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ABSTRACT

To encourage the sharing of research, various entities—including public and private funders, universities, and
academic journals—have enacted open access (OA) mandates or data sharing policies. It is unclear, however,
whether these OA mandates and policies increase the rate of OA publishing and data sharing within the
research communities impacted by them. A team of librarians conducted a systematized review of the literature
to answer this question. A comprehensive search of several scholarly databases and grey literature sources re-
sulted in 4,689 unique citations. However, only five articles met the inclusion criteria and were deemed as
having an acceptable risk of bias. This sample showed that although the majority of the mandates described
in the literature were correlated with a subsequent increase in OA publishing or data sharing, the presence of
various confounders and the differing methods of collecting and analyzing the data used by the studies’ authors
made it impossible to establish a causative relationship.
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INTRODUCTION

Advocates of the open access (OA) movement seek an increase in freely available scholarship,
especially if that scholarship relies—directly or indirectly—on public sources of funding and
support. As a means of achieving this goal, advocates have promoted a culture of openness and
sharing among the producers of research and have looked to various entities and institutions,
including prominent public and private funders of research, for assistance. These entities, in
turn, have enacted mandates or developed policies that either outright require or strongly
encourage the widespread sharing of various research outputs. The details of OA mandates
vary, such as who institutes the mandate, what research output is covered (e.g., journal articles
or research data), whether compliance is truly mandatory or just strongly recommended, and
to what extent compliance is tracked. The reasoning behind mandates and policies of this kind
is that they will compel researchers—who might otherwise fail to do so—to make their work
open. Although several studies have tried to assess compliance with such measures and deter-
mine whether they have had an impact on the rate of OA publishing within the individual
research communities subject to a mandate or policy, as of yet no one has examined the evi-
dence as a whole.

We initially attempted to determine whether, and to what extent, OA mandates increase
the rate of OA participation within the research communities they target by conducting a
systematic review. (We define “research community” here as any identifiable institution,
organization, or group engaged in research that produces tangible outputs of some kind,
such as journal articles, books, data sets, or theses and dissertations. And by “OA partici-
pation,” we mean the number of open research products, such as articles or data sets, or
the amount of evidence pointing to such products, such as data availability statements.)
Authors of systematic reviews aim to find, code, appraise, and synthesize all of the previ-
ous research surrounding a specific, focused question in an unbiased and transparent
manner (Foster & Jewell, 2017). However, the existing literature on OA mandates, which
consists primarily of case studies that employ a variety of methods, presented many chal-
lenges to conducting a true systematic review, as did our stringent inclusion and exclusion
criteria, so we ultimately followed a systematized approach instead (Grant & Booth,
2009). Risk of bias was high—only five articles made it past the critical appraisal stage—
and numerous confounding factors in the included studies rendered a straightforward
answer to our research question moot. Instead, the current study highlights the need
for more robust research on OA initiatives, especially mandates and policies designed
to encourage or increase sharing.

We also want to acknowledge the arguments made by others against measuring OA success
only through such quantitative means of how many articles are made OA (Rigling et al., 2018;
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Maron et al., 2019; Roh et al., 2020). As noted by Selman (2022), this often misses other
important values and ideologies, such as working to create a more equitable publishing eco-
system. We see this research project, then, as one of many needed evaluations of OA mandates;
whereas this project looks at the numbers, a broader holistic view should incorporate how
mandates work toward shared values.

BACKGROUND
History of mandates

Since OA was first proposed, proponents have struggled to get researchers to take part.
Bjork et al. (2010) found that by 2009, just 20.4% of articles were freely available in
some way. Severin et al. (2020) found that some disciplines increased their OA share
to 66% of articles, but others fell below 30%. The need for solutions to address these
issues has been apparent since the early 2000s. Although other issues exist, Xia et al.
noted that “academic authors lacking sufficient motivation to self-archive in OA reposi-
tories created the need for mandate policy” (2012, p. 88). Harnad (2015) and Renfro
(2011) have both argued that institutions and funders need to enact mandates to improve

OA rates.

