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In 2002, the University of Melbourne Information Division established a repository for research papers 
authored by University academics.  The effort forms part of a world wide endeavour to share scholarly 
literature via eprint repositories.  The repository uses eprints.org software and is compliant with the 
protocols of the Open Archives Initiative to ensure interoperability with major worldwide eprint initiatives.  
Academics within the Faculty of Economics and Commerce were the initial target group of contributors 
as they have an existing culture of digital distribution of draft research papers.  The paper provides a 
brief overview of the relevant literature, discusses the benefits of an institutional repository, outlines the 
methods used to gain academic support and involvement in the project and gives a current state of play 
of the University of Melbourne’s repository in terms of its usage and content coverage.  The paper will 
complement Establishing an eprint repository at the University of Melbourne: implementation aspects  
by Eve Young and Shirley Sullivan. 

 

Introduction 
 
The University of Melbourne has joined a growing number of research institutions that are establishing institutional 
electronic repositories as a means of centralising and disseminating their research output. The repository has been 
established using Open Archives Initiative compliant software to ensure interoperability with similar projects. A companion 
paper by Young and Sullivan provides technical details.1 OAI2-compliant institutional eprint repositories improve access to 
research literature and enhance the scholarly communication process as they form part of a global system of distributed, 
interoperable repositories. 
 
An institutional electronic repository could contain any work produced by the institution's students, academic staff, and 
general staff. This material might include students’ honours projects, completed research work and works in progress, 
teaching materials, the institution's annual reports, video recordings, computer programs, data sets, photographs, and art 
works3.  
 
This article outlines the rationale for, and processes involved in, establishing an eprint repository at the University of 
Melbourne (referred to throughout this paper as UMER). The implementation of UMER is a collaborative effort of staff 
within the Information Division (an amalgamation of former library and IT departments).  
 
The University of Melbourne’s working group decided to concentrate on research output of academic staff and 
postgraduates for its institutional eprint repository. The policy limits ingest to research output rather than including 
classroom materials and undergraduate student input. The collection policy for UMER is available from the UMER 
homepage4. 
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Background 
 
Much has already been written regarding the evolution of the eprint movement in both its subject and institutional based 
forms.  It is not the purpose of this article to recap developments that have already received extensive coverage in the 
relevant literature.  However, there are some seminal works that are worthy of repeated attention in any study of the eprint 
movement, particularly as a means of introduction to the topic. Stevan Harnad’s paper “For whom the gate tolls? How and 
why to free the refereed research literature online through author/institution self-archiving, now”5, provides one view of the 
future of scholarly publishing as influenced by the eprint movement.  It is a lengthy work, but it does provide access to 
some of the common arguments used to defend and explain the value of eprint repositories to the process of scholarly 
communication. 
 
Pinfield, Gardner and MacColl6 use the experiences of the universities of Nottingham and Edinburgh to outline some of the 
practical issues involved in establishing an eprint repository within a higher education institution.  The paper covers 
information about the installation of the eprints.org software, a discussion of the document types and formats provided by 
the software, metadata standards and quality, and a useful section regarding the processes used to encourage author 
submission to the repositories.  Many of the methods used at Nottingham and Edinburgh have been put into place during 
the establishment and marketing of UMER and have proven effective. 
 
A further example of a useful article for institutions considering setting up an eprint repository comes from William Nixon7. 
Here the initial experiences of setting up a repository at the University of Glasgow are recounted. Again, many of the 
experiences and observation at Glasgow also hold true for us at the University of Melbourne. 
 
For an introductory coverage of the advantages of eprint repositories and possible obstacles to their acceptance, a 
previous article by the current authors8 can be consulted.  The paper also outlines some of the rationale behind the 
genesis of the eprint movement. 
 
Finally, Gutteridge9 writes an excellent overview of the GNU Eprints 2 software that will prove useful in developing an 
understanding of the software and its history, structure and functionality.  This is a very accessible article that also 
discusses the costs involved in setting up an eprints repository in both staff time and dollar costs. 

