Results of a survey in Austria

What’s it all about?

Research output is published in an ever-growing variety of forms.

In our online survey, we investigated what types of work researchers from
different fields consider scholarly publications and what they consider to be
the defining criteria. We also enquired about authors and target groups,
about who decides on the recognition of scholarly publications, and which
types of work should receive greater recognition in the future.

The results provide information on current practices and possible future
developments in scholarly communication that may feed into the current
debate on alternative research assessment.
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According to Austrian researchers:

\/ transparent methodology, good scientific practice, identifiable authors
and comprehensible argumentation are the most important criteria for
scholarly publications.

some "novel” or innovative types of work, such as replication studies,
D research data / data publications, and preprints, are, to some extent,
already recognised as scholarly publications.

@ typically, authors of scholarly publications are members of academic
institutions or staff of corporate research departments.

@/ scholarly publications are primarily aimed at the research community.
The general public is not a particularly relevant target group.

the research community determines what is considered a scholarly
=\ publication. In the field of medicine, publication databases like Web of
Science and Scopus matter even more.

+ regarding the future recognition of additional types of scholarly
ﬂ publications such as research data, replication studies, and software /
code, pre-docs and post-docs are more open-minded than professors.
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Science-to-public work types are not

widely recognised as scholarly publications

and should not be In the future.
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Recognition of scholarly publications
from the researchers' perspective
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Do you think that the following types of publications should
become more recognised as scholarly publications in your field?

Future recognition

n=598-612
Research data / data publication 23% 13% 9%
Teaching materials / tutorials / OER 19% 28% 158
Replication study 19% 9% 18%
Scholarly video 17% 35% 3%
Database / repository 22% 15% 119%
Software / code publication 17% 11% 2904
Contribution in a non-scholarly journal 24% 37% o6
Scholarly podcast 15% 40% 3%
Project report 21% 39% o6
Preprint 33% 15% 6%
Research proposal / project proposal 18% 43% 198
Peer review report 23% 26% 5%
Scholarly blog or vlog post 14% 44% 30
Article / interview in a newspaper 24% 46% off
Working Paper / discussion paper 28% 24% 5%
Article in a practitioner journal 32% 23% 12%
Scholarly website (e.g. project website) 17% 48% 2%
Graphical presentation / data visualization 22% 320 6%
Interpretation / opinion / scholarly essay 27% 26% 12%
Documentation (e.g. study protocol) 14% 36% 10%
Conference poster 53% 20% 2%
Policy paper 14% 27% 18%
Article in an internet encyclopedia 15% 51% 3%
Conference abstract 47% 30% 1%
Conference slides 34% 42% 2%
Scholarly edition (e.g. digital edition) 24% 15% 15%
Registered report 15% 17% 18%
Expert opinion for authorities, NGOs etc. 14% 36% 21%
Contribution to a catalogue 15% 28% 31%
Annotations |l 1% 22% 21%
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In the future, research data and teaching
materials should receilve greater
recognition as scholarly publications.
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Why should research libraries care?

Open Access transformation: If 100% of all scholarly publications should be
Open Access, what exactly should count as a scholarly publication?

Publication funding through library budgets: For which types of scholarly
output could a library be expected to pay publication costs?

Researcher support: For which publication types might researchers need
assistance from the library?

Collection development: \Which types of work are relevant enough to be
collected, systematically described and preserved in the long term?

Methodology

We set up an online study in LimeSurvey. The question blocks were based on a pre-study and represented the
following aspects of scholarly publications: “criteria” (rating scale: 1 = “not important” to 5 = “very important”),

“authors”, “target groups”, “types” (1 = "no” to b “yes”, 6 = “does not occur in my field”), “decision”, and “future
types” (1 = “is not recognised and should not be more recognised”, 2 = “is already sufficiently recognised”, 3 =
“should be more recognised”, 4 = "does not occur in my field”, 5 = “no opinion”.

For “criteria” and “types”, we calculated the mean rating across participants and evaluated its location on the
scale. As “future types” did not contain a rating scale, we counted the approval ratings across all participants (i.e.,
whether participants indicated that a type of scholarly publication should become more important in the future or
not). That way, we analysed group effects across scholarly disciplines and academic career statuses.
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