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Background

The purpose of this report is to summarise and present information relating to user needs, gathered by the Curating Artistic Research Output (CAiRO) project, as part of JISC's Managing Research Data programme. The broad aim of CAiRO is to offer data management skills tailored to the special requirements of the arts researcher-practitioner who is producing complex yet formally assessed research data. This may include but is not limited to interactive 3D environments, audiovisual data/software applications and documentation of performance activities. Project CAiRO is a joint initiative, bringing together JISC Digital Media, the Digital Curation Centre and the University of Bristol’s Department of Drama: Theatre, Film and Television.

The project's key deliverable will be a post-graduate teaching and learning module which offers the practitioner-researcher skills and knowledge to effectively self-archive or to communicate needs to third parties in order to negotiate appropriate levels of service.

The aim of the user needs analysis has been to canvas opinion from individuals responsible for post-graduate researchers, regarding:

1/ the degree to which the arts practitioner-research is already engaged with issues of research data management and

2/ the nature of training required to address any deficit in data management skills.

This exercise is primarily intended to suggest an initial structure for CAiRO's teaching and learning materials which will be developed iteratively throughout the remainder of the project.

Summary of findings

Principles of Data Management
· Creative arts data is used both directly and indirectly as the basis for new works; as exemplars for teaching, as the basis for assignment, for illustrative purposes and for reasons of personal interest.

· Long-term data management is perceived as important to the successful career of the arts practitioner-researcher, becoming somewhat more important as that career progresses.

· Many practitioner-researchers equate data curation with good research and are engaged in the management of their own research data.

Data Management Responsibilities

· Data management is perceived as the joint responsibility of the researcher, the wider research group (if any) and the school or department to which the researcher belongs. Primary responsibility for effective data management resides with the researcher.

· Practitioner-researchers engage in data management: to improve chances project funding, facilitate personal re-use and maximise the impact of their research.

· Costs and time commitments associated with managing data discourage some practitioner-researchers from engaging with the process.
· Arts practitioner-researchers require further support and advice to successfully manage their own research output. However, there is a feeling that insufficient institutional advice and guidance exists to support them in this task.

Data Management Roles
· Where provision for data management is in place, the practitioner-researcher may not be aware or may not make full use of the infrastructure, services, advice and/or guidance available.

· The practitioner-researcher would appreciate the opportunity to work with a data management specialists to achieve effective data management.

· The practitioner-researcher would be prepared to submit work to a national/international academic repository and would be interested in receiving ongoing usage statistics.

· The work of some practitioner-researchers is submitted to external academic repositories.

· Some practitioner-researchers make use of social networking/Web 2.0 tools to carry out some data management activities.
Selection of data for curation
· It is very important to retain as much as possible of a work which has been created as research. This should include developmental materials, documentation of time-based events and any completed versions. The practitioner-researcher would have few reservations about making such data openly accessible for scholarly use.

· However, practitioner-researchers would have reservations about making works available for creative re-use (e.g. reinterpretation, re-staging or mash-ups) even if attribution was addressed.  This may be due to copyright concerns.

· Some practitioner-researchers may wish to use tools and formats which lend themselves to long-term sustainability throughout the creative process. For others however, a process of 'standardisation' conducted after a work is complete, is more suitable.
Methodology 

A representative selection of institutions responsible for submitting research to the 2008 Research Assessment Exercise under Unit of Assessment 65 Drama, Dance and Performing Art where invited to take part in an online survey. An attempt was then made to identify individuals with responsibility for researchers-practitioners within each institution. Eleven institutions responded to the call:

Roehampton University

University of Manchester

University of Plymouth

University of Chester

Royal Holloway University

University of Lincoln

York St John University

Manchester Metropolitan University 

University of Cheshire

Kingston University

De Montort University
Even within this categorisation the challenges of diversity of practice (as noted by Grindley, 2007) remain. Work submitted under Unit 65 include dance documentation, narrative cinema and musical composition. However, it has also been suggested that “archiving can be a common denominator between practices and disciplines” (Duffy  and Kemp, 2005). While this may verge on the over simplistic, it may be assumed that some commonality exists between differing creative practices in terms of data management needs.
For the majority of the survey respondents were presented with a statement and a four-point Likert scale, permissible responses being ‘Strongly agree’. ‘Agree’, ‘Disagree’, or ‘Strongly disagree’. ‘Neither agree nor disagree’ was not offered as an option, instead ‘Other - please specify’ was given  in an attempt to elicit a fuller unstructured response. A sample questionnaire is included as Appendix B. The following discussion includes structured responses elaborated upon using selected unstructured responses.

