
For open access (OA) to become a reality, all stakeholders will need to engage positively with each 
other to rise to the substantial practical challenges it brings. This means moving beyond advocacy and 
resistance towards a more mature, evidence-based dialogue that seeks to understand all perspectives 
and find workable solutions. For research funders, scholarly publication delivers crucial public benefits; 
funders’ OA mandates should be seen as tools for maximizing these benefits. The Higher Education 
Funding Council for England’s (HEFCE) policy for open access in the next Research Excellence Framework 
(REF) has been put together by listening to all sides of the debate, and its success depends on continuing 
positive, sensitive and engaged discussions between everyone involved.

Seeking a fresh perspective: a research 
funder’s view of open access

Introduction

In spite of the indisputable economic, social and ethical case for granting open access (OA) 
to our research findings1,2,3,4,5,6,7, the journey towards OA feels painfully slow8,9. Indeed, the 
practical challenges of moving towards OA are great enough to make the route so hard-
going as often to seem impassable. For this reason advocacy remains essential, but we 
believe a different kind of discussion is needed: one that can engage with all sides of the 
debate, can understand and draw together all perspectives, and can move things forward in 
ways that we can all agree are the most sensible and practical. 

The authors of this article are most concerned, for obvious reasons, with the implications 
of OA for funders like The Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) and 
the other three UK HE funding bodies, with whom HEFCE has developed its forthcoming 
open access policy. It is from this perspective of research funder that we write this article. 
Funders cannot act alone, though, and we must understand the issues from all sides before 
we implement any policy that could have profound effects on the research community. This 
is why HEFCE and the other funders undertook a double consultation on open access in 
relation to the research assessment exercise that follows the current REF10. 

HEFCE provides £1.6 billion in funds to English higher education institutions for conducting 
research11. HEFCE funds research as a public good: the creation and dissemination of 
knowledge and insights has the power to transform our world for the better. For this reason, 
it is our long-standing position that the research we fund should reach the widest possible 
audience to maximize its chances of having a positive economic, social and cultural impact12,13. 

Challenges

It should be clear, then, that the benefits of open access publication of research as enabled 
by the new technologies of the internet are of considerable interest to 
HEFCE and other research funders. However, for OA publication to truly 
take hold, a number of important practical questions will need to be 
answered. 

Who should pay?
The most obvious of these questions is the financial one. Though some 
would believe that the internet will ultimately enable the free propagation 
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52 of all information, as well as its free use14, we are clearly not at that point yet. Indeed, that 
idealistic aim may actually hinder the more rapid adoption of open access options15. The 
process of scholarly publication undoubtedly costs money, and for information to be free  
to the reader, publishers (whether commercial operators, learned societies or other  
not-for-profit organizations) must receive income or labour from another source. Arguments 
have gone on for years over whether, on the one hand, publishers’ subscription income 
should be protected by delaying free access to the information or, on the 
other hand, their subscriptions should be replaced with new income, for 
example, from article processing charges (APCs) payable by the author or 
author’s institution or funder16. From our perspective, there are benefits 
and drawbacks to both of these. To delay free access to vital publicly 
funded medical research by substantial lengths of time seems unethical 
today, given the potential of the internet to facilitate free and immediate 
dissemination of knowledge to those in need of it. To expect all researchers, 
including independent scholars of modest means, to find the funds to 
publish their work seems equally problematic. 

This is, of course, an oversimplification of a more complex debate, but these perspectives 
are frequently enough encountered to be highly illustrative of the spiny nature of the 
financial question. We are grateful to all those seeking to raise the standard of debate 
around open access, not least the British Academy whose important research into the 
economics of journal publishing in the humanities and social sciences formed important 
inputs into HEFCE’s policy17. 

Though we respect the fact that complex financial questions around the various mechanisms 
for delivering OA are not yet fully resolved, we believe research funders are entitled to 
see these questions as secondary to a bigger issue. We are of the view that the costs of 
publication, whether these are borne by libraries or by authors, are an inseparable part of the 
public cost of research. Institutions in receipt of HEFCE funding, by extension, are entitled 
to use that funding for subscriptions, for APCs, or for both. The mechanism by which the 
publication of research is paid for is therefore less relevant to us than the extent to which 
access to the research is maximized. As such, public funding for research publication must 
take place for the wider benefit of the economy and society. 