Disciplinary vs. Institutional Repositories: 
 
There is a famous example of a successful discipline based repository, arXiv, established for the Physics research 
community.  There have been attempts in other disciplines to duplicate this level of success. For example, “Cogprints at 
the University of Southampton, since 1996, and the Economics Working Paper Archive at the University of Washington at 
St. Louis since 1993.  Neither has grown beyond 1,500 documents.”10  Harnad supports institutional archiving as he 
considers that the motivation to self-archive onto eprint repositories is based at the institutional level.  He observes that it is 
the institution that loses when the research output of its staff is not accessible due to the restrictions of the 
subscription/site-license/pay-per-view (S/L/P) scholarly communication model11.  There are pros and cons on discipline-
based versus institutional repositories.  However, the introduction of software allowing interoperability between compliant 
servers means that the distinction between discipline-based and institutional repositories becomes less relevant. Search 
engines such as ARC, DP9, myOAI and to some degree even Google provide the means of searching across all OAI 
compliant repositories as though they were one large file.  International developments such as the Budapest Open Access 
Initiative12 do not enter into the debate of disciplinary versus institutional repositories, stating instead that it is the act of 
self-archiving that must be encouraged and the focus of the repositories used to do so is made unimportant by OAI 
compliance. 
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Benefits of Institutional eprint repositories for: 
 
Researchers and the research community 
 
Many academic staff question why they should add their work to an institutional repository when their papers are already 
available via a departmental website. Institutional repositories build on and improve the practice of posting work on 
departmental sites. One academic staff member raised a proposal to link lists of publications from UMER to individual and 
departmental web sites to maintain their research profiles. A benefit for less experienced researchers is that the imprimatur 
of a department or institute can indicate the quality of sponsored research material. This proposal was added to the 
working brief.  
 
The repositories potentially gain a global audience, as tools such as ARC, My OAI and OAIster13 facilitate interdisciplinary 
research and discovery by searching across all OAI repositories as if they were one large database. New research results 
can be disseminated more widely and rapidly.  
 
Evidence is beginning to emerge that work that is freely available is in fact cited more than material restricted by fee 
access14. Within the international community, experimental services such as Citebase15 are being developed to provide 
contributing authors with citation analyses of their work.  
 
Institutions 
 

Under the current system of scholarly communication, much of the intellectual output and value of an institution's 
intellectual property is diffused through thousands of scholarly journals. While faculty publication in these journals 
reflects positively on the host university, an institutional repository concentrates the intellectual product created 
by a university's researchers, making it easier to demonstrate its scientific, social and financial value16. 

 
The repository raises the profile of the institution by ensuring that the research output of the institution is widely 
disseminated and not restricted to universities that can afford subscriptions to expensive scholarly journals. This visibility 
helps to enhance the institution’s reputation and thus its ability to attract high quality researchers and research funds. 
Additionally, in the absence of a content management system, the repository provides a central location for storing 
research output and accompanying metadata, thus easing administrative burdens. There is also the possibility of UMER 
being used by the Melbourne Research and Innovation Office as a record of research output of the university.  UMER 
could be used to assist in the compliance of our reporting requirements to the Government. 
 
Quality control 
 
Since any individual researcher could 'publish' material online, academics warn that self-archiving could lead to 'vanity 
publishing’ of works that have not been subject to quality control; however, papers which are loaded on an eprint repository 
are first placed in a submission buffer, where they can be scrutinised, before acceptance or rejection. The academic unit’s 
reputation acts as a quality filter. Once the paper has been moved from the buffer to the repository, the work is open for 
review by experts anywhere in the world. The worldwide visibility of research output acts as a check to hasty or unscholarly 
publications. 

Factors influencing successful implementation 
 
Workload and skills 
 
Loading papers into the repository requires some facility with information technology, for example, familiarity with a web 
browser or the knowledge required to copy and paste from one website to another. Academic skill level varies enormously 
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from department to department and within departments, as does the level of IT support. Academics do not want additional 
administrative burdens, nor do they necessarily want to learn new IT skills. Some potential contributors may not have the 
incentive or the patience to submit their documents themselves, especially as they would only be doing it irregularly. The 
time taken to deposit papers may not be viewed as worthwhile, until the repository has reached a sufficient volume for its 
benefits to be apparent. 
 
