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able to maintain a level of control over who had access to the data. Ease of use was by 
far the most-stated requirement by the researchers interested in a library-run repository.

Out of these themes, the authors developed eight personas. Of the twenty-six 
interviewees, three fell outside the scope of a library-run repository because they are 
data or collection managers for departments or large repositories. An additional three 
interviewees are also actively involved in data curation. The authors did not create 
personas to represent these interviewees.

The eight personas are: 

Judy McDannell, “Very interested, has no support” 
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Chen Ming, “Very interested, space issues, open to data sharing” 
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Lynne Porter, “Interested, no storage problem, open minded” 
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Professor Mel Hampton, “Interested, has robust support (graduate students), however maintenance 
is a problem” 
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Dr. Karen Robinson, “Receptive, already has a repository” 
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Dr. Michael Rodriguez, “Not receptive, already has repository” 
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Nelson Witt, “Limited interest, concerned about privacy issues” 
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Dr. David Casa, “Not interested, competitive discipline with proprietary funders” 
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Discussion

Analysis of the personas shows that many factors affect the receptivity to library in-
volvement in scientific data curation. The authors identified both positive and negative 
correlations to receptivity.

Positive correlations to receptivity:

• Close proximity to data curation activities. Researchers who were unaware of 
their labs’ curation activities had less inclination toward library involvement. 
Those researchers who shared some responsibility for this task, however, saw 
library involvement as a benefit in assisting them in a task that distracted them 
from their science. Chen Ming, Mel Hampton, and Judy McDannell are ex-
amples of how proximity to the task correlates to receptivity. In some cases, the 
interviewees represented by these personas were graduate assistants who had 
inadvertently assumed this responsibility for the research group. In other cases 
they were information technology professionals who believe in the adage “lots 
of copies keeps things safe.”

• Lack of existing curation support. Researchers who had no disciplinary repository 
and little departmental or lab support or experience in administering networks 
that allow for automated backup and retrieval systems were more likely to be 
interested in library assistance. Judy McDannell and Nelson Witt are personas 
who embody this issue.

• A personal ideology disposed toward sharing. Regardless of all other factors, some 
personas were receptive to library involvement simply because they viewed data 
sharing as part of their mission and social obligation as scientists. Lynne Porter 
is most notable among these.

• Earth sciences research. The interviews demonstrated that researchers in earth 
sciences, from geologists to environmental engineers, share a disciplinary cul-
ture that is more likely to lend itself to partnering not only with librarians, but 
other labs and researchers, in sharing and providing access to data. Though 
these interviews did not specifically address access, but focused on curation 
and preservation of data, access was invariably discussed in most interviews. 
Lynne Porter, Karen Robinson, Chen Ming, and Mel Hampton are examples of 
this disciplinary culture. The personas involved in earth sciences, as opposed to 
applied, life, and physical sciences, tended to be more receptive.29 

Negative correlations to receptivity:

• Research involves proprietary data. Researchers in disparate fields create and 
work with proprietary data or funding agencies that require non-disclosure agree-
ments for all or part of the research or data. These researchers are understandably 
reluctant or entirely unable to participate in a library-run repository. Dr. David 
Casa represents these researchers.

• Inability to share data in ethnographic research or research using human subjects. 
Privacy of human research subjects is paramount. These researchers have similar 
issues to the proprietary research discussed above. Dr. Nelson Witt represents 
their concerns.
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• Extremely competitive field or disciplinary culture that discourages outside 
involvement. The persona of Dr. David Casa also represents the non-interested 
researcher on this issue. However, Chen Ming represents a researcher who is 
more open to exploring the possibility of a library-run repository.

• Existing repository. Personas representing researchers who had a robust exist-
ing data repository, often disciplinary-based, were less likely to be receptive to 
a library-run repository. These researchers, embodied in the persona of Michael 
Rodriguez, were satisfied with their existing repository and reluctant to learn new 
data deposit and access policies without the need to do so. (This factor was not 
primary, however; some researchers who have repositories were still interested, 
based on other grounds.) 

• All researchers expressed a strong reluctance to participate in a repository that was 
designed in a manner that did not fit their needs and, therefore, would require 
extra work on their part. Engaging the research faculty about their needs, then, 
is a critical first step toward repository design. 

The use of the personas offers a methodology for identifying receptive researchers 
that can in turn further the communications for developing a user-centric repository.

The authors had hypothesized a positive correlation between the number of years 
involved in research with a more traditional mode of research and data sharing, i.e., 
less receptivity to a library-run repository. However, no reliable correlation was found. 
The PhD students interviewed were all interested in a library data repository, but many 
other researchers, including long-time faculty, were as well.

The authors identified possible issues with the methodology used in this study. 
Participants were not selected at random, which could have introduced bias regarding 
the researchers’ receptivity to the library’s role in data curation. However, the results 
did not suggest that this was the case. Also, the interview questions did not extensively 
explore the role of the library in data curation; however, at this stage, the authors were 
primarily interested in receptivity and not necessarily the details of how a researcher 
might use a repository. Additional studies regarding repository designs and users’ needs 
are necessary.