Within the discussion, finding are compared and contrasted with existing literature where appropriate. Recommendations are then formulated into an initial approach to the development of CAiRO's teaching and learning module.
Discussion of findings

Section 1 Types of researchers
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Fig 1. Researchers for whom respondents have responsibility



All of the respondents had responsibility for MA level researcher-practitioners, 80% for PhD and 30% for post-doctoral (Fig 1).

Section 2 Principles

The survey proper began with an attempt to establish to what degree The arts practitioner-researcher equates data curation with good research (Fig 2.0) the statement is drawn from the Digital Curation Centre existing guidance and no attempt was made to adjust terminology for the arts community at this point. 
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Fig 2.0 The arts practitioner-researcher equates data curation with good research.
66.7% of responses agreed with this statement while 16.7% disagreed and another 16.7% strongly agreed (giving an overall agreement rate of 83.4%). Unstructured answers included “I would suggest that another term of data is used. This is importing a social science/science term in a manner that is not wholly appropriate” and “Data curation is not a term that is widely used or discussed, so I don't think it actually applies that well to PG research”.

It may be assumed that adjusting the terminology somewhat may have resulted in a stronger affirmation of the general concept. The issue of terminology is an important one and suggests phrases must (where possible) be drawn from within the arts rather than library science or similar.
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Fig 2.1 Long-term data management is important to the successful career of the arts practitioner-researcher.

Long-term data management is important to the successful career of the arts practitioner-researcher (Fig 2.1). 87.5% of responses agreed or strongly with this proposal, terminology was somewhat more ‘user friendly’ (replacing ‘digital curation’ with ‘data management’) but the statement also asked for the participant’s own view. These factors together may account for the higher rate of agreement.

A less clear picture was painted by the statement Data curation becomes more important as the career of the practitioner-researcher progresses (Fig 2.2). 57.2% of respondents were either in agreement or strong agreement. One response stated “I am not sure that it is really more significant. It has the same significance throughout your career.”
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Fig 2.2 Data curation becomes more important as the career of the practitioner-researcher progresses. 
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Fig 2.3 The arts practitioner-researcher understands and is sufficiently engaged with the management of their own output.

The statement The arts practitioner-researcher understands and is sufficiently engaged with the management of their own output (Fig 2.3) was generally held to be true with 71.5% of responses in agreement.  A significant proportion (28.6%) however, were in disagreement. Overall responses such as this may be due to the very dissipate nature of creative/performing arts programmes in the UK. Existing literature supports this (Abbott and Beer 2006) by noting “… there are differential levels of digital maturity within and across disciplines”.

The arts practitioner-researcher requires further support and advice to successfully manage their own research output. This statement received unanimous support. This point is also suggested within earlier studies, notably : Abbott and Beer (2006) and Stephen Brown, Robb Ross et al. (2006) which suggests the creative disciplines under discussions are “relatively ‘immature’ in academic terms, especially in respect of the creation and scholarly use of digital materials.”
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Fig 2.4 The arts practitioner-researcher does not consider data management to be their responsibility and so would be reluctant to engage in the process.

The statement The arts practitioner-researcher does not consider data management to be their responsibility and so would be reluctant to engage in the process (Fig 2.4) met with a mixed response. Although most responses believed that the research would not be reluctant to engage, a considerable proportion (37.5%) believed they would be reluctant. This response may suggest that while data management is perceived as important a significant proportion of researchers may consider it, at least in part, to be the responsibility one or more 3rd parties.
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Fig 2.5 The arts practitioner-researcher does not consider data management to be important and so would be reluctant to engage in the process.

The arts practitioner-researcher does not consider data management to be important and so would be reluctant to engage in the process (Fig 2.5). This proposal was largely unsupported but 28.6% of respondents did believed the researcher considers data management to be unimportant. While the previous statement might suggest a ‘team approach’ to data management is likely to be productive, it is likely that (if representative) a proportion of researchers must first be ‘won over’ to arguments in favour of good data management.

The format of the next question varied from most others. Respondents were asked to offer the top three reasons which would most encourage the practitioner-researcher to undertake or engage in the process of data management. The clear favourites were “To improved the chances of further project funding”, “To facilitate the personal re-use or re-exhibition of work at a later date” and “To maximise the impact and reuse potential of publicly funded research”. These responses suggest methods for ‘winning over’ the researchers which may be usefully exploited in CAiRO’s teaching and learning materials.  