The self-submission process on the eprints.org software involves five or six major stages. To aid with self-submission, the 
loading instructions were simplified by the eprint working group17. In discussions with academic staff, the issues of 
workload were consistently raised. At the University of Melbourne it was decided that although the eprint working group 
was prepared to load items on behalf of academic staff for the first 3 years, the group would encourage academic self 
submission. Academics who have loaded their own material, however, indicated that the workload is not onerous and they 
had little or no difficulty in adding a range of document types. 
 
Copyright 
 
It is possible for academic staff to submit their work to high-impact journals and deposit their work in an institutional 
repository. In the paper era, researchers routinely signed away their copyright to publishers in exchange for the opportunity 
to make their research known and to gain career advancements. In the electronic era, however, authors are successfully 
negotiating with journal publishers to retain the right to web distribution. For authors concerned about the conflict between 
self-archiving and the copyright requirements imposed upon them by publishers, Harnad has some suggestions on how to 
proceed, including the negotiation of the terms that allow self-archiving18. Editorial policies relating to copyright in a 
selection of journals are listed at the UMER homepage19.   
 
The University of Melbourne is unique in Australia in that in most cases academics own their intellectual property rights 
rather than being required to cede them to the University. Therefore, contributing authors are required to sign a form 
allowing the University non-exclusive rights to store copies in the repository. The form as originally composed required 
authors to attest that they owned the intellectual property of the work; however, it became evident that academic author/s 
do not always own the intellectual property of their research output. If the research has been undertaken as part of a 
contract, the contractor may own the intellectual property, with the author having only the right to make the work publicly 
accessible on the web. This fact necessitated modifications to the form. 

Processes for implementation 
 
To quickly add content to the repository, the working group decided to include publications already accessible on faculty 
and departmental websites. The Faculty of Economics and Commerce has a number of working papers series online. 
Senior library managers were involved in initial discussions with the Dean and Heads of Department to gain their support. 
Authors of web accessible working papers were then sent a brochure and an explanatory letter with the copyright form 
seeking their signed agreement to load papers on their behalf. In most cases, they agreed and signed the form. This 
approach enabled the group to load its initial target of 50 papers. Subsequent to these initial loadings, UMER now has a 
number of academic staff loading their own material on a regular basis. After this, other faculties such as Arts, Education 
and Engineering were similarly approached. Papers from these faculties are now loaded in the repository, which has 134 
papers as of 14 February 2003.  A detailed breakdown of the contents of UMER is included in this article.  
 
Publicity 
 
The working group implemented a number of strategies to publicise UMER, including a project website linked from the 
Library website, which acts as a focus for developments and news20. The group also produced a brochure outlining the 
project (See appendix 3) and its expected benefits for the institution and the academic staff. This is distributed to all 
interested parties at departmental meetings and other fora.  A number of demonstrations of the repository to academic and 
library staff explaining its links to the wider international movement and the benefits of the search engines were presented. 
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The group involved liaison and branch librarians in meetings at departmental level, such as research committee and IT 
committee meetings. Their commitment is a factor in ensuring that the project retains momentum.  
 
Feedback 
 
Academic responses to the repository have ranged from supportive to dismissive. Some academic staff are clearly 
satisfied with the present model of scholarly communication, including the speed of publication. They may be less hesitant 
to provide content if they view the eprints movement as complementary to ‘tried and tested’ journals. Others were 
encouraging and expressed support for their work being widely and freely accessible. Some academics suggested 
enhancements, such as links from individual homepages to personally authored items in the repository. The group’s 
prompt uptake of such suggestions has encouraged further academic participation.  

