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Introduction: This paper explores the development of institutiorgpositories as a global
phenomenon, comparing their objectives with thee qminciples of scholarly communication that
have preserved and disseminated western knowledgkee past two centuries.

Method: The paper discusses some general issues relatguake and acceptance of institutional
repositories, including a range of perspectivetheir purpose, what they should contain, and how to
increase their use. The paper then relates tdess ito findings from some preliminary research in
New Zealand based on interviews with universitydily staff responsible for developing repositories,
and a pilot study of academics’ attitudes towandsitutional repositories.

Findings: As shown in reports from the literatyri@stitutional repositories in New Zealand vary
greatly in purpose, scope and content and theythey are managed and promoted. New Zealand
academics making their research available in utgtital repositories are motivated more by public
good rather than enhanced reputation, but remaineraed with issues of intellectual property, and
the quality and prestige of repositories as chanfoeldisseminating research.

Conclusion: Libraries and the academic community have confiztviews concerning the value of
institutional repositories, and their relationshiih the traditional scholarly communication system.
It may be necessary to reconsider the purpose pafsi®ries, and how they are developed and
marketed to maximise their benefits.

I ntroduction

The development of institutional repositories, &laaic archives of the research output of the stéfny
individual institution, are often managed by acaitelibraries. Their development raises key issussua
the role of academic libraries in the scholarly camication cycle, and the impact that institutional
repositories may have on traditional forms of saHgl communication in the 21century. Academic
libraries have played a key role in the scholadynmunication process for the past 150 years. Duhig
period, they have experienced major changes icrémtion, dissemination, and preservation of kndgée
through changing social, philosophical and educatiparadigms, and the emergence of new technalogie
Academic librarians have shown themselves to bptamteadjusting to these changes, and been preaativ
advancing research, scholarship and knowledge. WWé&tadvent of institutional repositories, they heing
asked to adopt another new technology, one thagénivith it the potential for a further paradignifisim
scholarly communication. This paper therefore epgdcdhe development of institutional repositorieghiw
this context, and the role of academic librariepriomoting and sustaining them, comparing theieotijes
with the core principles of scholarly communicatitimat have preserved and disseminated western
knowledge for the past two centuries. In doingtgmrovides a summary of recent thinking on thejsci



and makes use of some developmental researchccauten New Zealand, to exemplify emergent trends,
rather than to report on the state of institutiomgdositories in New Zealand, and to examine thergxo
which repositories are fulfilling the key functioa§scholarly communications systems.

Academic libraries are a key part of the scholadynmunication cycle that focuses on the
creation of new knowledge through research andladtop, the submission of findings to a journal in
the discipline, rigorous peer review to ensure dbetribution meets minimum standards, publication
and dissemination (usually through library subsaips), making the new knowledge available to the
next community of researchers, who will further [Bubn it. Although the pattern of creation,
organisation and dissemination varies from dise#to discipline and may involve monograph as well
as journal publication, it has been endorsed byattaelemic community, and is closely integrated into
the promotion and tenure system that rewards adadenRoosendaal and Geurts (1997) identified
four key functions of this process of scientifidistarly communication:

< registration: identifying the ‘owner’ of the intetitual property;

« certification: establishing the quality of the rasgh;

e awareness: making the research available to otaeds;

« archiving: long-term preservation to make the rssavailable to future researchers.

However, in developing institutional repositoriasademic libraries, and proponents of the Open
Access movement who have led the movement havesddcon somewhat different objectives. In
response to rising journal costs, particularlydresce and medicine, libraries responded by cangell
subscriptions, and, as a result, researchers tastsa to key material. In 2001, the Budapest Open
Access Initiative published a manifesto calling fiqgen access to peer-reviewed journal literature
(Open Society Institute, 2002). This recommendeanl $wategies: (i) self-archiving of refereed jodrna
articles in open electronic archives, and (ii) mhihg in open access journals, which publish their
content freely on the Web (but may impose authargés).

Institutional repositories have since become dalphenomenon—they are now established on
all continents, with the largest repositories befimgnd in Europe, North and South America, Japan,
India and Australasia. Interest in establishing praimoting repositories is likely to show continued
growth, particularly as academic staff increasertheline presence and adapt their work patterns to
the new Web 2.0 tools such as blogs, RSS, wikid, variual communities. As Lynch (2003, p328)
noted “the intellectual life and scholarship of oumiversities will increasingly be represented,
documented, and shared in digital form.” Institoibrepositories are one of the tools that make thi
possible.

