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Trust Versus Perceived Quality in 
Scholarly Publishing: A Personality-
Attitude-Intention Approach

Lars Moksness and Svein Ottar Olsen*

Researchers at UiT—The Arctic University of Norway studied how agree-
ableness and conscientiousness influence trust and perceived quality and 
how these factors subsequently impact the intention to publish research 
articles via open access (OA) or non-OA channels. The main findings 
show that, while trust increases intention to publish via OA, it decreases 
intention to publish via non-OA channels. Indicators of perceived quality, 
on the other hand, exert a positive influence on the intention to publish 
via non-OA, while decreasing the intention to publish non-OA. The results 
suggest that trust is pivotal in increasing publishing via OA.

Introduction
Digital academic journals serve as the main dissemination method for peer-reviewed 
research articles. These journals can be divided into two main categories: open access 
(OA) and non–open access (non-OA) journals. OA literature is defined by Suber as 
“digital, online, free of charge, and free of most copyright and licensing restrictions.”1 
The reasons why no-cost OA adoption is slow-going are still largely unexplored, 
both theoretically and empirically. However, some influential reasons are suggested 
in the literature: uncertainty or distrust and perceived lower quality or reputation.2 
Distrust can be caused by general skepticism toward new publication technologies 
and journals, article processing charges (APC), predatory publishers, and low impact 
factor.3 Distrust aside, findings by Björk and Salomon indicate that OA literature is 
approaching the same quality or academic impact as non-OA literature, in addition to 
maintaining a citation advantage.4 To our knowledge, no previous research has tested 
how researchers’ trust and perceived quality interact to influence both OA and non-OA 
publishing in one integrated study.

Another interesting question to explore is what explains differences in scholars’ 
trust and beliefs about perceived quality of publication outlets. The study of interper-
sonal differences in personality has received increased attention over the recent years, 
including how personality traits influence scientific creativity, technology acceptance, 
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and trust in new technology.5 However, research on how researchers interact with and 
use digital publishing at the individual level is somewhat limited.

The main purpose of this study is to contribute a deeper understanding of the 
determinants of OA and non-OA publishing. We consider contemporary scholarly 
publishing as a special case of information technology adoption, a perspective em-
ployed in previous research as well.6 More precisely, we first examine whether and 
how trust in OA publishing and perceived journal quality influence the intention to 
publish research articles (OA and non-OA). Second, this study explores how the two 
general personality traits of agreeableness and conscientiousness influence trust and 
perceived quality in an integrated model tested within a latent constructs structural 
modeling approach.7 The structural model with hypotheses, as presented in this article, 
was tested on a sample of 295 researchers at a Norwegian university.

Literature Review
The most influential predictor of a given behavior is an individual’s intention toward 
performing that behavior. Intention is defined as a measure of effort and willingness 
to perform a behavior and is frequently used as the ultimate dependent variable in 
behavioral studies, including some research on OA publishing.8 The causal relationship 
is based on traditional attitude theory, where intention is determined by attitudes such 
as perceptions of quality and trust, which in turn are influenced by personality traits.9 
A person’s intention encompasses both the direction and the strength of the motivation 
to engage in a behavior. Intention is consistently found to predict a range of different 
behaviors and is reported to explain an average of 28 percent (R2 = 0.28) of the variance 
in behavior.10 Dulle and Minishi-Majanja report similar explanatory power, as do Khalili 
and Singh (R2 = 0.27 and 0.22, respectively) in intention to publish in OA journals.11 

When considering a publication venue, several factors are thought to influence 
scholars’ intentions. These may concern the presence or absence of publishing fees 
(that is to say, APC), trustworthiness, reliability, impact, or the access type (OA/
non-OA) associated with a journal.12 The belief that a journal conducts its business 
with honesty and integrity and that published articles are trustworthy are important 
considerations researchers take into account prior to selecting an outlet. Trust, then, 
is a crucial component in overcoming perceptions of uncertainty and risk in a digital 
publishing environment.13 Other important factors pertain to the properties of the 
journal, including its reputation, perceived quality, impact factor, acceptance rate, 
citation rate, visibility, and the status and prestige associated with publishing in the 
journal.14 For example, Watkinson and colleagues cite pressure to publish (to secure 
promotion and tenure) as an important reason for journal selection based on the impact 
factor,15 given that publishing in a journal with high impact is assumed to be a mark 
of quality and prestige.16