A school at the University of Southampton enacted what is believed to be the first mandate in
2003, and the United Kingdom recommended the first funder-based mandate shortly after
(Xia et al., 2012). The Faculty of Arts and Sciences at Harvard University became the first
group of faculty to vote in favor of a mandate in 2008, the same year that the National In-
stitutes of Health (NIH) changed its policy from recommending that NIH-funded research be
made open to mandating it (Xia et al., 2012). By 2010, mandates became common in West-
ern Europe and existed on every continent (Xia et al., 2012).

By 2015, areport from the European Union found a total of 663 mandates, with about 60% of
them coming from Europe and 22% coming from North America (Swan et al., 2015). That
number increased to more than 1,000 mandates by 2020 (Mering, 2020). A majority of
the mandates come from institutions, and about 10% of them come from grant funders
(Swan et al., 2015; Mering, 2020).

Xia et al. (2012) found that policies could be classified in other ways, including what mate-
rial the mandate covered, such as articles or theses and dissertations. Swan et al. (2015)
noted that they could also be classified by whether the policy was a true mandate or just
a recommendation or suggestion for OA; their report found that about half of the polices
were a true mandate.
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Benefits and drawbacks

Detractors to OA mandates are many, with journal editorials often decrying them as hurting
academic freedom and the ability of journals and publishers to properly function (Johnston,
2017). Others have reported on the difficulty in managing mandates, especially as researchers
often fall under multiple mandates from their institutions, various grant funders, and more
(Baldwin & Pinfield, 2018). Still other studies have found that a mandate on its own is often
not enough; faculty, for various reasons, do not always comply, meaning that other people—
often librarians—must do work to ensure their faculty members’ research is deposited into an
appropriate repository (Xia et al., 2012; Zhang et al., 2015).

However, various studies have found evidence showing that mandates are connected to
some increased participation in OA. For instance, Kennan (2011) compared two Austra-
lian universities—one with a policy, and one without—and found not only that the one
with a policy had better rates but that their faculty were also more knowledgeable about
OA. Lariviere and Sugimoto (2018) studied the compliance rates for various funder man-
dates and found that, although the rate for NIH-funded research was around 90%, for
others less than half of funded research complied with a policy. The study found that the
funders with the best compliance rates threatened to withhold funding if researchers did
not comply, although it was unclear whether the funders ever followed through on this.
Swan et al. (2015) also found evidence that mandates help to increase OA rates, although
they noted that factors that gave a mandate strength, such as not allowing opt-out waivers
and connecting participation in the mandate to research evaluation, seemed to provide the
biggest boost.

Meanwhile, a number of funders, primarily national research groups in Europe, have
moved forward with Plan S, a strengthened mandate proposal that would prohibit embar-
goes, require authors to retain copyright, and forbid hybrid OA (Rabesandratana, 2019).
Supporters of the plan, which went into effect in 2021, are trying to get buy-in from
funders across the globe, with some private funders in the United States and Africa joining
Coalition S, the group supporting Plan S (Rabesandratana, 2019). More recently, the
White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (2022) announced updates to
its own mandate that also look to strengthen OA participation, including removing
the embargo for sharing research articles and data, as well as requiring all federal depart-
ments to develop an OA mandate, not just those that provide more than $100 million in
grant funding a year.

As of yet, no large-scale review has been conducted on the various studies looking into the
effectiveness of OA mandates.
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METHODS

Although this study drew upon evidence synthesis reporting best practices (i.e., a comprehen-
sive search of the literature, two rounds of screening, a risk of bias assessment, etc.) and was
initially undertaken with the goal of reporting any findings in accordance with the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses and the Methodological Expect-
ations of Cochrane Intervention Reviews, it is not—and should not be considered—a system-
atic review (Page et al., 2021; Higgins et al., 2022). Reviews of this kind are often referred to
as “systematized” reviews (Grant & Booth, 2009). Our team consisted of five librarians during
the searching phase of the project but only involved four during its latter stages.