The purpose and scope of repositories
Reasons for setting up repositories vary, and gerari projected benefits has been suggested in the
literature. These include benefits to the researdoethe institution, and to individual disciplme
Academic libraries also benefit from being invohiadnstitutional repository initiatives, and theaee
implications for scholarly communication overalhd primary reasons used to persuade academics of
the benefits of placing their output in an instiugl repository is exposure—that by having their
research and publications openly available on trebWhot just in fee-based databases, scholarly
journals, or books, their work is likely to be ussud cited more. As a result, their reputation wél
enhanced over the long term, due to the recognitimy gain from this (Pinfield, Gardner and
MacColl, 2002). Other benefits to researchers mhelustewardship and preservation of their
publications in digital form, which frees them fraiime need to maintain this content on a personal
computer or website (Lynch, 2003, p330).

Many of the benefits identified, though, are & ihstitutional level, or even at the national leve
In Japan, for example, the Ministry of EducatioryltGre, Sports, Science and Technology has
encouraged Japanese university libraries to deviglsitutional repositories to promote sharing of
knowledge throughout Japan and internationally lg@uland Nagata, 2008). The development of
institutional repositories in Africa is seen as aywvef making institutional research outputs avadab
a community with less than optimal access to ressu(Musoke, 2008). In a survey of academic
library directors and senior administrators carrged in 2006, Rieh et al. identified “capturing the
intellectual capital of [the] institution” as theost important benefit of an institutional reposjtéRieh



et al., 2007). Improved long term preservationhaf institution’s digital assets is another bertefibe
realised through centralising content in knownndtadised formats (Crow, 2002,).Other proposed
benefits focus on increased institutional presfigem exposing research carried out by staff and
students. Crow suggests that this will be a muchenadfective way of highlighting an institution’s
total academic outputs, which are otherwise spesadng many publications (Crow, 2002). He sees a
further benefit in increased differentiation betwei@stitutions, because of the unique content in
individual repositories, and suggests that potemstiadents with an interest in a discipline may be
attracted to an institution that makes its researche field widely available through a repository

These motivations relate to only two of the pnihes of scholarly communication outlined
above, namely, awareness and archiving. The ptexipf registration, and certification, which were
the initial driving principles behind the systemsaholarly communication which has grown up over
the past 200 years, have largely been ignored snudsions of repositories This raises important
questions about whether the institutional repogitotovement, at least in its current form, is
sustainable in the long term, and whether it wéleéd to modify its objectives, and its vision, afénitls
a place among the many competing forms of digitedvdedge in the Zicentury. It also raises the
guestion of whether the concepts of registratiod eertification will remain key dimensions of the
traditional model of scholarly communication, lolegm, in this age of ‘socially created knowledge'.

A key to the answers to these questions lies & dttitudes of academics in our tertiary
institutions, the scholars and researchers whos& ismeeded to populate repositories, and who are
considered to be the prime beneficiaries. Furtbesiterations include issues such as:

e the way in which the repository is marketed to #mademic community within an

institution;

« what rewards are seen to flow from contributinght® venture;

« institutional decisions on scope;

< the degree of coercion applied by the institutiarthe form of mandatory deposit.
Defining scope can therefore be seen as a majér faasinstitutions involved in establishing a
repository. Whether the repository will contain gbs, peer-reviewed post-prints, pre-prints, working
papers, presentations, learning objects, as wetistisutional records and reports and historitainis
being digitised for preservation or access can ohpa the attitudes of academics. In his study®f 2
United Kingdom repositories, Allen (2005) found eea@ variety in scope and content, identified
several small and under-utilised repositories, aotkd that the contents were dominated by science
and technology. This unevenness in content, heestgd, can lead to loss of trust or reputation, and
make it more difficult to persuade contributorstioé value of the repository. The same pattern was
observed in the Repositories by the Numbers Pr¢jgatmas and McDonald, 2007; McDowell, 2007),
which also found a wide range of items deposithd, largest proportion comprising PhD and other
theses, followed by faculty research output, ofoltonly 13% was peer reviewed. The typical pattern
of deposit was one item per depositing author. Mégboned decisions and rules on scope must be
therefore made and communicated early if trusharepository is to be maintained, and its value is
not compromised by a lack of support from acadestatf.