Section 3 Roles and responsibilities

A similar format was selected for the next question which asked Who do you believe should have responsibility for long-term data management? The most popular answers proved to be “The practitioner-researcher”, “The research group to which the practitioner-researcher belongs (if any)” and “The department or school to which the practitioner-researcher belongs”.  Taken together these results again suggest a combination of individual and team approach to data management may be appropriate. 

Interestingly, “The wider research institution to which the practitioner-researcher belongs” was not one of the top three answers. This reflects previous studies which suggest “institutional infrastructure to facilitate innovation and experimentation lags behind” (Abbott and Beer 2006).

Sufficient institutional advice and guidance exists to allow the practitioner-researcher to manage their own output successfully (Fig 3.0). This statement was largely unsupported, with 62.5% of responses in disagreement. Again, this is corroborated by the findings of Abbott and Beer (2006).
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Fig 3.0 Sufficient institutional advice and guidance exists to allow the practitioner-researcher to manage their own output successfully.

The statement The practitioner-researcher makes full use of the institutional data management infrastructure, services, advice and guidance provided (Fig 3.1)was also not upheld with 50% of responses in disagreement and 12% in strong disagreement. Only 37.5% were in agreement and no one strongly agreed. This suggest that, although support is considered largely inadequate, what support there is underused.
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Fig 3.1 The practitioner-researcher makes full use of the institutional data management infrastructure, services, advice and guidance provided.

The statement The practitioner-researcher would appreciate the opportunity to work with a data management specialist to create a plan tailored to the management of their own creative outputs (Fig 3.2) received broad support with 71.4% in agreement and 28.6% in disagreement. One respondent stated “I suspect it's not much of a priority for most, especially those working in analogue/non-digital practices”. This raises a significant point, there are few other academic disciplines which would consider an 'analogue' methodology to be acceptable when producing research output. Even if an activity were essentially non-digital, we might now expect documentation around that activity (for reasons of dissemination, preservation and interoperability) to be in a digital form. If representative, this impacts on the precepts of CAiRO teaching and learning materials and suggests a brief introductory step may be required to present the benefits of  digital over analogue data.
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 Fig 3.2 The practitioner-researcher would appreciate the opportunity to work with a data management specialist to create a plan tailored to the management of their own creative outputs

Costs associated with managing data (e.g. storage, software, hardware) discourages the practitioner-researcher from self-archiving (Fig 3.3). Respondents believed this to be the case with 62.5% either in agreement or strong agreement. This result too, has implications for CAiRO teaching and learning materials and a close eye should be maintained on the potential costs attached to preservation activities.
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Fig 3.3 Costs associated with managing data (e.g. storage, software, hardware) discourages the practitioner-researcher from self-archiving.

Time commitments associated with managing data (e.g. adding descriptive data, ensuring file formats are current and sustainable) discourages the practitioner-researcher from self-archiving (Fig 3.4),  75% of responses supported this statement. This result too, suggests a reluctance to dedicate time to data management without first being convinced of the potential benefits.

[image: image13.png]BOStrongly agree
mAgree
ODisagree

OStrongly disagree





Fig 3.4 Time commitments associated with managing data (e.g. adding descriptive data, ensuring file formats are current and sustainable) discourages the practitioner-researcher from self-archiving.

The statement The practitioner-researcher would be reluctant to actively engage with the data management of their own creative output in any way as they believe it is not/should not primarily be their responsibility (Fig 3.4) was broadly unsupported (85.7% of respondents either disagreed or strongly disagreed) although a significant proportion (14.3%) thought that the researcher would be reluctant to actively engage. This is explained further by one respondent who stated “Responsibility is not the right word here. It more often is that they are not interested”. Again, this indicates some convincing is needed as to the potential benefits of properly managed research data.
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Fig 3.4 The practitioner-researcher would be reluctant to actively engage with the data management of their own creative output in any way as they believe it is not/should not primarily be their responsibility

An even split was created by the statement The practitioner-researcher already submits work to national/international academic repository (Fig 3.5) almost certainly due to the diversity within creative disciplines. In at least one institution “Mostly they are submitted on graduation for PhDs by the institution not by the individual.” which suggests some institutions have developed work flows for the submission of work to external repositories. 
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Fig 3.5 The practitioner-researcher already submits work to national/international academic repository.

