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Fine-Tuning the Institutional Repository:
Evaluating the Self-Archiving Behavior

of Researchers in Music

DAVIS ERIN ANDERSON, GRACE DWYER, and SEAN LEAHY
School of Information and Library Science, Pratt Institute, New York, New York, USA

While self-archiving gains more traction as a means for scholars
to make their research freely available, a perception persists that
certain disciplines in the humanities lag behind the sciences in
this regard. This article investigates the rate of self-archiving by
scholars contributing to the top journals in the field of music, a
discipline that traditionally falls within the humanities, although
research in the field is highly interdisciplinary and draws heavily
on multiple scientific fields. The contributors to these journals come
from a range of background and interests, and represent colleges
and universities from six continents.

KEYWORDS institutional repositories, open access, scholarly
communication, academic libraries, music

INTRODUCTION

When universities began implementing institutional repositories (IRs)
following MIT’s launch of DSpace in 2002, IRs were hailed as a means of
extending open access to scholarly articles while alleviating pressure on
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278 D. E. Anderson et al.

university library budgets. After an initial period of widespread adoption
and optimism, the potential benefits described by librarians have yet to
materialize; faculty involvement remains minimal in many IRs. Many recent
studies have analyzed faculty barriers and motivations to self-archiving, and
found that, at least for now, the barriers outweigh the benefits.1

Publishing scholarly research, though central to an academic’s career,
can be an opaque and complicated process. Tools like SHERPA’s (Securing a
Hybrid Environment for Research Preservation and Access) Rights Metadata
for Open Archiving (RoMEO) project exist to help alleviate this problem,
but authors remain unaware of these resources and the elaborate condi-
tions of many publishers’ policies do not lend themselves well to a simple
classification.2 Uncertainty about whether or not publisher policies allow for
self-archiving continues to be a major obstacle to scholars working in any
area.

This article takes a closer look at the self-archiving habits of authors con-
tributing to the ten highest-ranking journals in the field of music. Positioned
within the humanities, music presents an interesting case because it draws
authors from a number of disciplines; the publications analyzed for this
article feature articles whose framework rests in fields from psychology to
musicology to elementary education. Contributions to the most frequently
cited journals in music are written by practitioners, scientists conducting
acoustical analyses, and historians of music, among many others. The range
of faculty and researchers publishing in music journals draws on a set of
authors whose disciplines depend, to varying degrees, on technology and
scientific research.

Our article will also take a broad view of self-archiving and include
results from institutional repositories, subject-based repositories, and per-
sonal websites.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Several authors have demonstrated that faculty members generally view self-
archiving their work favorably. A 2011 survey conducted by Diego Ponte
and Judith Simon found that 40.9% of respondents claimed to always self-
archive their articles.3 This survey also reported that 19.4% of respondents
self-archived “often” and 21.1% self-archived “sometimes”; most authors
archived their work on a personal website or in an institutional repository.
Aaron Lercher found a similar interest in self-archiving among faculty at
Louisiana State University at Baton Rouge in 2008; 55% of respondents said
they would post an article to their own website and 65% said they would
be willing to submit to an institutional repository.4 In his 2011 evaluation
of the reasons that lead faculty to archive their work, Kim outlines extrinsic
and intrinsic benefits for IR contribution. These rewards include academic

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [D

av
is 

Er
in

 A
nd

er
so

n]
 a

t 1
0:

59
 1

0 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
20

13
 



Fine-Tuning the Institutional Repository 279

achievement, professional recognition, accessibility, publicity, and trustwor-
thiness. Altruism was found to be the most statistically significant intrinsic
factor in faculty motivation to deposit in an IR.5

However, most studies have found that rates of actual IR contribution
are significantly lower than these surveys might suggest. Kim interviewed
684 faculty members at U.S. universities with IRs and found that only 40.1%
were aware that their institution featured a repository, while only 15.9%
of respondents had deposited work in an IR in the past.6 Kim identified
three statistically significant barriers associated with self-archiving that might
account for this low participation rate. Copyright concerns were the most
significant barrier, and time and effort were also obstacles.7 In Denise Troll
Covey’s 2009 study of Carnegie Mellon’s self-archiving practices, she found
that more than half of the university’s academic departments had a gap
of more than 70% between the articles that publishers permit to be self-
archived and articles that are actually self-archived; only 34% of all faculty
had deposited at least one article in the institutional repository, with faculty
ignorance of publisher policies again cited as a major obstacle.8

PUBLISHER POLICIES AND OPEN ACCESS

In the study at Carnegie Mellon, 38% of deposits were not aligned with pub-
lisher policy.9 Covey faults convoluted publisher policies that do not respect
the time of faculty authors for this widespread non-compliance and suggests
that it is the duty of librarians to help align faculty deposits with copy-
right and publisher policy.10 Hanlon and Ramirez also describe difficulties
in copyright management from an IR manager’s perspective; slow publisher
response to author inquiries and aggressive, overly elaborate conditions for
use create sticking points between publishers and IR managers.11