We developed fairly strict inclusion and exclusion criteria, namely, we included studies from all
over the world with a variety of different entities (e.g., government, grant funder, research insti-
tution, journal, etc.) instituting any kind of mandate or policy type (i.e., those focused on research
data as well as those focused on text-based documents). However, we excluded qualitative studies
as well as those with missing data. More specifically, we excluded studies that failed to provide
calculated deposit rates or figures from both prior to and after a mandate or policy went into effect.
We also excluded any studies with self-reported data from individual faculty or researchers
(e.g., surveys of members of the community to which a given mandate applies) as well as works
that predicted the future effects of OA mandates. And, finally, we only kept articles written in
English, despite the limitation that this practice places on the generalizability of our results.

Next, we identified relevant databases, casting a wide net due to the interdisciplinary nature of
our research question. The databases searched were as follows:

* LISTA (EBSCO)

*  Academic Search Complete (EBSCO)
e PubMed, MEDLINE (Ovid)

e Web of Science (Clarivate)

e Education Source (EBSCO)

e ERIC (EBSCO)

We then developed search strings using keywords and controlled vocabulary relating to the
concept of “open,” such as the following:

® open access

* open science
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* open data
* open research

* open scholarship

We combined these with terms relating to the intervention in question, like “mandate” and
“policy,” and outcome-related words, like “compliance” and “adherence.” Additionally, the
team searched several grey literature sources including ProQuest Dissertations & Theses,
The Grey Literature Report, OpenGrey, arXiv, and Google Scholar using simpler search
strings (e.g., the phrase “open access” alongside “mandate” or “policy”). These searches
were conducted between June 2020 and the end of September 2020. Our search strings
for each database as well as our review protocol are available on the Open Science Framework
site (Azadbakht et al., 2022).

Running searches in each of the aforementioned databases yielded a total 6,115 items. We
moved these into Zotero, a citation management tool, to catch as many duplicate records
as possible using that tool’s deduplication feature. After deduplication, there were a total
of 4,629 citations. We also accumulated an additional 60 records from various grey literature
search platforms, amounting to a combined total of 4,689 items. Next, we exported the ci-
tations into a CSV file, where each record was assigned a unique identifier. We then imported
these into Rayyan, a free, web-based screening tool (Ouzzani et al., 2016).

We performed the title and abstract screening in Rayyan. The records were blinded for the
duration of the screening period, and each study was independently reviewed and voted upon
by at least two of the librarians on the team. Ultimately, we eliminated 4,590 items during this
stage of the review. The majority of these were simply irrelevant and had nothing to do with
OA deposit mandates or policies. At the same time, we engaged in targeted citation searching
and hand searching. Specifically, we looked at the reference lists of and tracked down cited
references for any included articles. We also examined the bibliographies of excluded articles
that we thought might have relevant citations in their reference lists. This yielded a total of 20
additional records.

We entered the full-text screening phase of the review with a total of 99 records and then
assessed the additional 20 records discovered during citation and hand searching separately.
Whereas we encountered a few truly irrelevant articles, most of the studies excluded during
this second round of screening were qualitative/opinion pieces, engaged in forecasting, or
failed to include deposit data or calculated deposit rate from prior to the mandate or policy’s
effective start date. After unblinding, we resolved any conflicts by having a third team member
cast a tie-breaking vote.
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After this stage of screening, we were left with 11 articles:

e Colavizza et al., 2020

e Daoutis & Rodriguez-Marquez, 2018
e FEriksen & Alstad, 2014

e Gilbert et al., 2011

e Hardwicke et al., 2018

e Herrmannova et al., 2019
e Smart, 2019

e Soper, 2017

e Staudt, 2020

e Xiaetal., 2012

* Zhanget al, 2015

These were divided among the team members and coded using a shared Excel spreadsheet,
in which we recorded key information about each study, such as the institution(s) and man-
dator(s) it featured, specific details about the mandate or policy itself, and the deposit rates
or raw numbers pre and post mandate. We then used Glynn’s (20006) critical appraisal tool
for libraries to further evaluate the articles. Two members (not the same team members who
coded the articles) each independently used Glynn’s checklist to appraise each article for
bias. Answers were then compared. If the reviewers disagreed on an article, a third reviewer
was brought in.