There is general agreement that personality traits can be grouped in five dimen-
sions: openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism.17 
Researchers are, in some instances, found to score differently from nonresearchers 
on the specific dimensions we include in our study. For our purposes, we define 
researchers as people who conduct academic research. The personality dimensions 
include conscientiousness, or the quality of being careful, cautious, calculating, and 
self-controlled, and openness, which includes creativity and being open to new ideas.18 
However, the disposition to trust is likely deeply rooted in a different trait, and stud-
ies on agreeableness suggest that a person who is agreeable is also trusting, tolerant, 
and honest, indicating a stronger relation to a trusting disposition than openness.19 
This implies that a trait that is not necessarily associated with being predominant in 
researchers could still prominently influence trust. Conscientiousness, on the other 
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hand, appears to be a strong candidate for directly impacting perceived quality, given 
that it is generally a trait of one who is task- and goal-directed.20 Conscientiousness 
is, for example, strongly linked to early academic achievement,21 a crucial first step 
on the path to a career as a researcher. We will explore the theoretical constructs (see 
figure 1) in more detail in the following sections.

The criteria employed by researchers when selecting an outlet to publish research can 
be grouped in two broad categories: trust and perceived quality.22 A widely accepted 
definition of trust is ventured by Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman, whereby trust is “the 
willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the 
expectation that the other will perform a particular action to the trustor, irrespective of 
the ability to monitor or control that other party.”23 Empirically, we can operationalize 
this as indicators that relate to the benevolence, competence, and integrity of the journal 
and its content.24 Thus, in this study we define trust as researchers’ evaluation of the 
integrity and competence of OA and non-OA articles and outlets. Perceived quality is 
defined as the criteria that researchers deem important when selecting a publication 
outlet. They are conceptualized as representing properties of the journal, such as impact 
factor, elevated status associated with publishing in the journal, and perceived overall 
quality. Within our framework, trust and perceived quality are hypothesized to act as 
direct determinants of intention to publish research articles through OA or non-OA.

An influential and potentially misleading proxy for quality is the journal impact 
factor.25 It prevails as an indicator of academic merit and value,26 though there are more 
appropriate measures of article impact and journal ranking.27 A high-impact factor 
is often blindly accepted as describing a journal’s quality, and publishing in a high-
impact journal bestows status upon the published authors. However, Tenopir and her 
colleagues report that researchers perceive the impact factor to be of less importance 
than, for example, whether an article is properly peer-reviewed.28 Notwithstanding, 
the need for a fast and easy metric to ascertain quality in a world where there are more 
than a million articles published each year has led to the adoption of the impact factor 
as a measure anybody can interpret.29 Even though it is broadly used for a purpose for 
which it was never intended, it remains a good indicator of researchers’ publishing 
intentions and, in concert with status and quality, is expected to play a major part in 
researchers’ publishing intentions. Thus, in this study we hypothesize that:

H1a: Trust has a significant and positive effect on the intention to submit articles 
to OA journals.

FIGURE 1
Conceptual Model
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H1b: Trust has a significant and negative effect on the intention to submit articles 
to non-OA journals.

H2a: Perceived quality has a significant and negative effect on the intention to 
submit articles to OA journals.

H2b: Perceived quality has a significant and positive effect on the intention to 
submit articles to non-OA journals. 

Situational demands also influence which personality trait, or traits, may be most 
prominent in affecting intentions or behavioral outcomes. For example, conscien-
tiousness (being careful, cautious, calculating, and self-controlled) is identified as an 
important predictor of job performance, and in some studies, as reported by Feist, 
researchers are found to score higher on conscientiousness than nonresearchers.30 A 
conscientious researcher favors planning and dependability,31 suggesting that this 
trait will be most prominent when evaluating “traditional” indicators of publishing 
intentions such as impact factor and status. We should note that Feist’s meta-analysis is 
sometimes criticized for using too wide a definition of the term “scientist”; it included 
anybody from junior high school through adulthood who “showed a special talent in 
science, majored in science, or [who] worked professionally in science.”32 Other studies 
report that researchers score lower on conscientiousness compared to nonresearchers.33 

Furthermore, agreeableness (being trusting, tolerant, and honest), but not conscien-
tiousness, is found to have a significant effect on trust.34 An agreeable researcher can 
be considered trusting, amiable, and cooperative, which suggests a predisposition to 
assume a more favorable stance toward a publication model that resonates with this 
trait.35 Indeed, studies show that agreeableness is linked to an increased intention to 
share knowledge among researchers, and agreeable personalities are more inclined to 
focus on the cooperative aspects when evaluating a new technology.36