Things do not look much better from the author’s perspective. Authors
often are not aware of or ignore publisher policies altogether. Both Antelman
and Troll Covey have demonstrated that there is little difference in faculty
self-archiving practices across disciplines of articles published in “green,”
“yellow,” and even “white” journals, where “green” is the least restrictive cat-
egory of archiving policy assigned by RoMEO—authors published in green
journals are able to archive the pre-print and post-print or publisher’s PDF
of their article—and “white” journals are the most restrictive and do not
formally support archiving.12

SELF-ARCHIVING IN THE HUMANITIES

IRs are well-suited to the needs of the musicology community for a few rea-
sons. First, there is no major subject repository for musicology and related
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280 D. E. Anderson et al.

fields; the field of music lacks an existing culture of sharing pre-prints.
Secondly, a culture of increased low-cost access to research would have
wide-ranging effects in the humanities. Where research in particle physics,
as well as many branches of the sciences, is inherently costly and predicated
on having access to the literature in the field, advanced facilities in which to
conduct research, and research grants, humanities work is not as dependent
on belonging to a well-funded institution. A professor of Romance studies
surveyed in an article on the non-use of Cornell’s IR by Philip Davis et al.
described a stark “digital divide” between scholars working at institutions in
the Northern and Southern hemispheres, one that open access to articles in
an IR would help to alleviate.13

As it stands, some of these factors may be working against partici-
pation from humanities scholars in self-archiving projects. Kim identifies
disciplinary culture as a key motivator to upload to an IR; music researchers
unused to sharing pre-prints may not see the benefit of depositing their
files.14 Additionally, IR use in this community is decidedly low; many stud-
ies have found that contributions from the humanities fall far behind in the
number of uploads when compared to those in the sciences and social sci-
ences. Troll Covey and Zuber have both observed low participation rates
from researchers in the humanities.15

An argument against the disciplinary culture barrier comes from Xia’s
2007 study, which compares self-archiving rates in four disciplines. Xia
found that there were not higher self-archiving rates in disciplines used
to contributing to a subject-based repository.16 Xia cites several factors
that may account for this finding, including the difficulty of measuring if
researchers are submitting work to repositories themselves and the small
size of affected departments at some institutions; small sample size may
account for this discrepancy.17 Little work on self-archiving practices has
been done specifically with music departments or musicologists.

PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY

The primary goal is to measure if and where music researchers are deposit-
ing their work. The study also measures the impact publisher policies have
on self-archiving behavior by comparing the rates of self-archiving in green
journals to the rates of self-archiving in the more restrictive yellow journals,
which generally only allow for the deposit of pre-prints.

Much of the research evaluating disciplinary IR output focuses on
a single institution. By looking at authors across institutions and within
a single field, our study focuses on a community with similar research
interests and eliminates the effect a departmental culture at a single insti-
tution might have on archiving activities among researchers across several
disciplines.
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Fine-Tuning the Institutional Repository 281

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Our study hopes to answer the following questions:

1. How many authors contributing to the ten highest-ranked journals in the
discipline of music have access to institutional repositories? Of that group
of authors, how many take advantage of depositing their articles to their
institutional repository?

2. What percentage of authors contributing to the ten highest-ranked jour-
nals in the discipline of music make their work vailable through a
personal website or another repository?

3. How do self-archiving practices differ between authors published in green
and yellow journals, based on SHERPA/RoMEO color designations?

4. For all authors who have self-archived, how many are in compliance with
publishers’ policies? How does authors’ compliance compare between
green journals and yellow journals?

METHODOLOGY

This study aims to evaluate the self-archiving habits of contributors to the ten
highest ranked journals in the field of musicology. By averaging the journal
rankings provided by Scopus for the year 2006 through 2010, the authors of
this study were able to compile a list of the top ten journals in musicology
today. These ten journals and this five-year time span provided a framework
for our data collection.

After identifying the ten most highly ranked journals in the field of
music, a random sample of articles was generated (roughly 20% of the con-
tent of each journal) by visiting the index of each journal online and noting
every fifth article after a randomly chosen start number between one and
five. The name and institution of each author whose article appeared in the
sample was recorded, and the institution’s repository was located using the
search engine at www.opendoar.org. If an institutional repository was not
listed at OpenDOAR (The Directory of Open Access Repositories), a search
was conducted for a repository at the institution using Google.

For each institution that hosts an IR, we searched their database and/or
browsed the title of each author and article we had selected, noting which
articles were available in full text or as an abstract, or whether the article
was only indexed in the IR.