Retaining author choice
A separate issue for moving towards OA is around its effects on the choices of individual 
academics. If funders place conditions on their funding related to publication, there will be 
instances where these conditions come into conflict with individuals’ publication choices. 
Accepting research grants or public research funding brings with it a responsibility for 
researchers to follow reasonable funder requirements but we accept the 
argument that individual researchers are best placed to judge the most 
appropriate outlet for their research. For this reason, we have protected 
individual author choice as much as possible in our open access policy18.

The role of the publisher
There is no doubt that moves towards OA present significant challenges 
to scholarly publishers of all kinds. We believe that publishers can and will 
rise to these challenges and that the widespread adoption of OA requires 
innovative forms of dissemination to be offered by both existing and new 
publishers. 

Some see the publisher’s role in the dissemination of information as little more than a 
vendor19. This viewpoint transmutes the many positive contributions that publishers make 
to the information dissemination process20 into negatives: careful quality control becomes 
cherry-picking of saleable material, maintenance of a publication’s trusted reputation for 
excellence becomes profiteering from an imprimatur built by others21, and copy-editing, 
laying out, marketing and (for some22) peer review become unnecessary gold-plating that 
ought to be dispensed with.23 
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53 We believe that the existing publishers have the potential to offer much that will support 
open access to scholarly information, and that negative viewpoints like the one above hinder 
rather than aid widespread adoption of OA. We do, though, look to publishers for responses 
which go beyond their current position. Despite a lack of evidence that the subscription 
model is undermined by shorter embargoes24,25,26, there has been considerable publisher 
resistance to short embargo periods27,28,29,30,31. Publishers have also been 
ready to accept additional fees to ‘unlock’ articles and make them freely 
available32,33 but there is a significant risk that this will increase costs to 
universities – a risk that they are well aware of34,35,36,37,38. We realize that 
there are complex issues for publishers in managing the unlocking of 
articles39,40 but we believe this issue is the single biggest hurdle to the 
adoption of a sustainable open-access model for publishers, but at least 
one publisher has already overcome this hurdle41. We need a more cost-
effective way of unlocking material if publishers, universities and funders 
are to work together towards sustainable open access.

Tackling this problem leads into a more rounded view of the value added by quality 
control and aggregation. For publishers of all kinds to thrive in a more open world, they 
face a challenge in re-articulating their purpose and benefits to funders, researchers and 
institutions in a positive and engaged way. We believe that publishers can continue to 
play an important role in (as Michael Bhaksar has stated) filtering, framing and amplifying 
information and knowledge42. But these roles will continue to be challenged by technological 
advances that seek to automate43, and our desire is that publishers engage with funders as 
partners in the objective of achieving open access, rather than be seen as deferring or even 
obstructing widespread adoption. 

The HEFCE policy for open access

HEFCE and the other three UK HE funding bodies want to stimulate the academic 
community simply to do what is already possible: to make their work available, online, for 
free access and use by anyone with an internet connection. We believe we can achieve this 
through a simple and straightforward set of rules for the research assessment exercise 
that follows the current REF: if an output is not available in an open access form, then 
it is ineligible for submission to REF 202044. With some exceptions45, which we will 
respect, we have discovered as a result of extensive consultation that such a policy can 
be readily implemented, with publisher support, in a way which supports academic choice 
of publication destination and without any significant increase in the cost of scholarly 
dissemination. 

Key to achieving this aim is indeed to respect the scholarly publishing 
landscape as it exists today. We have chosen to begin by focusing only on 
those types of output for which OA has reached a certain maturity; namely, 
journal articles and conference proceedings. It is already standard practice 
for many journals and conferences to allow authors to self-archive a copy of 
their paper on their institutional repository or website; indeed, we note that 
the final peer-reviewed drafts of over 80% of published articles could have 
been archived under existing journal policies, had the authors undertaken 
to do so46, and this figure rises to 96% when looking at a sample of articles 
submitted to the 2014 REF47. Our policy requires that the author upload a copy of their 
peer-reviewed paper to an institutional or subject repository at the point of acceptance for 
publication. We want this to become a matter of routine for authors to ensure their eligibility 
for future research assessments. We have included appropriate protections for those 
exceptional cases where deposit was not possible. We will support repositories to get ready 
for this requirement when it comes into force in 2016 – key to this will be for repositories to 
actively respect any embargo periods specified by a publisher. These protections are a key 
part of our strategy to work within current constraints, and we will be seeking to keep an eye 
on whether these protections are adequate (or indeed necessary) as the global landscape 
evolves. 
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54 It is not clear to HEFCE that the monograph publishing world is as ready as the journal world 
to move to open access publishing. There are oft-cited issues around monograph publishing 
– rising prices, dwindling print runs, squeezed library budgets48,49 – to which OA seems like 
an obvious and tempting solution50. However, we do not believe it is right to impose OA 
rules on monographs now. We do not fully understand the issues that the scholarly book 
publishing world is facing, nor do we fully understand the extent to which the humanities 
and social science communities that rely so heavily on book publishing are 
ready (or willing) to embrace electronic and OA forms of book publication, 
especially given the pre-eminence of the print monograph within these 
disciplines51,52. These issues and others need much further exploration. 
The work that HEFCE is doing, in partnership with the Arts & Humanities 
Research Council (AHRC) and Economic and Social Research Council 
(ESRC), will be key to helping us move forward our understanding in this 
area, and we are very grateful to Professor Geoffrey Crossick for agreeing 
to lead on this work53. 