Although personality is not widely investigated in relation to electronic publish-
ing, it has been extensively researched in relation to adoption and use of IT and the 
Internet. For example, there is evidence that agreeableness is related to beliefs about 
the usefulness of a mobile service (r = 0.42) and trust in the provider (r = 0.44), a sen-
timent signaling a favorable disposition to the expected usefulness of information 
technology.37 Conscientiousness, on the other hand, underpins the processing of fac-
tors related to perceived and actual IT system use (r = 0.21), which is oriented toward 
the benefit of using technology.38 Consequently, agreeableness ought to be the most 
influential personality trait when evaluating trust-related indicators of OA/non-OA, 
while conscientiousness should unilaterally affect perceived quality. Although no hy-
pothesized effect is expected, the paths from agreeableness to perceived quality and 
conscientiousness to trust will be tested to verify nonsignificance. Thus, the personality 
traits of agreeableness and conscientiousness are hypothesized to influence the fac-
tors of trust and perceived quality, and we may formulate the following hypotheses: 

H3: Agreeableness has a significant and positive effect on trust.

H4: Conscientiousness has a significant and positive effect on perceived quality. 

Research Methodology
A sample of researchers at UiT—The Arctic University of Norway—completed a 
questionnaire measuring personality traits, publishing intentions, and trust and 
perceived quality of publication venues. UiT is the third largest university in Nor-
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way and the northernmost university of the world. It employs approximately 3,000 
academic and administrative staff and has 15,500 students, more than 20 percent of 
whom are international. An invitation to participate in the survey was sent via e-mail 
to 2,971 employees, and respondents followed a link to the questionnaire. A total of 
322 respondents completed the survey. An online surveying tool (Questback) was 
used to distribute the questionnaire (see appendix) and collect the data. The data were 
analyzed using IBM SPSS and AMOS. The sample consisted of researchers across all 
disciplines who had published, or were intending to publish, peer-reviewed articles. 
Prior to analysis, the data set was screened for missing data and outliers, resulting in 
the deletion of 27 respondents from further analysis. The remaining sample consisted 
of 295 researchers.

The measures in this study, with the exception of perceived quality, are based on 
previously validated measures adapted to our research context. Intention of a researcher 
to publish (OA/non-OA) was assessed according to recommendations by Fishbein and 
Ajzen and adapted to the context of scholarly publishing.39 All items are listed in table 
1. Intention was measured on a 7-point scale, where 1 indicates disagreement and 7 
indicates agreement. Sample items are: “My goal is to submit the majority of my future 
research articles to open access journals (OA)” and “I plan to submit the majority of 
my future research articles to non–open access journals (non-OA).”

The trust scale was developed based on the work of McKnight, Choudhury, and 
Kacmar, and measured by three items on a 7-point scale ranging from “totally disagree” 
to “totally agree.”40 The items assessed an individual’s perception of the trustworthi-
ness, honesty, and reliability of OA and non-OA publications (articles and journals). 
A sample item is “Overall, articles published in non–open access journals are more 
reliable than articles published in open access journals.” 

The perceived quality scale consisted of items adopted from the broader literature on 
publishing and measured on a 7-point scale.41 Respondents read the statement “Please 
state to what degree the following factors are important when choosing where to 
publish research articles” and were encouraged to indicate level of importance (very 
unimportant–very important) of perceived quality criteria (such as impact factor of jour-
nal). These indicators have been previously found to influence publishing intentions.42

Agreeableness and conscientiousness were measured by items from the short Big Five 
Inventory (BFI-S), which is a measure based on the “Big Five” factor structure.43 The 
BFI-S is measured on a 7-point scale (three indicators per factor). Respondents read 
the statement “I see myself as someone who…” and subsequently indicated level of 
agreement with a statement such as “…does things efficiently” (conscientiousness) 
and “…has a forgiving nature” (agreeableness). Short measures of personality are 
frequently used and maintain adequate reliability levels across studies, while trading 
off some accuracy in favor of speed.44 All items are presented in table 1.