To determine the percentage of authors who took advantage of a pub-
lisher’s policy that allowed self-archiving, we searched for each author on
Google. We determined whether the author had a home page; we then
noted if the author had a personal page, either hosted through an insti-
tution or maintained by the author in question on their own domain or
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282 D. E. Anderson et al.

on a social network of some kind. We then searched each site to find an
archived a copy of the article captured on our list articles. If no article was
discovered in this fashion, a Google search was conducted using the article’s
title.

For each article found in full text, we noted whether the copy avail-
able was a publisher’s copy, post-print, pre-print, or a working paper.
We also checked the SHERPA/RoMEO policy for each journal to see if the
archived copy matched the self-archiving policy of the journal in which it
was published. This allowed us to determine the percentage of authors who
took advantage of self-archiving policy while staying within the terms and
conditions set by the publisher.

FINDINGS

In compiling our data, we found a total of 266 articles from 418 different
authors. A number of our authors were responsible for multiple publications
and are represented more than once in our data set. Our authors were affili-
ated with institutions from twenty-five countries on six continents, although
the vast majority of contributors came from either the United States or the
United Kingdom. The authors held a variety of positions, most of which
were in academia. These included assistant, associate, and full professors
and visiting, senior, and distinguished lecturers. Because the terminology
differed depending on the location of the institution at which the contributor
taught, we did not take into account rank in our data set and chose to distin-
guish “Faculty”—which included the list above—from “Student” (graduate or
undergraduate) and “Fellow.” There was a small group of contributors who
did not fit into any of these three categories, either because they fulfilled
roles outside of academia or because information about their job titles could
not be uncovered; in these cases, we labeled these contributors as “Other.”

Of the 418 authors we looked at, 274 had access to an IR from the insti-
tution they were affiliated with at the time of publication. From this list of
274, 85% were faculty members and 10% were students. The remainder fell
into the category of “fellow” or “other,” based on our aforementioned crite-
ria. Our study shows just under two-thirds (64.9%) of authors contributing
to the top journals in the field of music have access to a repository at their
institution where they may store their article(s). The focus of our study cen-
tered on journals (designated by SHERPA/RoMEO as “green” or “yellow”)
that allowed their authors to self-archive some version of their work. Based
on these policies, all of these authors have the right to self-archive some
version of their work in their IR.

The total number of authors who submitted their articles to their IR was
25, with three of these 25 contributing more than one article, showing that
9.1% of authors took advantage of their IR. Authors designated as “Faculty”
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Fine-Tuning the Institutional Repository 283

accounted for 21 (of the 25) contributors to IRs. The remainder includes
one student and three contributors whose job title could not be identified.
The number of authors that utilized their IR did not exceed five per jour-
nal, and in two cases—Journal of the American Musicological Society and
Music Theory Spectrum—we found zero authors who self-archived in an IR.
The percentage of authors self-archiving exceeded 10% in three journals—
Popular Music and Society, International Journal of Music Education, and
Bulletin of the Council for Research in Music Education (Table 1).

When looking at the self-archiving habits of authors who utilized either
a personal website or a subject repository, we found that a total of 45 authors
(10.8% of the total) did so. The majority (8.4%) posted the article on their
personal websites.

We then broke our results down based the SHERPA/RoMEO color-
designation. Three of the journals we looked at were designated as green
and the remaining seven were yellow. In total, there were 125 authors in
the green journals and 295 authors in the yellow (Figure 1).

Looking first at yellow journals, our study shows that 21 authors (7.1%)
archived in an IR, 24 authors (8.1%) self-archived on a personal website, and
five authors’ (1.7%) articles were found on a subject repository. This left a
total of 247 authors (83.7%) who did not take advantage of the opportunity
to self-archive as permitted by the journal publishers.

Looking next at green journals, our study shows that four authors (3.2%)
archived in an IR, thirteen authors (10.4%) self-archived on a personal web-
site, and five authors’ (4%) articles were found on an “other” repository.

TABLE 1 Authors Utilizing IRs by Journal Title

Journal title
Total no. of

authors
No. authors
w/IR access

No. authors
utilizing IR

% authors
utilizing IRs

Music Perception 73 57 4 7.0%
Psychology of Music 70 51 5 9.8%
Journal of New Music

Research
72 45 4 8.8%

Journal of Research in
Music Education

40 25 1 4.0%

Research Studies in Music
Education

17 10 1 10%

International Journal of
Music Education

37 26 4 15.3%

Music Theory Spectrum 20 19 0 0%
Bulletin of the Council for

Research in Music
Education

27 21 2 9.5%

Popular Music and
Society

40 24 3 12.5%

Journal of the American
Musicological Society

32 14 0 0%
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FIGURE 1 Archiving activity of authors publishing in SHERPA/RoMEO yellow journals.