How OA publishing will work for non-text outputs, including for creative and practice-
based research, is even less clear to us at the moment. Respondents to the funding bodies’ 
consultation on open access have shown us that there is significant desire within the arts 
world to move towards greater openness of its research works, but have revealed concern 
that this desire is not being met by current publication frameworks54. There are also similar 
issues around the data that underpin much scientific research – respondents tell us they 
want to make their data available openly, but we are not yet fully sure of the extent to which 
this is practical right now. We have therefore decided not to subject all of these to our OA 
rules, but will be working hard to increase our understanding of the issues over the coming 
months. 

The last part of the funding bodies’ policy we want to mention here relates to the undue 
complexity that readers face in trying to find research outputs relevant to their work. 
The increasing volume of available scholarly material means that traditional searching 
and indexing methods may no longer continue to be sufficient, and one of the clearest 
arguments for OA is that it allows automated searching and indexing by third parties to take 
place55,56,57,58. These types of sorting and retrieval technologies will help researchers and 
others to cut through ‘information overload’ and find the information that is most relevant 
and useful to them. 

We fully recognize both the current benefits and the tremendous potential for new and 
emerging technologies to enhance the way we interact with research. We want to reflect the 
fact that we recognize this, and have done so in our policy by giving credit to institutions 
that can demonstrate they have taken steps to enabling the so-called 
text mining of their research outputs by automated tools as a key part of 
creating the healthy research environment of the future. 

In summary

While we believe our HEFCE policy goes a long way towards bringing open 
access to UK research within our grasp, we will need to be watchful as 
events unfold. There is no doubt that in recent years, OA has attained new 
prominence in UK academic life, not least since the review of OA by Dame Janet Finch. But 
events are fast-moving, and new developments come thick and fast. For HEFCE, this means 
we must ensure our policy remains attuned to the changing environment, while setting clear 
and lasting rules for researchers and institutions and remaining mindful of the needs of all 
stakeholders. 

With this in mind, the final perspective we want to draw into this discussion is that of the 
reader. When we consider readership, it is not obvious that electronic publication, let alone 
OA publication, will necessarily entirely replace other forms of publication59,60. Though 
universal low-cost internet access is looking like an increasingly achievable goal, there are 
still parts of the world for which routine electronic access to journals or books is simply 
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55 not yet practical. There are still others, closer to home, who judge electronic access to be 
inferior to print61, and we need only look outside the academy to see how traditional print 
sales continue to dominate non-scholarly work for a signal of how resistant readers are to 
transitional forces62. These issues must be considered alongside all others if open access is 
to become a reality. 

Many of the perspectives we have shared above are, without a doubt, concerned with the 
practical nature of the journey towards open access. HEFCE will continue to play its part in 
solving the practical challenges of increasing access to the research we fund by whatever 
means we have at our disposal. Overall, we want to make sure that whatever the shape of 
things to come in the world of scholarly publishing, HEFCE takes a strong, evidence-based 
and realistic view and acts accordingly. 

References 

1.	 Joint Information Systems Committee (Jisc), Modelling Scholarly Communication Options: Costs and benefits for universities. Report on behalf of Jisc by 
Swan, A, 2010, London, Key Perspectives.

2.	 Finch, Dame J et al, Accessibility, sustainability, excellence: how to expand access to research publications. Report of the Working Group on Expanding 
Access to Published Research Findings, 2012.

