty engaging with this, as evidenced from their lacking national OA journal publishing infrastructure: on average, Asia publishes 31 OA journals, compared to North America’s 459 (Xia & Xia, 2013, p. 124). Even in developed countries, however, Humanities faculty struggle for funding support. In the UK, the government’s Higher Education Funding Council for England created a [published, transparent] national mandate supporting the gold OA model[footnoteRef:5] (Mandler, 2013, p. 553). Though this mandate could in part relate to the significant progress in national journals throughout Europe, as revealed in DOAJ[footnoteRef:6] (Xia & Xia, 2013, p. 124), it caused problems for Humanities scholars. who commonly already lacked voluntary institutional financial support, and forced them to seek now-required funding for research outputs that did not fit within OA models (Mandler, 2013, p. 553). [5:  This OA method is where scholars submit and publish final content into OA journals.]  [6:  DOAJ (Directory of Open Access Journals) is a database that lists all the reputable open access journals.] 

Regarding grant funding broadly, the amount supplied to Humanities faculty is low and has been decreasing; this need decreases scholars’ likelihood of using Open Access methods of publishing. The publication format for Open Access methods is currently primarily journal articles, due to publishing overhead costs. Eve (2017) explains the business model for Open Access publishing: in order to provide a free product for readers, “one sells a service to authors.” Publishing books costs far more than publishing journal articles; Eve (2017) continues, “[W]hen you scale the labor of publishing . . . to cover artifacts that are 10 times longer than journal articles,” the cost can be as much as $129,909 per book, compared to $3,000 per article (p. 17). Add to this any permission clearance fees associated with using text and image excerpts, as Humanities often need to use in their work (Gross & Ryan, 2015, p. 72)—permission fees become higher the more people will have access to the content, and remember that this overhead cost would not be subsidized by net returns of user purchases. As humanities faculty publish primarily in book format, they, as well as the publisher, reasonably cannot be expected to front these overhead costs in order to produce a freely accessible product. Besides books, faculty trying to publish journal articles still often have difficulty affording journal article author processing fees. Gross and Ryan (2015) note that Humanities research funding has plummeted since 2009, presuming global economic crisis as the cause. They enumerate, “In 2012, arts and humanities research in all countries totaled $1.4 billion (in comparison to $30 billion spent on biomedical research in the United States alone in 2012. . . .” (Gross & Ryan, 2015, p. 71). This could in large part explain the Open Access divide so prevalent between STM and Humanities disciplines.
Considered Strategies for Increasing Open Access
Librarians, funders, and publishers have made some [albeit, very slow] progress towards addressing these three challenges to accommodate OA Humanities research, and in a publication format that suits Humanities’ needs. For example, they are tackling OA book publishing initiatives. Open Book Publishers has developed a mixed business model for OA book publishing “that combine[s] freemium OA with a print-sales strategy,” and Wellcome Trust has provided funding for interdisciplinary medical humanities research, despite its mandate for OA publication of funded research, and “will pay the book processing charges when needed.” According to an Association of University Presses press release, the Association of Research Libraries, the Association of American Universities, and the Association of American University Presses collaborated in March 2017 to set up an OA book fund, providing a “’baseline publishing grant pool of $15,000 . . . [and has committed] to participating in this initiative for five years’” (Eve, 2017, p. 18). These strategies and others, such as faculty training sessions, self-archiving institutional repository support, have and are being attempted since the birth of OA in the 1990s.
Proposed Strategy
In consideration of these research needs, I propose a heavier consideration of the Altmetrics score to evaluate the impact of a scholarly work. Altmetrics is an alternative tracking method of publications from counting only how often a work has been cited in other works. The score produced ranks scholarly works based on how much attention they have received, in social media, news outlets, policy documents, and other social venues. Though Altmetrics.com reminds us that the score does not reflect the quality of the article, it can still show impact, and reading the linked social discussions could perhaps give an impression of the quality. One significant factor to the Altmetric score is that it beats much discrepancy error in the citation-count impact factors. Unlike these, an Altmetric score applies to social mentions of articles as well as books, data sets, presentations, and videos—which is important, considering Humanities’ focus on nontraditional—non-article—publication types. 
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Search Methods
Search Databases
UNC Library Main Page Search—using this took away the limitation of specific publishers’ journal bundles so that I could get articles by humanities faculty, librarians, or scholars submitting to other publications. From the home page, I moved into Articles+ so that I could add filters and Advanced Searches.
First iteration of searching
· I started first with “Open access” AND faculty (awareness OR perceptions) to directly connect how associated faculty were with open access overall. Was OA a need in the first place? Was there literature being done about it? I wanted to ensure that “Open Access” was popping up rather than just the words separately, and I’d seen from past articles that awareness was commonly being used along with perceptions.
· In the Advanced Search, I typed in
         “Open access” AND faculty (awareness OR perceptions)
AND Humanities OR “Liberal Arts” OR “Social Sciences”
· I filtered publication date from 2010-2019, since anything about this quickly changing, digital-focused field would be no earlier than this time 
· I filtered to Journal Article content type
· I filtered to Scholarly & Peer-Review (12,016 results)
· I found enough valuable articles quickly enough to satisfy my needs regarding humanities perceptions and utilization of OA
· The other search terms I had listed in my original searching plan, such as “Open Access” OR “OA,” did not add anything helpful, as my search query was closely linked enough to the search results.
· Articles in this search result that I also considered valuable were about librarian support based on how faculty awareness was, though I had not intended originally to search for this.
Second iteration of searching
· After I had written the Information Seeking Event paper, I realized I was missing something to my search, so I changed the scope of my search strategy. I needed to learn about Humanities faculty member’s information needs. How did they seek information generally?
(information seeking needs) AND (faculty AND (humanities OR "social science"))
· I filtered to Journal Article content type
· I filtered to Scholarly & Peer-Review
· I did not care about the Publication Date as much for this one, as the way faculty conduct research was relevant enough with common digital researching even in the 2000s.
Third iteration of searching
· To produce a creative, realistic proposal idea based on previous literature that could increase Humanities faculty OA publication, I read through some of the librarian-strategy articles that I had happened to pull from the first iteration.
· I also sought out (faculty needs) AND (humanities OR "social science") AND (publishing) to see what literature was available on how humanities faculty were relating or talking about publishing generally. This allowed me to learn about tenure, the future expectations for books. 
· Once I found an article about bibliometrics (something I already knew a little about), and one about Open Access publishing, I felt good, and mostly did citation chasing from there. 
Fourth iteration of searching
· When I had decided upon Altmetrics as my proposal idea, I searched for Altmetrics specifically. I used ("research impact") AND (humanities OR "social science") AND (Altmetrics), and was satisfied to see results discussing assessing research and social media.
· I had to be careful that the article didn’t go too in depth about Altmetrics specifics, as it needed to relate to publishing value-add.