Ultimately, this study suggests that librarians target researchers similar to the per-
sonas of Chen Ming, Judy McDannell, and, possibly Mel Hampton in order to develop 
data curation partnerships. Karen Robinson and Lynne Porter would be appropriate 
secondary personas to approach. Personas such as Nelson Witt, Michael Rodriguez, and 
Dr. David Casa are not likely to be receptive to library involvement in these endeavors 
anytime soon.

Conclusion

The research described in this paper furthers the discussion of data curation in libraries 
by applying a new approach: the use of personas. Models previously described in the 
literature have been tactical models such as traditional needs assessments or profiles of 
datasets in order to plan data curation activities. This research instead can be consid-
ered a strategic, rather than tactical, approach to understanding not only data, but the 
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scientists and the disciplinary, institutional, and perhaps even departmental cultures in 
which those profiles and personas work. By offering data curation services to researchers 
who share traits with the personas, this article suggests, libraries can expedite the part-
nerships necessary to begin 
fostering this new realm of 
science library service.

Personas are by defini-
tion generalizations. They 
are created to give a systems 
designer a concrete user to 
keep in mind and create 
empathy, but not to pro-
vide specific data regarding 
small design choices. Different institutions, then, can utilize the personas created in this 
study to begin or continue strategies for partnering with researchers in data curation 
initiatives. There are Karen Robinsons, Nelson Witts, and Mel Hamptons at universities 
across the nation. By developing a stronger sense of the researchers’ needs, existing prac-
tices, and, most important, receptivity to a library role in data curation, libraries can truly 
begin providing a new form of library service in a new world of scientific investigation.

Kathryn Lage is Assistant Professor, Map Librarian, and Acting Faculty Director at the Jerry 
Crail Johnson Earth Sciences & Map Library, University of Colorado Boulder; email: Katie.Lage@
Colorado.edu. Barbara Losoff is Assistant Professor and Associate Faculty Director, Science 
Library, University of Colorado Boulder; email: Barbara.Losoff@Colorado.edu. Jack Maness is 
Assistant Professor and Faculty Director, Gemmill Library of Engineering, Mathematics, and 
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partnerships necessary to begin fostering this 
new realm of science library service.
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Appendix

Barbara Losoff, Assistant Professor, Associate Faculty Director, Science Library, Norlin 
Library
Jack Maness, Assistant Professor, Faculty Director, Engineering Library
Katie Lage, Assistant Professor, Map Librarian, Jerry Crail Johnson Earth Sciences & 
Map Library
184 UCB
University of Colorado, Boulder
Boulder, CO 80309

Date:

To: 

You are invited to participate in a short interview (15-30 minutes) regarding scientific 
data creation and use at the University of Colorado, Boulder. Barbara Losoff, Associate 
Faculty Director, Science Library,  Jack Maness, Head of the Engineering Library, and I 
are conducting an organizational data inventory in an attempt to gain an understanding 
of data production, use, storage and access. This data inventory is motivated by both 
CU Boulder’s proposed institutional repository and the NSF mandates requiring grant 
recipients to archive and provide access to data.  

From the NSF :
• “All science & engineering data generated with NSF funding must be made 

broadly accessible and usable, while being suitably protected & preserved” (NSF 
2007).

• “The new types of organization envisioned in this solicitation will integrate library 
and archival sciences, cyberinfrastructure, computer and information sciences, 
and domain science expertise…” (NSF Cyberinfrastructure Grants 2008).

• “University-based research libraries and research librarians are positioned to 
make significant contributions in this area, where standard mechanisms for access 
and maintenance of scientific digital data may be derived from existing library 
standards developed for print material.” (NSF Cyberinfrastructure Vision for the 
21st Century, 2007).  

We hope you will consider meeting with us to conduct an interview. Your contribution 
will inform the Libraries about data on this campus, offer insights for designing CU’s 
institutional repository, and help define the role for the Libraries (if any) regarding data 
archiving, storage, and access.

Confidentiality:

If you participate in the survey, your responses will be held in strictest confidence. No 
identifying links between responses and the individual responding will be retained. 
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Combined data only will be reported. 

Thank you for helping us with this important project.

Sincerely,
Barb Losoff Jack Maness Katie Lage
Barbara.losoff@colorado.edu jack.maness@colorado.edu katie.lage@colorado.edu 
303-492-1859 303-492-4545 303-735-4917

Name____________________
Date_____________________
Department________________
Status_____________________

Briefly describe your research.

How long have you been conducting this type of research?

Can you tell us a little about what sort of data your research produces?

How is the data stored and accessed after it is produced?  

Who has access to this data?

Does your department/lab have procedures in place for the preservation of researchers’ 
data in the event they leave the university or pass away?  

Is storage space problematic?

Would it be of interest to you for those responsibilities to be transferred to an entity 
within the university, such as the Libraries?

Please rate on scale of 1-5 your receptivity to this question, 1 = least interested, 5= very 
interested.
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