In this study, we use a latent variable structural equation modeling (SEM) ap-
proach. Mackenzie states that the advantages of using this method include “the 
ability to control for measurement error; the ability to test complex theoretical 
structures; and more powerful ways to assess measure reliability.”45 SEM models 
consist of two major components: a measurement model, which connects the indica-
tors to the latent factors, and a structural model, which connects the constructs to 
other constructs. The procedure starts with running a confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) to ascertain construct validity. This is followed by a structural analysis using 
maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) to test the hypotheses. To ascertain how well 
the model fits the data, several fit indices are reported. These include the normed 
chi-square (CMIN/DF), where the value should be less than 5; the comparative fit 
index (CFI), where the value should exceed .90, the closer to 1 the better; the Tucker 
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Lewis index (TLI), where a value exceeding .90 is considered good; and the root 
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), which should be lower than .08 to 
indicate a good fit.46 

Analysis and Results
Construct validity of the six constructs in the measurement model (CMIN/DF = 1.94, 
df = 96, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = .056) indicates acceptable fit, given that the 
values are within recommended thresholds.47 Reliability measures and factor loadings 
for the final solution are presented in table 1 and correlations and descriptive statistics 
in table 2. Reliability is indicated by the composite reliability score (CR) and the value 
should ideally exceed .70. Discriminant validity is established by ascertaining whether 
the value of the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) for each construct 
exceeds the value of the interconstruct correlations.48 These numbers are displayed in 
bold in table 2.

Loadings in table 1 show that most values are significant and range from approximately 
0.60 to 0.94, indicating an acceptable convergent validity of the constructs. However, the 
reversed personality indicators, particularly within the agreeableness factor, failed to 
reach this mark. Deleting the offending item from agreeableness, but not conscientious-
ness, resulted in acceptable levels of CR and AVE. Model fit is also improved (CMIN/
DF = 1.77, df = 75, CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = .051). The CR and AVE scores mostly 
exceed the acceptable thresholds of 0.70 and 0.50 for intention, trust, and perceived 
quality. Conscientiousness falls below these thresholds, likely due to the reversed item. 

TABLE 1
Standardized Confirmatory Factor Analysis Coefficients And Construct 

Reliability
Constructs and Indicators Factor 

Loadings
Composite 
Reliability

Variance 
Extracted

Intention to publish via open access .84 .84

My goal is to submit the majority of my future 
research articles to open access journals. .97

I intend to do what I can to submit the majority of 
my future research articles to open access journals. .91

Intention to publish via non–open access .81 .67

I plan to submit the majority of my future 
research articles to non–open access journals. .82

My goal is to submit the majority of my future 
research articles to non–open access journals .81

Trust .83 .63

In general, I am confident the articles published 
in open access journals are trustworthy. .94

I would assume most open access journals are honest. .81
Overall, articles published in non–open access 
journals are more reliable than articles published in 
open access journals. (r)

.60

Perceived quality .74 .49
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Table 2 displays the correlation matrix for the constructs in the hypothesized 
model and shows that approximately half of the correlations are significant at the 
P < .001 level and below 0.70. A nonsignificant relationship is detected between 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, and intention (OA/non-OA). A nonsignificant 
relationship between agreeableness and perceived quality, and conscientiousness 
and trust, is expected.

The theoretical model presented in figure 1 was tested using structural equa-
tion analyses (SEM). Fit indices indicate the model fits the data well (CMIN/
DF = 1.72, DF = 82, P = .000, CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.96, RMSEA = .050). Test results 

TABLE 1
Standardized Confirmatory Factor Analysis Coefficients And Construct 

Reliability
Constructs and Indicators Factor 

Loadings
Composite 
Reliability

Variance 
Extracted

(Please state to which degree the following factors 
are important when choosing where to publish your 
research articles.)
Publishing (in a journal) will give me high status. .56
Impact factor of journal. .85
Perceived quality of journal. .65
Agreeableness .71 .56
(I see myself as someone who …)
… is sometimes rude to others. (r) .32*
… has a forgiving nature. .54
… is considerate and kind to almost everyone. .92
Conscientiousness .65 .39
… does a thorough job. .62
… tends to be lazy. (r) .52
… does things efficiently. .71
Note: (r) = reversed. *removed from analysis.

TABLE 2 
Correlation Matrix and Descriptive Statistics

N = 295 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Intention OA 4.21 1.76 0.92

2. Intention non-OA 3.01 1.56 –0.76** 0.82

3. Trust 4.59 1.38 0.57** –0.49** 0.79

4. Perceived quality 4.87 1.21 –0.22* 0.32** –0.10 0.70

5. Agreeableness 5.01 1.11 0.10 –0.13 0.17* 0.05 0.75

6. Conscientiousness 5.32 0.91 0.07 –0.01 0.12 0.30** 0.44** 0.62

Note: **P < .001; *P < .05. Bold numbers in the diagonal indicate the square root of the average.
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are presented in table 3. In line with Hypothesis 1a, the results demonstrated 
that trust strengthened researchers’ intention to publish OA articles (β = 0.56, 
z = 9.88, P < .001). Hypothesis 1b suggested there would be an opposite effect 
on intention to publish non-OA articles, which is also supported by the data  
(β = –0.44, z = –7.21, P  <  .001). Consequently, both Hypotheses 1a and 1b are confirmed. 