Academic Source Premier database was just to control for whether I had missed anything or was able to use more specific filters or have more success on certain search strategies from my above attempts. I did not spend much time here.

Journal Runs
Publications journal—as an international peer reviewed Open Access journal about scholarly publishing, I used this to find global case studies and overarching discipline comparisons for faculty choices to use OA publishing venues.
The Journal of Electronic Publishing (JEP)—as an Open Access journal about contemporary publishing practices and their user-impact, I wanted to see how the trends in publishing were moving towards OA and how research impact was being affected by this.
The Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication—as an Open Access journal, with librarians being the primary authors and audience, that shares useful innovations in scholarly communication (i.e. research dissemination and publishing training), I wanted to see what librarians were doing that could provide possible solutions to support Humanities OA publication.
The Journal of Scholarly Publishing--the age-old problems in publishing as well as the new challenges resulting from changes in technology and funding.
I also checked the Twitter accounts of two big Altmetrics leaders, Piwowar and Priem, just to see if they had posted anything unusual about research. The fact that they had very recently tweeted about Journal of Altmetrics (a new Open Access journal that will focus on altmetric attention to research) made me feel excited and good about my proposal strategy being a realistic possibility.
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Evaluation of Sources
· When reading the article titles and tags in Zotero, I filtered to as much of the Humanities & Social Sciences research articles as possible. For some that did not have disciplines specifically in these filters, I read the abstracts to see if I could filter out any clearly STM articles. For any that were left un-specific, I used CTRL-F in the article PDF to search for instances of Humani or Social Sci to determine if the article would have enough discipline-specific research or if it lumped all of the survey results into a singular total.
· Though some case studies did have a good representation of Humanities professors who took part in an institutional OA survey—for instance, Yang’s 2015 article in TX (doi:10.7710/2162-3309.1210) many of the studies did not provide the breakdown split by discipline for feedback. It did not seem fair for me to include the study results, as I was not able to see a comparative difference for Humanities perceptions specifically.
· I had some amount of difficulty accepting data from several research case studies, because the “Humanities” discipline had so much field diversity. For instance, I chose not to reference Chan’s 2017 article (doi:10.1108/LM-02-2017-0013), even though it discussed user information needs and OA perceptions, because it analyzed 3 separate fields of STM compared to a lumped “Social Sciences” discipline, which included Business, Economics, Psychology, Arts and Humanities, and Law. 
· My sources included various research case studies focused within individual institutions, which could potentially be an insular community, as well as within specific global locations, which could potentially not comparatively reflect results from other locations due to different cultural standards, governmental policies, language barriers limiting scholars’ ability to research and publish in international journals, or information access capabilities. For instance, I had to determine what information was valuable to glean from Pho’s relevant Humanities information needs article (doi: 10.3390/publications4030019), despite the country’s inherently low research productivity caused by [probably corrupt] governmental expenditures.
