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The Context - 1

* LIS and Computer Sciences communities engagement
« RDM related projects (OPENAire, SERSCIDA, SRCE)
 aim to establish a high-quality data infrastructure in HEA
 implicitly emphasize the importance of RDM

 SERSCIDA study on social scientists RDM practices
 stored data poorly documented and preserved
 see the benefits of data sharing but do not share data
« want access to research data but secondary analysis is rare
 data sharing not part of the research culture



The Context - 2

 Policy level - Recommendation of Croatian Rectors Conference — 2015.

e promotes open access to scientific publications and research data
« therole of Government

* Infrastructure vs. Data Literacy



Methodology

e Objective — RDM practices and understanding of institutional attitudes

University of Zagreb, February 2017
. convenience sample — 515 members of academic staff and research students
. 7.3% of the population

Sample structure -1

. academic staff (82.3%)
. research students (14.6%)



Sample structure - 2

Agricultural sciences
Engimeering and technology
Medical and health sciences

Natural sciences

Social sciences

Humanities

Other
0,0% 20,0%  40.0%  60,0% 80,.0% 100,0%

18-25 = 26-35 1 36-45 m46-55 m56-55 m65+ mWDon't want to disclose

Fig. 1 Age of respondents by discipline affiliation
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Experience

 83.7% involved in
research for more
than 5 years

Gender
* 56.3% female
e 42.7% male
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Fig. 2. Comparison of the expected minimum of respondents per field and the
achieved number of respondents
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Results %

1. Type and volume of used and produced data

2. Usage, retrieval, storage and description practices

3. Attitudes towards data sharing

4. Perception of the role of institutions in RDM

5. Educational experience and willingness to participate in education
about RDM



Type and volume of used and produced data

0,0%  20,0%  40,0%  60,0%  80.0% 100,0%

Standard office documents (text, spreadsheets,...
Image:a I.':.]PEG.. GIF, TIFF, PNG, etcj ________________________________________ |

Internet and web-based data (webpages, e-mails, blogs,...
Archived data (ZIP, RAR, ZAR, etc.) = —
Software applications (modelling tools, editors, compilers,...
Structured scientific and statistical data (e.g. SPSS, GIS, etc.)
Non digital data (paper, films, slides, artefacts, ete.)
Databases (e.g. in Access, Oracle, MySQL, etc.)
Raw (machine-generated) dana
Source code (scripting, Java, C, C++, etc.)
Audio files
Structured graphics (CAD, CAM, VRML, etc.)
Encoded text (XML, SGML, etc.)

Configuration data (parameter settings, logs, library files,...

B Usage Production

Fig. 3. Comparison of the usage and production of different data types



Usage, retrieval, storage and description practices - 1

Retrieval
. 83.9% get data by doing original research
. 51.3% rely on own research network and connections

Usage
. 53% use data from outside sources as it is
. 55% believes outside resources need cleaning and modifications

Storage

. 98.1% own devices

. 45.8 % cloud services

. 18.4% central servers and institutional repositories
. 8.3% outside repositories

. 48.5% strongly disagrees with need for long-term storage, but 69.3% would use univ. repo. for long-term storage



Usage, retrieval, storage and description practices - 2

28,9%

» Administrative
information
60,6%
» Discovery information
Description
27.4%
Technical mformation * 55.7% familiar with term metadata
Description of the data * 60% assign some type of metadata
file to data sets
No, I do not assign
20,4% additional information to

31 5% my research data

Fig. 4. Additional information respondents assign to their research data
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Attitudes towards data sharing

~ 6,4% ~3,1%
18,1% —
28,5% —.

23.1% —,
— 81.7%
38,8% - )
49.5%
» With researchers in the same team = My data is available openly upon
) ) request
- Wlth rnifsearchers Bt = My data 1s openly available only to
ms_.tltutmns ) my research team
- Wl.th rese e e A 02 LT = My data has restricted access
umversity _ _
No, I do not collaborate or share My data is openly available to
data with other researchers everyone
My data 15 not available to anyone
else

Fig. 5. Data sharing practices
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Perception of the role of institutions in RDM

00 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000

Does vour institution have a Data Management Plan
(DMP)?

|
L)

62, 2,

Does your umiversity have a prescribed metadata set

) : 68,7 4,
for uploading data to a repository?

Does vour research community use'recommend any
standard file naming system?

Does vour university have a standard/consistent file
naming system?

Does yvour university recommend any specific
guideline for citing data (e.g. APA_Harvard, etc.)?

Does vour university actively encourage you to share
data on open access (OA) mode?

s

B
a a

17,

Are vou familiar with your university and/or funding

- ) : 31,5 16,9
body’s requirements with regard to data storage?

Have yvou got any unique researcher identification

(like ORCID=Open Researcher and Contributor ID)? 20.0 417

No BUncertain M Yes

Fig. 6. Perception of the role of institutions and institutional practices
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Educational experience and willingness to participate in education

0,0 10,0% 20,0% 30,0% 40,0% 50,0% 60,0% 70,0% 280,0%

Data Management Plan
Metadata W
Consistent file naming n

Data citation styles A

Version control of data sets

e
No

®m Have you had any formal training on the following?

Would you like to have formal training on the following?

Fig. 7. Comparison of educational experience and readiness to participate in education on RDM



Conclusion

low interest from humanities as a new research topic

attitudes mostly common accross different subject areas

wide awareness, narrow practice

more institutional involvement needed

DL programs could promote a sistematic and sustainable approach to RDM
previous findings confirmed

A lot of work for the data librarian!



Saint-Malo, France
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THANK YOU!
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