RESULTS

Five studies scored 75% or higher on the critical appraisal assessment, meaning that they are
considered to have a low risk of bias; however, six studies scored less than 75% (see Table 1),
meaning that they have a high risk of bias. It should be noted that the nature of most OA
mandate studies can weigh against some of the criteria on the tool. For example, many studies
the team looked at were case studies of specific institutions, which will preclude having exter-
nal validity. Also, a number of the studies were conducted by institutional repository managers
or other people who helped oversee the mandate, which means that another criterion—*“Were
those involved in data collection not involved in delivering a service to the target popula-
tion?”—will be a No, which counts against low risk of bias. Although it does not appear
that these affected the overall results, further research should take note of it. Other specific
areas in which studies did poorly were failing to include areas for future study (six articles), not
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Data Study
Article Population Collection Design Results Total
Colavizza et al., 2020 75% 67% 100% 100% 86%
Daoutis & Rodriguez-Marquez, 2018 83% 50% 50% 40% 58%
Eriksen & Alstad, 2014 83% 20% 0% 20% 35%
Gilbert et al., 2011 67% 75% 75% 40% 63%
Hardwicke et al., 2018 100% 83% 100% 60% 85%
Herrmannova et al., 2019 83% 100% 100% 67% 86%
Smart, 2019 75% 50% 100% 50% 67%
Soper, 2017 67% 50% 33% 40% 50%
Staudt, 2020 83% 100% 100% 50% 76%
Xia et al., 2012 67% 100% 50% 67% 70%
Zhang et al., 2015 83% 100% 100% 100% 94%

75% or higher indicates a low risk of bias, whereas below 75% indicates a high risk of bias.
Table 1. Critical bias results for the 11 remaining articles for each section of the critical bias tool as well as
the overall result

accounting for confounding variables (six), not clearly stating the research methodology
(four), and not clearly stating the data collection methods (four).

The included studies (see Table 2) were published between 2015 and 2020 and were con-
ducted on mandate compliance activity occurring in the United States and the United King-
dom (Hardwicke et al., 2018; Herrmannova et al., 2019). Mandate types included
institutional, journal publisher, and funder (Zhang et al., 2015; Hardwicke et al., 2018;
Herrmannova et al., 2019; Colavizza et al., 2020; Staudt, 2020). Specifics on mandate re-
quirements varied and were not always available. One study looked at mandates that stated
accepted versions of publication must be deposited in a campus institutional repository with
differing or unclear policies on embargos, waivers, and timeframes (Zhang et al., 2015). The
journal publisher mandates examined required that data availability statements be included
with publications or that research data be made publicly available prior to publication
(Hardwicke et al., 2018; Colavizza et al., 2020). Funder mandates required that publications
be made open either within 3 months of publication or at the time of acceptance
(Herrmannova et al., 2019; Staudt, 2020).