Unanimous support was received by the statement The practitioner-researcher would submit work to national/international academic repositories if this were an option and was done via negotiation (Fig 3.6). This shows a willingness to maximising the potential of research data within the community, even if community members themselves feel unable or unwilling to carry our data management. 
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Fig 3.6 The practitioner-researcher would submit work to national/international academic repositories if this were an option and was done via negotiation.

Unanimous agreement for the related statement The practitioner-researcher would be interested in usage statistics for their items once housed in a national/international academic repository (Fig 3.7). Suggest that the relationship between the external repository and the researcher may be developed into a lasting one.
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Fig 3.7 The practitioner-researcher would be interested in usage statistics for their items once housed in a national/international academic repository.

The proposal The practitioner-researcher makes use of social networking/Web 2.0 tools (e.g. Flickr, Youtube, Facebook) to conduct some data management activities (Fig 3.8) was neither strongly supported nor unsupported with a 57.2% of responses in favour and 42.8% against. Looking to the strongly agree/disagree responses may be more productive with 28.6% in strong agreement and 14.3% in strong disagreement. Once again, this suggests a lack of consensus amongst the community which may correlate to the level of support perceived to be available locally.
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Fig 3.8 The practitioner-researcher makes use of social networking/Web 2.0 tools (e.g. Flickr, Youtube, Facebook) to conduct some data management activities.

Section 4 What should we keep?

The statement It is important to retain the whole of a work which has been completed as research, including functionality where applicable (i.e. interactive aspects) (Fig 4.0) received unanimous approval. This is a strong response and indicates a level of service which is desirable to creative arts researchers. It is acknowledged though, that actually achieving this aim (when dealing with highly complex works) is unlikely.
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Fig 4.0 It is important to retain the whole of a work which has been completed as research, including functionality where applicable (i.e. interactive aspects).

The proposal It is important to retain detailed documentation of live/performance events which have been conducted as research (Fig 4.1) also provoked unanimous support. While some issues relating to the management of creative arts data may be unclear, there is a consensus about what should be kept. 
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Fig 4.1 It is important to retain detailed documentation of live/performance events which have been conducted as research.

This is also true, but less strongly for the statement It is important to retain the developmental documentation of a work completed as research (Fig 4.2). While not unanimous (16.7% of responses were in disagreement) a significant majority believe developmental work should be retained. Of that 16.7% one respondent suggested “If it is integral to the finished project. For some it is not.” which would seem to highlight the special status of the 'finished work' within the arts.

[image: image21.png]OStrongly agree
BAgree
ODisagree

OStrongly disagree





Fig 4.2 It is important to retain the developmental documentation of a work completed as research.

Unsurprisingly the provocative statement Tools and formats which lend themselves to long-term sustainability should be used by the practitioner-researcher throughout the creative process even if there is an impact on that process (for instance avoiding commercial formats in favour of open source equivalents) (Fig 4.3) caused division with responses in agreement at 57.1%. disagreement at 14.3% and Strong disagreement at 28.6%. There would appear to be a fundamental divide here. One respondent stated “The creative process must not be compromised at all, in any way, by the requirement for data collection, storage or archiving. It is for the means of archiving etc. to become flexible enough to match creative work”. This hints at the need for progress yet to be made, in the preservation of complex data types.
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Fig 4.3 Tools and formats which lend themselves to long-term sustainability should be used by the practitioner-researcher throughout the creative process even if there is an impact on that process (for instance avoiding commercial formats in favour of open source equivalents)

The next statement Only upon completion of a work should tools and formats which lend themselves to long-term sustainability be used for ‘archiving’ a work. This is true even if developmental work (created in non-sustainable formats) cannot then be usefully retained (Fig 4.4) received 66.7% support. We might cautiously assume that an approach which embedded data management within the creative process would be appropriate for the minority of researchers while others would benefit most from retrospective data 'standardisation'.
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Fig 4.4 Only upon completion of a work should tools and formats which lend themselves to long-term sustainability be used for ‘archiving’ a work. This is true even if developmental work (created in non-sustainable formats) cannot then be usefully retained.

The next three statements were intended to establish what researchers would be happy to share openly.
The practitioner-researcher would have reservations about making completed works openly accessible for educational purposes (Fig 4.5). 75% of responses thought that this would not be the case (I.e. the researcher would have no reservations). 
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Fig 4.5 The practitioner-researcher would have reservations about making completed works openly accessible for educational purposes.