The four authors contributing to an IR all published in one journal (Music
Perception). This left a total of 103 authors (82.4%) who did not take
advantage of the opportunity to self-archive as stipulated by the journals’
publishers.

Our results show that publisher’s policy had no effect on the self-
archiving practices. In both cases, archiving in an “other” repository was
not a popular choice, garnering less that 5% of the self-archiving activity.
For authors publishing in yellow journals, the percentage who self-archived
on a personal website was slightly higher than in IRs; however, for authors
publishing in green journals, self-archiving on a personal website appeared
to be significantly more popular, accounting for 59% of all authors in green
journals who self-archived.

Our data shows a slight trend towards increased self-archiving in all
categories. The fewest deposits (10) occurring in 2006, followed by thir-
teen in 2007 and 2008, and fifteen in 2009. For articles published in 2010,
a total of 17 have been deposited. Although it is likely too early to draw
any conclusions based on the number of deposits (6) for articles pub-
lished in 2011 has been deposited so far, it appears that the trend will
continue.

Finally, our results show not only the incidence of self-archiving in these
journals in general, but also authors’ compliance with publishers’ policies,
according to SHERPA/RoMEO. In general, all green journals share many of
the same stipulations (the same is true of yellow journals), although there
are some subtle differences, depending on the publisher. We found that
of all the authors surveyed who self-archived, 48 (69.5%) did comply with
the archiving policies, while 21 (30.5%) did not. For yellow journals, the
breakdown was 31 (66%) to 16 (34%); in green journals, it was 17 (77%) to
5 (23%). The slight increase in compliance from yellow to green journals may
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Fine-Tuning the Institutional Repository 285

TABLE 2 Percentage of Authors who Comply with Archiving Policy in Yellow and Green
Journals

Complied with
archiving policy

Did not comply with
archiving policy

Faculty publishing in SHERPA
Yellow Journals

66% 34%

Faculty publishing in SHERPA
Green Journals

77% 23%

result from more lenient publisher policies, rather than increased awareness
of these policies from authors (Table 2).

In summary, 64.9% of authors whose articles we sampled had access
to a digital repository at their institution. Of these authors, only 9.1% chose
to deposit a version of their paper in the IR, and 10.8% of all the authors
surveyed self-archived the article outside their institution’s repository, most
often on their personal website. Finally, there was little difference in archiv-
ing practice between authors publishing in green and yellow journals. The
percentage of authors in green journals who self-archive (17.8%) is only
slightly higher than the authors in yellow journals (16.4%). In fact, from
the results it is difficult to draw further conclusions about the self-archiving
habits of contributors to green journals, because a significant percentage of
all such articles (86%) were published in a single journal—Music Perception.
Relatively high rates of noncompliance with publisher policies (34% and
23% in articles published in yellow and green journals respectively) indicate
that many authors are not aware of publisher policies; this may account for
similar self-archiving rates across green and yellow journals.

CONCLUSION

Our study identified three different types of self-archiving: in institutional
repositories, in “other” repositories, and on personal websites; while certain
options have proven more popular than others, it is clear that faculty from a
wide range of institutions are not in the habit of self-archiving and making
their work freely available. This, as noted in the Literature Review, reflects
a disconnect between faculty member’s opinion of self-archiving initiatives
and their actual practice of self-archive, as many professors have responded
favorably to the idea of self-archive while few actually follow through.

There are many obstacles to self-archiving, and copyright appears to be
chief among them. Aids such as SHERPA/RoMEO certainly alleviate many of
the question marks that surround the convoluted publisher policies; how-
ever, as is shown in our study, complying with policy remains an issue
for authors who choose to self-archive. In our research, we discovered that
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286 D. E. Anderson et al.

authors’ non-compliance often was a result of not following certain “General
Conditions,” such as the stipulation that authors must link to the publisher’s
version if a version of the article is posted to the author’s website. This small
error may not raise the ire of the publisher, but it does indicate that librarians
must improve how they communicate the intricacies of copyright policy to
faculty who are self-archiving.

The results of the study also indicate that the publisher’s policy does
not appear to affect the self-archiving habits of music faculty. We anticipated
that authors in green journals, who had greater freedom as to what they
could post online, would be more likely to self-archive some version of
their article. The results, however, indicate otherwise.

One hopeful trend we identified within our sample was a growing rate
of deposits to IRs between 2006 and 2010. This shows positive develop-
ment as the world of academia becomes more familiar with open access.
However, because of the sample size and the short timeframe, the results do
not warrant generalizations as to growth in self-archiving.

As studies accumulate in the coming years, librarians will have a better
sense of the archiving habits of faculty across all disciplines, and will be able
to tailor policies, philosophies, and approaches accordingly.
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