The included articles also varied in their scope, approach, and methods. One study measured
the effectiveness of an institutional mandate aimed at increasing the rate of freely available
published research articles (Zhang et al., 2015). The researchers utilized pre- and post-
mandate repository data as well as the subscription-based citation index Web of Science to
track adherence and calculate deposit rates. Another study estimated the impact of the

8 | eP15444 Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication



Azadbakht et al. | A Systematized Review of the Literature on OA Publishing Rates

(sonuzruo0s 9v1)

‘(eyep [euruo jo
SISA[EUER BIA POUILLIIIAP)

“ejep
[OIBaSaI 10U} 9IEYS SN

depuew 3sod s1BA ¢ s1oyne [[e pue ‘suonedrqnd

syutod a8ejuad1ad 16§ Aq pue 9epuewr a1d [[® M papn[our 2q jshwu 020Z “1e 10
BIEP J[qE[IBAR JO OseaIoU] SIBdA G| A[ojewnxoiddy  sjuowdjels AjjiqereAr eje( 2ysIqng BZZIAR[O)) S
(%29 01
%,z2) swutod a3ejusorad
0t £q ejep 9[qesnar ‘[eurnol
ur 9seaIoul pue (9,8 03 oy ur 9ponIe paydoooe
9,57) swutod a3ejuaorad ue jo uoneorqnd oy Joud
€S Aq sjuowdye)s gepuew 3sod s1eaK 7 o[qeqreae Ajorqnd apew oq 8107 ‘e 10
Aj[iqe[ieAe eyep ur osealou]  pue ojepuews oid JBOA [ SN BJEP [OIBISAI JUBAJ[IY Joysiqng oyoImpIeH v
-ooueydosoe
“T10¢C U %06~ JO oW 1 ULIOJ pamarAal
0} /00T Ul %0y~ woly depuew 3sod s1eak ¢ -122d TRU UI [RRUY)
‘syurod o8ejuoorad (g £q pue 9jepuewr 21d PaNgngd ur paysodop oq
pasearour DING 03 siisodo  sIeak ¢ Ajjewnnxoiddy  jsnur yoreasal papuny-HiN [V Iopunyg 020T 9pnels €
"UONBIOPISUOD
05B0-£Q-9SBO © UO J[qB[IBAR
are sioatem uondooxyg I
sndwres ayy ojur pajisodop
oq isnw uonesrjqnd
‘syurod a8ejuodiad 46| ojepuewr 3sod 1eok | paIoyne-[euormnsul S10T
Aq pasearoop ojer yisodo  pue ojepuewr oxd 1eok | Aue o suorsioa paydoooy [euonmnsuy “Ie 10 Sueyz Z
‘udd1ad ‘uonyeorqnd ayy
08 01 3u012d (G UBY) SSI Jo 2oueydaooe Jo syjuow ¢
woyy ‘syurod agejusorod urgim wojre[d v ue ojur
0€ IoA0 Aq pasearour ojepuew 3sod s1eak S9[oTIR YoIeasal Junnsar
oweyowr) painbail pue yepuew aid nsodop 1snw syuardioar 610T "B 19
urgim el Jisodop 3N sIeak ¢ A@rewnxorddy  jueln :Ao10d VO 1207 49d Jopung BAOUUBWLLIOH I
awoomQ (oyep uoneorqnd 10 soiy1oadg ojepuey J0JepURA] 0UAIRJY dl

ysodap uo paseq) sarpmg

PapNJoU] JO SUIEIJOWIL],

eP15444 | 9

jlsc-pub.org



Volume 11, 1

I sndwed

‘8107 03 G10T WO %4 7¢ djepuew 3sod s1eak 7 ojur payisodap 2q isnw \%0)
Aq pasearour 9je1 yisodo  pue ojepuewr axd JeaK | [[2IBISAI JO UOISIOA Pdadoy [euonmnsuy 6107 “Vews pofreq
“9AISN[OUOOUT
9SIMISJO 1M IO aZueyd "ATopIm patreA sorjroads
o[ mes sauroysodar QJepURIA ‘Sem IOjepuBwl
Sururewar oy, oy oym ur parjroadsun
*9s82109p © papodar o7 QIoM ¢S pUR ‘SISAY) IoM
A1oreunrxorddy -ojepuewt {/ ‘Iopunj arom ¢¢ ‘wreigoxd payroadsun