This lack of consensus about what a repositorylsheontain does appear to have had a
considerable impact on the acceptance of repasit@nd their growth. Statistics from international
registries of repositories, such as ROAR and OpekR®show that growth in the number of items in
repositories has not reached early expectations. Witlingness of academics to contribute to a
repository appears to depend on a number of fadtbssorically, particularly in the sciences, greup
of researchers keen to share their research fiadengd with an element of competitiveness, have led
the way (Jones, Andrew and MacColl, 2006). Otheatyeadopters are those from more recently
developed academic disciplines, or who are seekinduild an academic community across a
dispersed workforce, such as Nursing Studies (6ulled Chawner, 2008). In contrast, academics
accustomed to the well established routines of ipatibn in academic journals of known prestige,
with effective systems of peer review and dissetiona see little benefit in alternative methods of
access to the same material. As Hendler (2007)snptestige of publication venue plays the single

1 Found at http://roar.eprints.org/index.php , artg:Htvww.opendoar.org/ respectively



largest role in faculty decisions about the destimeof their research.

This issue was also highlighted in a report isshgdthe University of California Office of
Scholarly Communication (2007), which surveyed fsiafolved in managing repositories. The
findings indicated that academics have little awass of opportunities for open access publishing,
continue to publish in traditional venues, and tdgra major obstacle to change as “the existing
reward systems of tenure/promotion (and even graaking) which favour traditional publishing
forms and venues.” (University of California, 2003). This well established reward system is
currently being reinforced by an international fe@n the use of research outputs to evaluate riertia
institutions, a focus which emphasises publicaiiorthe most prestigious journals and conference
proceedings in a discipline. In addition, the latkalignment of the deposit process with the raatin
daily activities of academics may also contributethe lack of interest shown by academics in
depositing their output.

Arts and humanities researchers differ in a nunabevays in their use of library services from
their colleagues in the sciences and social scieraa these differences continue to be evidetitan
way academics view institutional repositories. Avey of British academics (Allen, 2005) found peer
review to be as important to British as to US acaids. The study showed that humanities scholars
had low awareness of repositories and their valufe research community; they perceived the value
of repositories to be to the reader, rather thansttholar depositing, and had on-going concernatabo
repositories, such as peer review, plagiarism,iatetlectual property ownership. More recent reskar
in the UK about the impact of e-publishing and openess for researchers in the arts and humanities
suggests that they continue to be less aware akd significantly less use of e-publications andrope
access services than their counterparts in thenaese(Heath, Jubb and Robey, 2008). This may be
partly because the advance of knowledge in theaamdshumanities is typically slower than in other
disciplines, and researchers are more likely tonberested in the final versions of articles, ostpo
prints, rather than pre-prints. Because of the JVeng half-life of journals in the humanities,
publishers may be less willing to allow open-acqassting of e-prints even after an embargo period
(Heath, Jubb and Robey, 2008). However, the authtss note that although many humanities
journals let authors make their material availght®eugh repositories, their willingness in someesas
outruns the inclination of their authors to selffdve.

Per suading the academic community to contribute

Content recruitment, that is persuading acadensiadeposit their research output in an institutional
repository continues to be a major issue. All resiemts in the Census of Institutional Repositoires
the US reported having difficulty recruiting contérom faculty and graduate students, and the study
found that the more mature the repository is, tlmeensceptical respondents (that is staff respamsibl
for administering the repository) have become alibatsuccess of any given recruitment strategy
(McDowell, 2007). These findings, echoed in manyeotreports of individual repositories, challenge
the fundamental open access philosophy that piostisutional repositories as an alternative tami f
the current scholarly publishing model (McDowelQ0Z). It appears that members of the academic
and research community do not see repositoriesr®pthe publication process. Given the reluctanc
of academics to deposit their research output, erehrough lack of interest, lack of knowledge, or
through concern over the purpose and function pbsories, it is clear that tertiary institutions
wanting to increase their rate of deposit (and usegd to actively market the concept of the
institutional repository within their institutionAdvocacy is an ongoing task to ensure that new
depositors are being recruited, and that previesositors continue to contribute updates of their
research output, and remain committed to the ov&uatess of the repository.