However, the statement The practitioner-researcher would have reservations about making developmental or unfinished work openly accessible for educational purposes (Fig 4.6) was held to be true with 71.4% of responses being either in agreement of strong agreement. Reluctance to expose works which have been abandoned is understandable but it is hoped the value of 'lessons learned' is as appreciated within the creative arts as it is within other disciplines. CAiRO's teaching an learning module might aim to highlight this importance.
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Fig 4.6 The practitioner-researcher would have reservations about making developmental or unfinished work openly accessible for educational purposes.

The practitioner-researcher would have reservations about making completed works openly available for creative re-use (i.e. reinterpretation, re-staging or mash-ups) even if the source were acknowledged (Fig 4.7). While hardly a landslide, 57.1% of respondents disagreement with this statement.
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Fig 4.7 The practitioner-researcher would have reservations about making completed works openly available for creative re-use (i.e. reinterpretation, re-staging or mash-ups) even if the source were acknowledged. 

A key point was suggested by one respondent “There may be a royalty/fee component here, if the artist's livelihood depends on them”. CAiRO's teaching an learning module would benefit from guidance around intellectual property rights and especially copyright, relating these to the guidelines provided by research funders where available.

The final question differed from the others. The intention was to establish how evidence of past works were used. Respondents could select as many options as they liked. I believe data pertaining to past works is useful in the following ways generated the following results:

· To help indirectly in the research process when making new work (100%)

· To help directly as the basis for new works (e.g. mash-ups or re-staging) (75%)

· As discussed exemplars for teaching or as the basis for assignments (100%)

· To help engage in the teaching/learning process in a general sense (i.e. for illustrative purposes) (100%)

· For personal interest (87.5%) 

The suggestion made by Duffy  and Kemp (2005) that 'analysis' does not occur in practice-based research and rather work is 're-used' appears to be upheld. Nevertheless, these results appear to indicate that arts research data, once sustainably managed and made available, is of great and diverse benefit to the academic community.

Recommendations

1.The Digital Curation Centre's existing materials (i.e. DCC 101) provide a suitable starting point but adaptations must reflect a) differences in terminology between library sciences and the creative arts b) the special uses to which arts research data is put, prioritising re-use value. Exemplars should be relevant, contemporary and instructive.
2. CAiRO's teaching and learning materials must provide entry-level information, explaining the benefits of a) holding research data in a digital form b) effectively managed data.
3. Teaching materials cannot be expected to predict the diversity of possible data forms. Instead, the functions to be served by data might be grouped and workflows suggested which preserve that functionality. 
4. Functions served by creative research data must include possibilities for personal re-use and maximising the impact of research via effective data management. The data management expectations of funders must be illustrated and suggestions made as to how these might be met. A working knowledge of copyright and of attribution would also be of benefit to researchers and cannot be assumed.

5. Multiple options requiring differing time commitments are desirable. Creative workflows which support digital curation throughout must be presented but equally importantly so to should the concept of 'standardising' work only upon completion.
6. Researchers should be encouraged to seek out existing infrastructure, services and support, locally, nationally and internationally. Ongoing relationships with discipline specific repository services should be promoted where possible.
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Appendix A: Sample questionnaire

Curating Arts Research Output: User needs survey v2.2


Background & aims

The purpose of this survey is to gauge the data curation skills of the post graduate arts practitioner-researcher. Here, the term ‘practitioner-researcher’ is used to mean the individual who is not only engaged in creating traditional text-based outputs (the journal article, for instance) but also other forms of assessed research which are technically more complex. These may be (but are not limited to) audiovisual installation, documentation of live events or software art. For the purposes of this survey, undergraduates and solely independent researchers are excluded.

Data curation is used synonymously with research data management and describes the process of actively retaining and facilitating the use of research data. Data curation includes simple tasks such as copying files for security but it is a much wider term and many more curation actions are required: even successfully ‘backed up’ files are obsolete if the software intended to access them is unavailable. Similarly, without accurate cataloging, valuable data (although safely stored) may never be found. Data curation includes activities such as: forming clear ideas of what data is ‘for’ and then making sure its fit for purpose, appraising and selecting data for preservation and accurately describing data for efficient retrieval.

It is the aim of project CAiRO to adapt tools and workflows of research data management and digital curation to the special needs of the arts practitioner-researcher.