1sod sysodop pasearour
papnjour sauoysodar
J0 %6 Aerewrxoxddy

oJepuewl [ENPIAIPUL

oIoM G¢ ‘TeuonMNISUI-NNW
QIOM 9 ‘[RUOTIMIISUT ATIM

Uo poseq paLeA 7] YOTUM JO SOJEpURW G

pue ‘s1say) ‘Iopuny
‘weidoxd ‘[euonmusur
-nw ‘Teuonmnsuy

7107 VD
“[e 30 erX  pafred

“ME[J [00} UOTOJ[[0D 0} anp

o[qeraIun se pajou eleq

%8 Aq

sysodap ur 9sea1dep :QIN

‘uostredwos 10y eyep Aorjod

-o1d apraoxd jou pIp :(IN.LN
“%SL £q

ojepuew
3s0d 183K [—() pue

~d1 our jund-jsod ysodap
SIOUOIBISAL SajEpuBW OIN)
[ Ul s apnjout
Jo speurnof vy ur ysiqnd
0} (pojepuew J0u) PageInooud
oI SIoUOIBASA NN
‘sjeurnol
PLQAY 10 YO ut ystqnd o)
(porepuewr j0u) padernooud

¥10¢
‘PeISIY VO

susodop ur oseardop i) dyepuewt a1d s1ak 7| oI SIOUOIBASAI gIN [euonmsuy 29 UOSYLI  pofreq
“UOTJBIOPISUOD 3SEI-AQ-058D
B UO 9[qB[IBAR dIB SIOATEM
uondaoxy ‘uoneorqnd
JO spuow 9 UM
‘syurod aFejuoored 7'9 Aq gyepuew 3sod 1894 | I sndures ur s[qeqreae 1102 \%0)
Aiqe[reae YO Ul asearou]  pue djepuewr oxd 1eok | opew 9q JSNUI YOIBISY [euonmIsuy “Te 10 1_q[ID)  pofreq
owoNnQ (arep uoneorqnd 10 soij10adg ojepue|N JI0JepUBA 0UIRJY Al

JLSC

yisodop uo paseq) sApms
PopNou] JO SWBIAUIL],

Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication

10 | eP15444



Azadbakht et al. | A Systematized Review of the Literature on OA Publishing Rates

SSOID PAPNDUL BAL} SYI WO S|IDISP PUD S}NSaY °g d|qPL

‘0[SO JO AISIOATU) = Q1) ‘U9310g JO ANSIOATUN = 1) ‘[eNUd)) PINqNd = DA Ssedoe uado

=VO ‘A3o[0uyoa], pue 9ouaI0S JO AJNSISAIU() URISIMION = N.LN ‘UIEOH Jo soymusu] [euoneN = HIN ‘A1oysodar [euorymnsur =y ‘Jesrerdde
[e9NLI0 = V) "SBIq [BINLIO Ay} AQ POPNIOXI XIS AU} 10 S[IBIOP PUE S)NSAI U} PIPN[OUT OS[B JABY dM ‘SI[O1)IR SUIUTBWOL MIJ OS dIOM I} IsNeodg

epuew jsod

"04,F9¢ Aq posearour Ieok | pue umowun I sndwes ojur pajisodop A%0)
oje1 yisodap [enuuy depuew a1d swI]  9Q ISNW SUOISIOA Po3doody [euonmusuy L107 ‘12dog  pafreq
‘pageInoous Q107
syndino YoIeasar 1930 pue ‘zonbie
‘syutod oFeiudo1ad g7 ojepueur jsod 1eok | NI sndwes ojur pajisodop -Zon3upoy \%0)
Kq pasearour djer yusoda@  pue agepuewt 21d s1eak 7 9q Jsnwt s9[onIe paysiqnd [euonmsuy 29 spnoe(]  pored
awoomQ (9yep uoneorqnd 10 soiy10adg ojepuey J10JepURA] 0UAIRJY dl