Jones, Andrew, and MacColl (2006, p.111) idensifpumber of strategies as being helpful in
securing a critical mass of content early on, figeouring sought-after research reports, to usidy we
regarded individuals who have some informal leddprstatus within the institution to ‘champion’ the
project. It is possible that more active recruitingicontent, with library or repository staff mayiag
the process, often referred to as mediated depa#iter than leaving it to academics themselvek wil
be more successful. One of the more controversiidips is to make deposit mandatory for all staff
and students. A strong recommendation for this mvade in 2004 by the House of Commons Science



and Technology Committee Report (Pinfield, 2005}Harnad (2006) also argues strongly for
mandatory deposit, citing research which showetl36& of researchers sampled would self-archive
if their employers required it. (Swan and Brownp2)) Tertiary institutions which have adopted this
policy, while allowing some exceptions, and rarbBing aggressive in pursuit of those who do not
deposit, have indeed had high rates of deposit.tyHE2007) cites the Queensland University of
Technology as one such example. But, there areddsmsides to this approach —not the least of
which is the high workload involved in managing theocess (ie modifying metadata, employing
version control, checking that intellectual propeights have been observed and overseeing quality
control), whether self-deposit or mediated depiesémployed. A more widely adopted solution is to
mandate deposit of theses from any research degyveeded by the institution, and encourage the
deposit of other staff publications. However, scamademics are taking the initiative for themselves.
Members of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences at BiarWniversity voted recently to require all staff
to allow the university to deposit their peer-revé publications in the Harvard repository. In
proposing this policy, Stuart Shieber, Professo€omputer Science at Harvard, said commented that
the decision “should be a very powerful messaghdécacademic community that we want and should
have more control over how our work is used andatignated” (Guterman, 2008).

In summary, research to date suggests that whilgay institutions and their libraries,
sometimes encouraged by national institutions paishing ahead to establish repositories in order to
maximise exposure to their academic output, andenita&s widely available as possible, there i$ stil
considerable reluctance in at least some partseohtademic community to participate in the venture
Concerns, whether real or not, about intellectuapprty rights, the value of additional exposurg a
adherence to the existing model of scholarly conipation work against widespread acceptance of
the concept.

Report on New Zealand investigations
It is useful to compare these findings in the titare with some preliminary scoping studies congllict
as part of a longitudinal study of the implememtatiand use of institutional repositories in New
Zealand. These early studies highlight both thétuional response, and academic responses to some
of the issues noted above. The full project willliebs a number of research questions, including:
« what is the purpose and scope of the repositogeglestablished by New Zealand
tertiary institutions, and their libraries;
< how have libraries gone about implementing and etarl their repositories;
< what have they achieved to date;
* what are the attitudes of academics in New Zeatariiry institutions to institutional
repositories;
« how will these perceptions impact on their useepiositories for the dissemination of their
own research, and as a knowledge resource
The first study conducted in New Zealand, beginningmid-2007, carried out a preliminary
investigation of the situation from the perspectfdibraries building institutional repositoriess the
first phase of the larger long term study. In sgo®eat phases, the investigation is extended to the
academic community and its perceptions of instihal repositories, and use made of the contents.
The study will conclude with a further investigatiof the role of repositories from the library
perspective, and changing perspectives on the rentu

Phase |

In the initial phase key library staff involved a number of institutional repository projects were
interviewed about their project’s early developmg@llen and Chawner, 2008); the interviews were
continued through 2008. The initial institutionluded six of the eight New Zealand universities
(University of Auckland, University of Otago, Unirgity of Canterbury, Auckland University of
Technology, Victoria University of Wellington), anthree Polytechnics (Manukau Institute of
Technology, Unitec, and the Christchurch PolytecHnititute of Technology). (The University of
Otago project, the earliest in New Zealand, whialerit live’ in November 2005, has to date been



based in the Business School. The university willvrinitiate its own repository, managed by the
Library, covering all other disciplines.)

These preliminary interviews show that New Zealtartiary institutions (and their libraries) are
involved in a wide variety of institutional repasiy projects, most of which involve formal or
informal consortia. For example, the University Adickland, University of Canterbury, as well as
Victoria University of Wellington are part dhgtitutional Repositories Aotearoa (IRA); MIT and
Unitec are involved ircoda: an Institutional Repository for the New Zealand ITP Sector along with
three other technical colleges. AUT and Otago am®lved in The Library Consortium of New
Zealand (LCoNZ) along with the University of Waikato, Victoria érthe University of Otago, while
Open Access Repositories in New Zealand (OARiINZ), includes CPIT, Otago, the National Library, and
half a dozen polytechnics, some of which are adtivit and others not. Other repository projects in
use in New Zealand include teistralasian Digital Theses Program (ADT), which is operational at
all the universities except Victoria, and the untlaranetadata resource discovery systdfnwi
Research Information Service (KRIS).