Guidance

There are no correct answers and please feel free to leave any question unanswered. The majority of the questions share a common format: after reading the statement, please tick the ONE response you feel to be most accurate. The need to generalise is acknowledged.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________
1.General principles

1.1 The arts practitioner-researcher equates data curation with good research.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

1.2 Long-term data management is important to the successful career of the arts practitioner-researcher.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

1.3 The importance of data curation becomes more important as the career of the practitioner-researcher progresses.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

1.4 The arts practitioner-researcher understands and is sufficiently engaged with the management of their own output.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

1.5 The arts practitioner-researcher requires further support and advice to successfully manage their own research output.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

1.6 The arts practitioner-researcher does not consider data management to be their responsibility and so would be reluctant to engage in the process.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

1.7 The arts practitioner-researcher does not consider data management to be important and so would be reluctant to engage in the process.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

1.8 Which of the following do you believe would most encourage the practitioner-researcher to undertake or engage in the process of data management? Please select the top THREE.

[ ] To improved the chances of further project funding.
[ ] To facilitate the personal re-use or re-exhibition of work at a later date.
[ ] To maximise the impact and reuse potential of publicly funded research.
[ ] To gain context by hosting work next to the work of others.
[ ] To facilitate assessment (internal or external).
[ ] To clarify and document the copyright, attribution, provenance or the cataloguing of work.
[ ] For posterity.
[ ] Other. Please specify: _____________________________________________________

2.Roles and responsibilities

2.1 Who do you believe should have responsibility for long-term data management? Please select as many options as you like from the following list.

[ ] The practitioner-researcher.
[ ] The research group to which the practitioner-researcher belongs (if any).
[ ] The department or school to which the practitioner-researcher belongs.
[ ] The wider research institution to which the practitioner-researcher belongs.
[ ] The research funder.
[ ] A national repository service.
[ ] Other. Please specify: _____________________________________________________

2.2. Sufficient institutional infrastructure and services already exist to manage and preserve the output of the arts practitioner-researcher.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.3 Sufficient institutional advice and guidance exists to allow the practitioner-researcher to mange their own output successfully.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.4 The practitioner-researcher makes full use of the institutional data management infrastructure, services, advice and guidance provided.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.5 The practitioner-researcher would appreciate the opportunity to work with a data management specialist to create a plan tailored to the management of their own creative outputs.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.6 Costs associated with managing data (e.g. storage, software, hardware) discourages the practitioner-researcher from self-archiving. 

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.7 Time commitments associated with managing data (e.g. adding descriptive data, ensuring file formats are current and sustainable) discourages the practitioner-researcher from self-archiving. 

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.8 The practitioner-researcher would be reluctant to actively engage with the data management of their own creative output in any way as they believe it is not/should not primarily be their responsibility.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.9 The practitioner-researcher already submits work to national/international academic repositories.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.10 The practitioner-researcher would submit work to national/international academic repositories if this were an option and was done via negotiation.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.11 The practitioner-researcher would be interested in usage statistics for their items once housed in a national/international academic repository.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

2.12 The practitioner-researcher makes use of social networking/Web 2.0 tools (e.g. Flickr, Youtube, Facebook) to conduct some data management activities.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

3. What should we keep?

3.1 It is important to retain the whole of a work which has been completed as research, including functionality where applicable (i.e. interactive aspects).

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

3.2 It is important to retain detailed documentation of live/performance events which have been conducted as research.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

3.3 It is important to retain the developmental documentation of a work completed as research.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

3.4 Tools and formats which lend themselves to long-term sustainability should be used by the practitioner-researcher throughout the creative process even if there is an impact on that process (for instance avoiding commercial formats in favour of open source equivalents).

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree        
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

3.5 Only upon completion of a work should tools and formats which lend themselves to long-term sustainability be used for ‘archiving’ a work. This is true even if developmental work (created in non-sustainable formats) cannot then be usefully retained.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

3.6 The practitioner-researcher would have reservations about making completed works openly accessible for educational purposes.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

3.7 The practitioner-researcher would have reservations about making developmental or unfinished work openly accessible for educational purposes.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

3.8 The practitioner-researcher would have reservations about making completed works openly available for creative re-use (i.e. reinterpretation, re-staging or mash-ups) even if the source were acknowledged.

( ) Strongly disagree             ( ) Disagree             
( ) Agree                ( ) Strongly agree            
( ) Other.  Please give details: ________________________________________________

3.9 I believe data pertaining to past works is useful in the following ways:

[ ] To help indirectly in the research process when making new work.
[ ] To help directly as the basis for new works (e.g. mash-ups or re-staging).
[ ] As discussed exemplars for teaching or as the basis for assignments.
[ ] To help engage in the teaching/learning process in a general sense (i.e. for illustrative purposes).
[ ] For personal interest.
[ ] Other. Please specify: _____________________________________________________







Thank you for your time and cooperation, your opinion is valuable to us.
9