ynsodap uo paseq) sarpmg
papn[ou] Jo swejou ],

eP15444 | 11

jlsc-pub.org



]LSC Volume 11, 1

NIH’s 2008 Public Access Policy by examining citations associated with a set of PubMed
Central articles and a comparison sample over time (Staudt, 2020). Two studies measured
the impact of data-related journal policies and accordingly determined adherence via the pres-
ence of a data availability statement and the accessibility of the associated research data itself
within published research articles (Hardwicke et al., 2018; Colavizza et al., 2020). One study
analyzed data from Crossref, the digital object identifier registry, and CORE (COnnecting
REpositories), an OA content aggregator, to determine whether the UK REF 2021 OA policy
reduced the time lag between an article’s publication and its deposit into a repository
(Herrmannova et al., 2019). In all but one of these studies, enacting a mandate or policy re-
sulted in an increase in the rate of OA publishing, data sharing, or the prevalence of data avail-
ability statements.

DISCUSSION

Reports on OA mandates have been published often, as shown in this article. Although there is
a trend in the results showing that, in most of the cases assessed, mandates increase the avail-
ability of OA publishing, the high variation in the reported rate speaks to the complexity of the
situations being compared and the lack of homogeneity in methods and measures across the
included studies. Many of the problematic issues observed were also present in Langhan-
Putrow et al.’s (2021) recent systematic review of OA citation advantage articles—such as
lack of clear information around data totals and how data were collected—and together speak
to larger research problems that need to be addressed in order to move the assessment and
validation of OA work forward.

Opverall, this study found critical issues with many of the articles that attempted to look at the
effects of OA mandates on actual OA participation. Of the articles eliminated during the sec-
ond round of screening, 39 were excluded because they did not include data of OA rates prior
to and/or after the mandate went into effect. Of the 11 that did make it through the second
screening round, just over half failed the critical appraisal, leaving five studies, which we
decided was not enough to reach any consensus or conclusions.

The focus of several articles in the final round did not appear to be on the results of the man-
date but instead on some related aspect, such as case studies looking at how an institution or
library worked to implement an OA mandate (Gilbert et al., 2011; Xia et al., 2012; Zhang
et al, 2015; Soper, 2017; Daoutis & Rodriguez—Marquez, 2018; Smart, 2019). However, in
order to properly assess the implementation, having clear data to show the results is important.
Too often authors of these studies did not provide this, instead offering vague statements such
as that OA rates “increased” or “decreased.” Echoing Lariviere & Sugimoto (2018), future
research in this area would greatly benefit from having an accepted standard for what data
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and other information to include in reporting to help further the overall knowledge of OA
mandates and their effectiveness. Any such standard or best practice should also include
what confounding variables to look at or at least consider when evaluating mandate effective-
ness. For instance, researchers should provide mandate details, such as whether it was opt in/
optout, and include whether OA is actually required or just recommended, and what material
is covered by the mandate. Other confounding variables include whether an institution pro-
vided support in meeting the mandate, such as by the library working to collect and deposit
articles into the local institutional repository. Too many of the studies we looked at lacked
these details, making it harder to determine the overall efficacy of the mandate.

Possibly contributing to the dearth of reported confounding variables and mandate details
could be a lack of specifics in the mandates themselves. The Open Research Funders Group
recently recognized the challenges that face those who wish to create strong OA mandates,
citing that “gathering information on the wide range of sharing practices, crafting clear lan-
guage, and finding examples of good practices to pull from takes time, energy, and can be a
significant barrier” (Tananbaum, 2022, para. 1). Their newly created Policy Clause Bank and
Policy Generator, in addition to other aids such as the Institutional Open Access Policy Tool-
kit from the Canadian Association of Research Libraries (2020), can help entities craft strong
OA mandates that align with their mission and values while including the enforcement that
others have found help make mandates successful (Swan etal, 2015; Lariviere &
Sugimoto, 2018).