The Present 
 
At the time of writing, UMER houses 134 items, the majority of which are preprints.  The following table illustrates the 
current breakdown of items by type: 
 
Type of Item Number of Items 
Preprint 102 
Thesis 20 (+ 15 awaiting submission) 
Other (submissions to enquiries) 4 
Book 3 
Conference Paper  3 
Journal Article 2 
 
As can be observed from this breakdown, the impact of UMER on freeing up the subscription-based literature has so far 
been minimal with only two items previously published in subscription based journals having been included in the 
repository.  This may be explained by the willingness of academics to have their previously ‘hidden’ literature, in the form 
of working papers and preprints, disclosed rather than submitting writings that are already available to their peers in 
subscription-based journals.  This concurs with the findings of Nixon who discusses the “potential for institutional archives  
to effectively disclose scholarship21.” It may be that the freeing up of scholarly literature is of less importance to them than 
their desire to see their non-published research made available. 
 
Currently, UMER houses submissions from nine of our twelve academic faculties with the greatest contribution coming 
from the Faculty of Economics and Commerce.  This reflects the concentration of the efforts of the project team on this 
Faculty as a starting point for populating the repository.  The following table illustrates the current breakdown of faculties 
and their contribution to UMER: 
 
Faculty Number of Items 
Architecture Building & Planning 0 
Arts 22 
Economics & Commerce 90 
Education 6 
Engineering 6 
Land & Food Resources 2 
Law 0 
Medicine, Dentistry & Health Sciences 1 
Music 1 
Science 3 
Veterinary Science 0 
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Perhaps the most satisfying observation to date was the increase in the number of hits onto UMER from the date the 
repository was registered as compliant with OAI and indexed by ARC.  The following chart clearly demonstrates the impact 
of registering with OAI on the number of times UMER was accessed each week, particularly from computers outside the 
University IP range.  It was at week 35 of 2002 that this registration took place.  Interestingly, the number of hits from 
within the University IP range also increased markedly from this date.  The number of external hits measured in week 5/03 
is as yet without explanation: 
 

Number of hits by week
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The future 
 
The initial positive response from academic staff indicates that the repository will grow in quantity. In the future, academic 
staff may wish to load videos or datasets to the repository. This will necessitate the inclusion of a wider range of formats to 
the eprints.org loading software suite. Some academics expressed interest in loading online journals in the repository. The 
eprints software at present is not entirely suited to this, but the developers of eprints.org plan to extend the capacity of their 
software for use with online journals, including refereeing, commentary, archiving and alerting. As an alternative, the 
project team intends to investigate the possibility of using a relatively new software package, DSpace, which has been 
developed by MIT22.  DSpace behaves in a similar way to GNU Eprints 2, but promises to be able to handle a broader 
variety of formats including, audio, video, images and datasets. 
 
The capacity to include video and audio will provide a means of digitally storing events such as lectures and public 
addresses.  Such an inclusion would give a role to UMER in the teaching and learning function of the university as well as 
its established role in research support. 

Conclusion 
 
At the University of Melbourne, the project team has consistently exceeded its goals for the number of documents 
uploaded to the repository within set timeframes; however, many approaches have been required to gain academic 
support and involvement in the repository. The direct benefits of including research output on such a repository need to be 
emphasised constantly. This project has demonstrated that extensive assistance to contributing authors must be provided, 
particularly in the task of uploading documents on their behalf. Personal contact with academics, both on an individual and 
a group basis, to advertise the repository and to encourage new contributors must be an ongoing practice. These meetings 
should be facilitated through official channels such as departmental and committee meetings to add authority to the 
project. In addition to personal contact with academics, other forms of advertising must be employed. Flyers are useful in 
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leaving tangible evidence of the project on the academic’s desk, and a web presence is a vital forum for providing 
information about the project, contact details of project staff and a FAQ. Any feedback or suggested changes to the 
repository made by academic staff must be acted upon rapidly and with goodwill and enthusiasm. 
 