The size of the institutions included in this pmahiary phase of the research, numbers of staff
and students, budgets, and library size, variediderably, which affected the size and contentache
repository. So did the decisions that had been n@deerning purpose and scope. A primary
motivation for most participating institutions ajgped to be the fact that top institutions interoreily
were setting up repositories, and New Zealand tutgihs must be seen to be a part of this
international trend. Secondary motivations includechnge of reasons from exposing staff research
and student theses to a wider international audiemanaging and archiving research outputs of both
kinds, and showing leadership in electronic infaioramanagement. All participants accepted the key
role of the library in the development and mainter@of institutional repositories, although some of
the smaller institutions participated largely besmthey were invited to join a consortium, and wioul
not otherwise have had the expertise or the matiwab undertake such an exercise of their own
volition.

While obviously the stronger research focus ofuheersities meant that they had potentially a
far larger body of staff research outputs, as wsllstudent theses, that could be included in their
repository, this was only one of the factors impagton the size of the repository. The research
orientation and disciplinary focus of academic fstafried between the institutions as well, and this
also influenced the scope of the repositories e size; institutions which focus on applied area
tending to have considerably fewer research outpeitsstaff member. But the most important factors
appeared to be the goals developed for each itistid repository, and the way in which the
institution had gone about its creation. AUT, faample, was initially concerned with preservatidn o
digital theses rather than discovery. At Otago, éav, the School of Business intended its repgsitor
to contribute to a higher research profile for 8whool, in addition to connecting with the wideolagl
research community. Linked to their individual rejory goals, scope and content varied signifigantl
between repositories-even within the consortiuny thelonged to, individual institutions made their
own choices about content and scope. InR#eproject, for example, Auckland and Canterbury have
taken very different approaches, Auckland’'s primémgus being on PhD theses, which can be
mandatorily acquired, while Canterbury is emphasgistaff research outputs, with no compulsion to
deposit. Victoria initially accepted staff reseamsitputs from some leading researchers, and only
subsequently made the deposit of theses manddoagdition, not all repositories are confinedhe t
full-text of published and peer-reviewed items: sorepositories include metadata-only entries for
conference presentations, or staff theses compédsesvhere, in addition to full-text items.

Given the importance of advocacy to the growtharftent in institutional repositories the initial
case studies explored this in some depth. Whilsdhbostitutions focusing on mandatory deposit of
theses started their campaigns by getting the sapegolicy and statute changes in place, other
institutions, with their focus on staff researchputs, had developed various strategies for margjeti
their respective repositories, and soliciting inptstandard approach being to draw attention o th
repository during academic board meetings and éipgmoach faculties, and departments individually,
making use of institutional newsletters. Some attiexch to get leverage off pre-existing mandatory
procedures (e.g. annual reporting mechanisms cfarel outputs). Institutions that focused on



research content tended to find ‘champions’ (higifife researchers or groups) for the project &isis
with promotion, highlighting the increased exposaféaheir research. This would sometimes include
the provision of personal pages for researchernsgvib put content in the repository. However, this
did not necessarily result in a flow of papers itite repository.

In general, the New Zealand tertiary institutiongeiviewed in the first round of the research
appeared to have embraced the concept of instialti@positories with some enthusiasm, and felt tha
they could show some beneficial impacts from thetwe. Every repository held content of some
description, although content varied greatly betwigstitutions (and in some, the majority of conten
was well below the standards set by internatiomstitutions). Figures drawn from the KRIS web Site
show the highest number of records (approx 2,5800hé Auckland university repository, largely
theses; this figure is not matched by the othevamities, which have less than 500 deposits aarch,
the polytechnics which have relatively few depgsitien around 50 items.) Marketing strategies
seem to be less proactive than advocates in lileraecommend, with the result that the repositorie
especially those focused on staff research outpugsnot growing fast. The academic community has
not been persuaded to overcome its reluctance posite and repository staff indicated that their
academics remain concerned about plagiarism aptleictual property rights (especially their right t
deposit, post publication). No institution appeartd be actively ‘harvesting content’ as is
recommended in the literature, (Mark and Shear@d6® although most were still at the stage of
mediated content recruitment, and metadata manageme