3.	 Budapest Open Access Initiative:  
http://www.budapestopenaccessinitiative.org/read (accessed 23 January 2014).

4.	 Research Information Network (RIN), Heading for the open road: costs and benefits of transitions in scholarly communications. Report on behalf of RIN, 
Research Libraries UK, the Wellcome Trust, the Publishing Research Consortium and Jisc, 2011.

5.	 Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE):  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/news/newsarchive/2012/statementonimplementingopenaccess/ (accessed 23 January 2014).

6.	 United Nations, Universal Declaration on Human Rights, Article 27. United Nations, 1948.

7.	 Jisc, Economic Implications of Alternative Scholarly Publishing Models: Exploring the costs and benefits. Report on behalf of Jisc by Houghton, J, 
Rasmussen, B, Sheehan, P, Oppenheim, C, Morris, A, Creaser, C, Greenwood, H, Summers M and Gourlay, A, 2009, Centre for Strategic Economic 
Studies, Victoria University and Information Science, LISU and Economics, Loughborough University.

8.	 Poynder, R, 1 July 2013, Open Access: Where are we, what still needs to be done?, Open and Shut:  
http://poynder.blogspot.co.uk/2013/07/open-access-where-are-we-what-still.html (accessed 23 January 2014).

9.	 Ten years on from the Budapest Open Access Initiative:  
http://www.webcitation.org/6AdLcI1TC (accessed 23 January 2014). 

10.	 HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/year/2013/201316/#d.en.82765 (accessed 23 January 2014). 

11.	 HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/howfundr/ (accessed 23 January 2014).

12.	 HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/hefce/content/news/news/2013/open_access_letter.pdf (accessed 23 January 2014).

13.	 HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/news/newsarchive/2012/statementonimplementingopenaccess/ (accessed 23 January 2014).

14.	 Boynton, R S, The Tyranny of Copyright?, The New York Times:  
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/01/25/magazine/the-tyranny-of-copyright.html (accessed 23 January 2014). 

15.	 Bailey, J, CCo Waiving Copyrights, Plagiarism Today:  
http://www.plagiarismtoday.com/2009/02/25/cc0-waiving-copyrights/ (accessed 23 January 2014). 

16.	 Price, D, Gold or green: which is the best shade of open access?, Times Higher Education:  
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/420454.article (accessed 23 January 2014).

17.	 British Academy:  
http://www.britac.ac.uk/openaccess/ (accessed 6 February 2014).

18.	 HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/ (accessed 6 February 2014).

19.	 Monbiot, G, Academic publishers make Murdoch look like a socialist, The Guardian:  
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2011/aug/29/academic-publishers-murdoch-socialist (accessed 23 January 2014). 

20.	Anderson, K, 22 October 2013, UPDATED: 73 Things Publishers Do (2013 Edition), The Scholarly Kitchen:  
http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2013/10/22/updated-73-things-publishers-do-2013-edition/ (accessed 23 January 2014). 

21.	 Matsuuchi, A, Ovadia, S, Rojas, A and Stern, C, Open Access: Profiteering Publishers, Prezi:  
http://prezi.com/ibcpet0wkqcd/open-access-profiteering-publishers/ (accessed 23 January 2014).

22.	 Wallace, M, The Murky Climate of the “Editorial peer Review” Debate, The Bubble Chamber:  
http://thebubblechamber.org/2011/01/the-murky-climate-of-the-%E2%80%9Ceditorial-peer-review%E2%80%9D-debate/ (accessed 23 January 
2014). 

http://www.budapestopenaccessinitiative.org/read
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/news/newsarchive/2012/statementonimplementingopenaccess/
http://poynder.blogspot.co.uk/2013/07/open-access-where-are-we-what-still.html
http://www.webcitation.org/6AdLcI1TC
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/year/2013/201316/#d.en.82765
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/howfundr/
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/hefce/content/news/news/2013/open_access_letter.pdf
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/news/newsarchive/2012/statementonimplementingopenaccess/
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/01/25/magazine/the-tyranny-of-copyright.html
http://www.plagiarismtoday.com/2009/02/25/cc0-waiving-copyrights/
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/420454.article
http://www.britac.ac.uk/openaccess/
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2011/aug/29/academic-publishers-murdoch-socialist
http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2013/10/22/updated-73-things-publishers-do-2013-edition/
http://prezi.com/ibcpet0wkqcd/open-access-profiteering-publishers/
http://thebubblechamber.org/2011/01/the-murky-climate-of-the-%E2%80%9Ceditorial-peer-review%E2%80%9D-debate/


56
23.	 Bonham, K, 21 February 2012, The Future of Science Publishing, ScienceBlogs:  

http://scienceblogs.com/webeasties/2012/02/21/the-future-of-science-pub/ (accessed 23 January 2014).