Critical influences on the success of an institutional repository include intellectual property factors affecting the ownership 
of authors’ work, copyright restrictions imposed by commercial publishers and the workload and IT skills required of 
contributing authors. Ideally, the workload needs to be integrated into faculty and departmental administrative structures in 
order to ensure the long term viability of the repository.  However, with sufficient support from academics and senior 
administration, UMER is on track to provide a comprehensive, managed and preserved record of research output of the 
University of Melbourne. 
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Appendix 1 
Examples of other Australian universities using eprints.org software 
 
Australian National University (over 400 papers) 
University of Queensland (over 100 papers) 
Monash University (test site) 
 
Eprints.org is OAI compatible, but there are other software products that are also OAI compliant. (e.g. DSpace) 
 
International  
 
Johns Hopkins University 
Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität München 
Lund University 
University of Glasgow  
University of Birmingham 
University of Nottingham 
University of Edinburgh  
University of Southampton 
Weizman Institute 
 
For further examples, see http://software.eprints.org/#sites 
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Appendix 2 
 
Time line implementation of UMER 
 
Activity Date 2002 
Working group established; negotiations with various work groups February 
Testing and loading of eprints.org software March 
New server arrives; software loaded and tested. Software upgraded  April-October 
Copyright forms designed April-August 
Meetings with Deans / Heads of Departments March-November 
Sent permission forms to academic staff March-December 
Presentations to Information Division staff April-December 
Presentations to various university groups (VALA, CAVAL) May-August 
Informal discussions with interested representatives from other Victorian universities July-November 
Created and distributed loading instructions for documents June-July 
Produced UMER publicity brochure July 
Created website with FAQ, collection policy August 
Registered as an OAI data provider October 
Liaison with Web Publishing Team for University of Melbourne customisation October 
Eprints@library created December 
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Appendix 3 - UMER University of Melbourne Eprints Repository Publicity Brochure 
 
What is it? 
 
It is an institutional server that provides free access to the research output of University of Melbourne academic staff. It is 
intended to be a complementary service to your usual publication routes, not an alternative. The repository is part of a G08 
initiative in Australia. The URL for the repository is http://eprints.unimelb.edu.au. 
 
Why set up an institutional repository? 
 
1.Academics` computers store a wealth of original research material, much of which is unavailable to potential users, as it 
is not picked up through search engines. Many academic institutions are building institutional repositories and inviting their 
academic staff to upload copies of their research papers, data sets, and other work. Use of open source software in these 
repositories means that there is increased visibility, accessibility and impact of scholarly research.  
2.The development of institutional repositories is a key element in countering what is being called a crisis in scholarly 
communication as academic institutions and research centres acquire an ever smaller amount of published research. As 
you will be aware, you, your colleagues, and your students have access to less and less of the published literature in your 
field. Institutions are being forced to cut back on acquisitions because their resources are not keeping up with price 
increases. 
 
The repository aims to: 
 
1. Create an archive of the publications produces at individual institutions. This could include peer-reviewed journal articles 
as well as theses, chapters, conference papers and `grey` literature such as project reports enhance access and 
contribution to internationally linked scholarship increase awareness of and improve accessibility to Australian research.  
2. Improve economics in scholarly communications.  
 
Global network 
 
This initiative is part of a wider, international scheme to ensure that research output through a global network of interlinked 
services. The international initiative has established international standards for doing this and free software is now 
available for setting up institutional repositories that will be searchable by `scholarly` search engines. 
 
Project staff 
 
This project is a collaborative effort of staff in the Information Division, from Information Resources Access, and Teaching 
and Learning and Research Support.  
 
What’s in it for you? 
 
The main benefit is increased and rapid international exposure for your research work and a free database of research 
materials produced by scholars worldwide.  
 
Research has shown that papers that are freely accessible are cited more readily.  
 
Steve Lawrence in Nature notes:  
`Online articles are more highly cited because of easier availability` See Lawrence, S. (2001) Nature Web Debates 
http://www.nature.com/nature/debates/e-access?Articles/lawrence.html 
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What do we ask you to do? 
 
Sign the attached appropriate permission form. 
 
Worries? 
 
You can release prepublication drafts only if you so wish. Your work can be removed from the repository if necessary upon 
formal publication in a journal or other format. You retain copyright in your research placed in the repository. You can keep 
the papers on your departmental website or discipline based archive as well - the repository is an extra location for your 
work.  
 
Questions? 
 