Phasell

The next phase of the research focused on acadeattitsdes to institutional repositories, bothas
information source, and as somewhere to depositrémgearch. This phase consisted of two concurrent
projects, an initial pilot study of academics attdria University, and a randomised national sureky
academics at tertiary institutions. The survey ltesare not at this stage ready to report, butfbrie
findings from the pilot study can be reported.(R&@08) This study reports on interviews with ¢igh
academics, five of whom had deposited their redesrthe institutional repository, and would do so
again, one who had deposited but would not do amagnd two who had not, and were unlikely to do
so. Six of the eight academics interviewed weraravef the increased exposure that their work would
gain, and saw this as desirable, in that it coatetl to the public good, some expressing frusimatio
with traditional channels of dissemination, whibley felt did not reach a wide enough audience.

The benefits of an institutional repository, ldygeoted by those who had deposited and would
continue to do so, thus related to the public gaspects of open access, making information more
freely available, allowing the dissemination of kedge that did not fit the dominant paradigm. This
was a stronger motivating factor than personal fitsnguch as greater citation rates for their work,
although the benefits of this were recognised. tMbshe participants who deposited had a motive fo
wanting their research disseminated quickly, feglinis was an effective way to reach their target
audience, although concerns were also expressedoffem access of this kind was feeding the
‘Google’ phenomenon

Disadvantages of depositing, noted by both grodppositors and non-depositors, related to
concerns about the prestige of an institutionabsépry and the issue of quality assurance, (foneso
this was a key factor in their choice not to def)o§toncern was also expressed by most participants
about the potential risk of copyright infringemegncerns over intellectual property rights, the
potential for plagiarism, and the impact of the m@eEcess movement on the established scholarly
communication process and peer review. In someptiises the numbers of citations a work received
was of less concern than the prestige of the schwlteo used it. Greater exposure was thus of no
interest. An equal concern shared by the majooityparticipants centred on the university’s
motivation for seeking to maintain a repositoryeytwere satisfied with the existing systems, ldgal
their discipline rather than the institution, andcanvinced that the reward system for academics
would shift away from the existing internationalepeeview model. Only the concept of public good
was stronger than their loyalty to this system @R&008). Although these are only interim findings

2 http://nzresearch.org.nz/index.php/institutions



from a small pilot study, there are indicationst tthata from the national survey on which analysis h
just begun will reiterate these core findings.

Conclusion

Given the investment that most institutions are imgn this venture, and the very high expectations
of its impact on the process of scholarly commuincea several key points stand out from these two
preliminary studies that echo earlier findings widées in the US and the UK. Academic libraries] an
their institutions, have adopted the philosophy thé open access movement, and committed
themselves to a long term process without it seaaksng their academic communities with them.
Even those institutions which have decided to gardthe mandatory deposit route, seemingly with
their academic communities behind them, appeaate lyiven little thought to the radical nature of
the changes they are proposing. Apart from theeisdlarresting, or at the very least by-passing, th
increasing costs of the scholarly publication sys(eomething which has yet to be demonstrateds) litt
thought has been given to the enormity of whatrappsed- a shift of the entire infrastructure of th
scholarly publications system to an open sourcenagzcess medium, and this, at the same time that
institutions are calling for more accountabilitypra international systems for evaluating the redear
outputs of their academics.

In terms of the four key functions of scholarlynmmunication outlined in the introduction, a
paradigm that has been widely accepted and citedpssenting reality, it seems that tertiary liles
and their institutions, are at cross purposes ®adifidemics and their institutions in an interesting
somewhat conflicting way. While academics, and iwards systems within which they operate,
focus on the principles ofegistration (identifying the ‘owner’ of the intellectual propgy and
certification (establishing the quality of the research) asmiost important elements of the scholarly
communication model, those creating institutiorsgdasitories are focused awareness (making the
research available to others), aartthiving (long-term preservation to make the results alaldo
future researchers). Until these two conflictingtivetions can be brought into alignment, the futofe
institutional repositories looks less assured tbame of the early rhetoric suggested. It is tinteafo
serious reconsideration of the purpose and funafanstitutional repositories to ensure that tlaeg
better aligned with the aspirations of the acaderniomunities they are intended to serve, and Heat t
investment brings the benefits suggested.
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