24.	House of Commons Business, Innovation and Skills Committee, Open Access, Fifth Report of Session 2013–14. House of Commons, 2013. 

25.	 Association of Research Libraries:  
http://policynotes.arl.org/post/62715845222/canceling-green-oa-journals-a-very-expensive-way-to (accessed 23 January 2014).

26.	Davis, P, 18 September 2012, Open Access Embargoes – How Long is Long Enough?, The Scholarly Kitchen:  
http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2012/09/18/open-access-embargoes-how-long-is-long-enough/ (accessed 23 January 2014). 

27.	 Poynder, R, 25 June 2013, Springer tightens rules on self-archiving, Open and Shut:  
http://poynder.blogspot.co.uk/2013/06/open-access-springer-tightens-rules-on.html (accessed 23 January 2014). 

28.	Institute of Historical Research:  
http://www.history.ac.uk/news/2012-12-10/statement-position-relation-open-access (accessed 23 January 2014). 

29.	Royal Historical Society:  
http://www.royalhistoricalsociety.org/RHSPresidentOA%20E-letterJune2013.pdf (accessed 23 January 2014). 

30.	Finch, Dame J et al, ref. 2, section 3.48. 

31.	 House of Lords Science and Technology Committee, The implementation of open access, Third Report. House of Lords, 2013.

32.	 SHERPA/RoMEO:  
http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/PaidOA.php (accessed 23 January 2014).

33.	 Björk, B, The Hybrid Model for Open Access Publication of Scholarly Articles: a Failed Experiment?, Journal of the American Society for Information 
Science and Technology, 2012.

34.	UK Open Access Implementation Group (OAIG), Going for Gold? The costs and benefits of Gold Open Access for UK research institutions: further 
economic modelling. Report on behalf of the OAIG by Swan, A and Houghton, J, 2012, Key Perspectives and Victoria University.

35.	 HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/hefce/content/whatwedo/research/infrastructure/openaccess/summary_advice_open_access.pdf (accessed 23 
January 2014). 

36.	Poynder, R, ref. 8, 23 May 2013, The UK’s Open Access Policy: Controversy Continues  
http://poynder.blogspot.co.uk/2013/05/the-uks-open-access-policy-controversy.html (accessed 23 January 2014). 

37.	 Kingsley, D, Public research, private profits, Cosmos, 2012. 

38.	Research Libraries UK:  
http://www.rluk.ac.uk/files/RLUK%20BIS%20Open%20Access.pdf (accessed 23 January 2014). 

39.	Subscription Pricing for Hybrid Journals, Wiley Online Library:  
http://olabout.wiley.com/WileyCDA/Section/id-816521.html (accessed 23 January 2014). 

40.	Anderson, K, 29 January 2013, In Praise of “Double-Dipping” – Fairness, Affordability, Vitality, and Sustainability, The Scholarly Kitchen:  
http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2013/01/29/in-praise-of-double-dipping-fairness-affordability-vitality-and-sustainability/ (accessed 23 January 
2014). 

41.	 Royal Society of Chemistry:  
http://www.rsc.org/Publishing/librarians/GoldforGold.asp (accessed 23 January 2014). 

42.	Bhaksar, M, The Content Machine: Towards a Theory of Publishing from the Printing Press to the Digital Network, 2013, Anthem Press.

43.	Krichel, T and Warner, S, Disintermediation of Academic Publishing through the Internet: An Intermediate Report from the Front Line. In Hübler, A, 
Linde, P, Smith, J, ELPUB, 2001, IOS Press.

44.	HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/ (accessed 23 January 2014).

45.	HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/ (accessed 6 February 2014). 

46.	Laakso, M, Green open access policies of scholarly journal publishers: a study of what, when, and where self-archiving is allowed, Scientometrics, 2014. 

47.	 HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/ (accessed 6 February 2014). 

48.	Thomson, J, The Death of the Scholarly Monograph in the Humanities? Citation Patterns in Literary Scholarship, Libri, 2002. 

49.	Open Science:  
http://openscience.com/the-forever-decline-academias-monograph-crisis/ (accessed 23 January 2014).

50.	Steele, C, Scholarly Monograph Publishing in the 21st Century: The Future More Than Ever Should Be an Open Book, Journal of Electronic Publishing, 
2008, 11(2).