Frequently asked questions which address particular general, copyright and technical issues can be found at 
http://eprints.unimelb.edu.au  
 
Alternative publishing models 
 
E-print servers and the Open Access Initiative 
 
Institutions such as MIT are now setting up archives and seeing them as an opportunity to manage and disseminate the 
institution’s information assets as apart of an e-research policy.  
 
The possible move to university-based electronic archives of eprints, based on servers which are compliant with the 
standards identified in the Open Archives initiative, means that universities can begin to re-assert their role in the scholarly 
communication process. 
 
SPARC 
SPARC is a world-wide alliance of research institutions, libraries and organisations that encourages competition in the 
scholarly communication market.  
 
SPARC introduces new solutions to journal publishing, facilitates the use of technology to expand access, and partners 
with publishers that bring top-quality, low-cost research to a greater audience. 
 
                                                 
1 E. Young and S. Sullivan (2003). “Establishing an Eprint Repository at the University of Melbourne: 
Implementation Aspects”, Educause in Australasia 2003 Proceedings. 
2 Details about Open Archives Initiative may be found at http://www.openarchives.org/ 
3 R. Crow (2002), “The Case for Institutional Repositories: A SPARC Position Paper”, Available from 
http://www.arl.org/sparc/IR/ir.html Accessed 13 February 2003. 
4 The UMER collection policy is available at http://www.lib.unimelb.edu.au/eprints/collectionpolicy.htm 
Accessed 13 February 2003. 
5 S. Harnad (2001), “For whom the gate tolls? How and why to free the refereed research literature online 
through author/institution self-archiving, now”, Available from 
http://www.ecs.soton.ac.uk/documents/disk0/00/00/16/39/index.html Accessed 13 February 2003. 
6 S. Pinfield, M. Gardner and J. MacColl (2002), “Setting up an institutional e-print archive”, Ariadne 31. 
Available from http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/issue31/eprint-archives/intro.html Accessed 13 February 2003. 
7 W. Nixon (2002), “The evolution of an institutional e-prints archive at the University of Glasgow”, Ariadne 
32. Available at http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/issue32/eprint-archives/intro.html Accessed 13 February 2003. 
8 J. Garner, L. Horwood and S. Sullivan (2001), “The place of eprints in scholarly information delivery”,. 
Online Information Review 25 (4), pp. 250-256. 
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9 C. Gutteridge (2002), “GNU Eprints 2 overview”,. Available at 
http://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/archive/00006840/02/eprintsoverview.pdf Accessed 13 February 2003. 
10 T. Kritchel and S. Warner (2002), “Open archives and free online scholarship”, Joint Conference on 
Digital Libraries, 2002, Portland, Oregon, USA. July 14-18, 2002.  Available at 
http://openlib.org/home/krichel/papers/koganei.html Accessed 12 February 2003. 
11 S. Harnad (2001), op. cit. 
12 For details of the Budapest Open Access Initiative, see http://www.soros.org/openaccess/ Accessed 13 
February 2003. 
13 http://arc.cs.odu.edu/ to see the search engine ARC, http://www.myoai.com/ to see the search engine 
My OAI, and http://oaister.umdl.umich.edu/o/oaister/  to see the search engine OAIster. 
14 S. Lawrence (2001), “Free online availability substantially increases a paper’s impact”, Nature Web 
Debates http://www.nature.com/nature/debates/e-access/Articles/lawrence.html 
15 Details about Citebase can be found at http://citebase.eprints.org/ Accessed 13 February 2003. 
16 R. Crow (2002), op cit. 
17 For the simplified loading instructions, see http://www.lib.unimelb.edu.au/eprints/loading.html Accessed 
13 February 2003. 
18 S. Harnad (2001), op.cit. 
19 For editorial policies relating to copyright in a selection of journals, see 
http://www.lib.unimelb.edu.au/eprints/home.htm#copyright Accessed 13 February 2003. 
20 The UMER homepage can be accessed from http://www.lib.unimelb.edu.au/eprints/home.htm 
Accessed 13 February 2003 
21 W. Nixon (2002), op.cit. 
22 For information about Dspace, see http://www.dspace.org/  Accessed 13 February 2003. 
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