Other issues that arose through the critical appraisal included a failure of some studies to prop-
erly detail their overall methodology and, more specifically, their data collection methods,
both of which would be addressed by researchers providing more details in general in their
reports. Questions about the appropriateness of the time period covered in the studies also
arose. It would help future researchers to have an idea of what is an acceptable minimum
time period to study—one year after a mandate? Two years?

We acknowledge the difficulties of tracking OA participation, which in turn can make it dif-
ficult to report out more concrete data. Improvements in platforms, analytics, and reporting
will hopefully ease this and make it possible for future researchers to more reliably collect these
data (Robinson-Garcia et al., 2019; Huang et al., 2020). It might not ever be possible to truly
assess all types of OA mandates together. The differences between institutional versus funder
versus journal mandates might instead need to be studied separately. As some articles also
pointed out, OA in general has become more widely accepted across academia, and researchers
may be impacted by more than one mandate in a given project, i.e., both a funder and an
institution mandate, which can make it harder to separate out the effects of each individual
one (Swan et al., 2015).
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Finally, as noted in the results, we found problems with the critical appraisal tool used for
this area of study. Part of this could be solved by broader studies that go beyond one case study
at a time, but researchers interested in future systematic reviews of OA topics will have to
grapple with the issue that current critical appraisal tools are not always best suited for OA
research.

Plan S and the new White House memo show that mandates are not going away, at least any-
time soon, and research into them will need to continue. Follow-up studies to those already
published could not only help provide more specific data but also help OA researchers better
understand the overall and long-term effects of these mandates. Future researchers also should
ensure they are providing enough information about the mandate and confounding factors to
ensure that others can properly understand them, and they should consider how Plan S and
other initiatives change the topic areas requiring further study.

This study has several limitations that may impact the interpretation and applicability of the
results. First, as noted earlier, we only included English-language studies, which meant exclud-
ing three studies during the full-text screening phase. Secondly, the wording of our research
question also excluded studies that compared comparable institutions or groups of institutions
where the only differing variable was whether they had an OA mandate, which could also have
provided valuable information. Some institutional repositories were only created and pro-
moted at the same time their parent organization instituted a mandate.

CONCLUSION

This review showed that, although OA mandates and policies of various kinds seem to be
associated with an increase in the amount of data sharing or freely available research products,
it is difficult to directly compare the included studies because they differed so much in their
methods, the scope and force of their mandate or policy, and their duration. Likewise, the
number of potential confounders across studies (e.g., supportive services, other inducements
to share, etc.) suggests that a causative relationship cannot be formally established. Given these
challenges, an altogether different approach to reviewing and evaluating the literature sur-
rounding OA mandates is needed.

Future reviews, systematic or otherwise, might use looser inclusion criteria—allowing, say, for
studies that do 70 contain data from before the mandate or policy in question went into
effect—and thereby enable a broader, more holistic understanding of these mandates’ or pol-
icies’ influence on researcher behavior. Alternatively, subsequent studies could compare simi-
lar groups with and without mandates to determine effectiveness or focus on just one,
narrowly defined type of mandate or policy (such as data sharing policies) or just one kind
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of entity (such as government agencies). Authors of future case studies also have a part to play
as well. They should think carefully about how potential readers might use their work to make
the case for OA mandates at their own institutions and provide data and details accordingly.
Researchers in this area would also benefit from increased communication and collaboration.
Working together, they might identify ways of standardizing how research on OA mandates
and policies is conducted and of ensuring that such studies are rigorous and more directly
comparable. Moreover, the entire OA community will need to consider Plan S going forward,
as it is likely to have a considerable impact on any future research on OA uptake. And finally, as
mentioned previously, research into OA mandates should consider them holistically, includ-
ing how they affect other values and goals beyond just the percentage of articles being made
OA. Future research in this area can look toward frameworks such as the FOREST Framework
and the Ethical Framework for Library Publishing to guide their work (Boczar et al., 2018;
Lippincott & Skinner, 2022).
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