51.	 Research Assessment Exercise 2008:  
http://www.rae.ac.uk/pubs/2008/01/ (accessed 4 February 2014).

52.	 British Academy:  
http://www.britac.ac.uk/openaccess/ (accessed 6 February 2014).

53.	 HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/monographs/ (accessed 23 January 2014). 

54.	HEFCE:  
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/ideas/ (accessed 23 January 2014).

55.	 Jisc, The Value and Benefits of Text Mining to UK Further and Higher Education. Report on behalf of Jisc by Viewforth Consulting and The University of 
Strathclyde, 2012, Jisc. 

http://scienceblogs.com/webeasties/2012/02/21/the-future-of-science-pub/
http://policynotes.arl.org/post/62715845222/canceling-green-oa-journals-a-very-expensive-way-to
http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2012/09/18/open-access-embargoes-how-long-is-long-enough/
http://poynder.blogspot.co.uk/2013/06/open-access-springer-tightens-rules-on.html
http://www.history.ac.uk/news/2012-12-10/statement-position-relation-open-access
http://www.royalhistoricalsociety.org/RHSPresidentOA E-letterJune2013.pdf
http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/PaidOA.php
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/hefce/content/whatwedo/research/infrastructure/openaccess/summary_advice_open_access.pdf
http://poynder.blogspot.co.uk/2013/05/the-uks-open-access-policy-controversy.html
http://www.rluk.ac.uk/files/RLUK BIS Open Access.pdf
http://olabout.wiley.com/WileyCDA/Section/id-816521.html
http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2013/01/29/in-praise-of-double-dipping-fairness-affordability-vitality-and-sustainability/
http://www.rsc.org/Publishing/librarians/GoldforGold.asp
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/
http://openscience.com/the-forever-decline-academias-monograph-crisis/
http://www.rae.ac.uk/pubs/2008/01/
http://www.britac.ac.uk/openaccess/
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/monographs/
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/oa/ideas/


57
56.	Hargreaves, I et al, Digital Opportunity: A Review of Intellectual Property and Growth. Report on behalf of the Intellectual Property Office (IPO) by Ian 

Hargreaves, 2011, IPO

57.	 16 July 2012, Carrigan, M, A researcher’s survival guide to information overload and curation tools, LSE Impact of Social Sciences:  
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2012/07/16/researchers-guide-info-overload-curation/ (accessed 23 January 2014). 

58.	World Wide Web Size:  
http://www.worldwidewebsize.com/ (accessed 23 January 2014).

59.	Basulto, D, 20 September 2013, The future of books: from Gutenberg to e-readers, Washington Post:  
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/innovations/wp/2013/09/20/the-future-of-books-from-gutenberg-to-e-readers/ (accessed 23 January 
2014).

60.	The Design Observer Group:  
http://places.designobserver.com/feature/print-and-pixel-the-digital-future-of-publishing/38124/ (accessed 23 January 2014). 

61.	 Franzen, J, 5 Famous Writers Who Loathe E-Books, Time:  
http://techland.time.com/2012/01/31/5-famous-writers-who-loathe-e-books/ (accessed 23 January 2014)

62.	Swanson, C, Gauging the Print, E-book Divide, Publishers Weekly, 2013. 

Article copyright: © 2014 David Sweeney and Ben Johnson. This is an open access article distributed under 
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution Licence, which permits unrestricted use and distribution 
provided the original author and source are credited.

Readers to correspond via: openaccess@hefce.ac.uk

Corresponding author for editors: Ben Johnson 
Higher Education Policy Advisor (Research) 
Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) 
E-mail: b.johnson@hefce.ac.uk

 

To cite this article:

Sweeney, D and Johnson, B, Seeking a fresh perspective: a research funder’s view of open access, Insights, 
2014, 27(1), 51–57; DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1629/2048-7754.114 

http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2012/07/16/researchers-guide-info-overload-curation/
http://www.worldwidewebsize.com/
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/innovations/wp/2013/09/20/the-future-of-books-from-gutenberg-to-e-readers/
http://places.designobserver.com/feature/print-and-pixel-the-digital-future-of-publishing/38124/
http://techland.time.com/2012/01/31/5-famous-writers-who-loathe-e-books/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:openaccess@hefce.ac.uk
mailto:b.johnson@hefce.ac.uk
http://dx.doi.org/10.1629/2048-7754.114