Further support is found for Hypotheses 2a and 2b, which suggests that perceived 
quality weakens the intention to publish OA articles (β = –0.40, z = –2.99, P < .05), while 
increasing the intention to publish non-OA articles (β = 0.51, z = 4.12, P < .001). Hypoth-
esis 3, which proposed that agreeableness increases trust, is supported by the data (β 
= 0.26, z = 2.47, P < .05). Finally, conscientiousness has a positive effect on perceived 
quality, confirming hypothesis 4 (β = 0.25, z = 3.19, P < .001). As expected, no significant 
effect is determined by agreeableness on perceived quality and conscientiousness on 
trust. All of the variance of the personality traits is mediated by trust and perceived 
quality, and the model explains 65 percent of the variance in publishing intentions 
combined (intention OA R2 = 0.35; intention non-OA R2 = 0.30).49

Discussion and Conclusions
The conceptual framework is based on a personality-attitude-intention/behavior frame-
work with inspiration from research investigating perceived quality, trust-processing, 
and publishing in a digital environment.50 Overall, the model is found to perform 
adequately with the exception of some of the reverse-scored items.

This study extends the existing literature that investigates publishing intentions in 
several ways. First, the results confirm, perhaps not surprisingly, that when researchers 
believe OA journals and articles are trustworthy and reliable, it enhances the intention 
to publish OA. Although hypothesized, the finding that trust negatively impacts the 
intention to publish non-OA is perhaps not as easily interpreted. The results suggest 
that trust not only is key to increased OA use, but also adversely influences non-OA 
publishing. Perceived quality shows a similar pattern, albeit with the opposite effect. 
When considering variables such as the impact factor and the perceived overall qual-
ity of a journal, it enhances intention to publish via non-OA while simultaneously 
weakening intention to publish via OA. 

The total variance explained in intention (R2 = 0.65) exceeds that of comparative studies 
and establishes that employing a dual measure of publishing intentions provides a major 
increase in explanatory power. For example, Dulle and Minishi-Majanja and Khalili and 

TABLE 3
Testing Direct Effects

Path (N = 295) Hypothesis Standardized 
Coefficients

P-value z-value Conclusion

Trust  intention OA H1a 0.56** .001 9.88* Supported

Trust  intention non-OA H1b –0.47** .001 –7.21* Supported

PQ  intention OA H2a –0.17* .003 –2.99* Supported

PQ  intention non-OA H2b 0.28** .001 4.12* Supported

Agreeableness  trust H3 0.19* .013 2.47* Supported

Cnsc.  quality H4 0.27** .001 3.20* Supported

Note: **P < .001; *P < .05 PQ = perceived quality; Cnsc. = conscientiousness
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Singh report similar, albeit somewhat lower, variance explained in intention to publish 
OA compared to the present study (R2 = 0.27, and R2 = 0.24, respectively).51 In their studies, 
a significant proportion remains unexplained, and whether intention to publish non-OA 
articles accounts for a large or small part of the remainder of the variance is unknown. 

Several previous studies have determined that trust is a major influence on inten-
tion to use information technology or an information service, including scientific.52 
Trust is found to be particularly important in situations involving risk and uncertainty, 
which, unfortunately, is still the case with OA publishing, likely due to the practices 
and prevalence of predatory publishers. This study provides evidence that moving 
past this initial threshold of distrust not only has a positive effect on the intention to 
publish via OA, it simultaneously weakens the intention to publish by traditional 
means. This is in line with previous findings, which suggest that experience leads to 
familiarity, which in turn strengthens intention.53 Accordingly, improving trust may 
be considered pivotal in accelerating OA publishing. 

As expected, we confirm that perceived quality—when measured by impact factor, 
status, and overall quality—is more closely associated with intending to use traditional 
rather than OA publishing. It has previously been suggested that the quality, status, 
and prestige of a journal is, among other things, closely associated with how long it has 
been operational—presumably the longer the better.54 As a consequence, newer addi-
tions to the publishing industry may be perceived to provide content of lesser quality, 
although this may vary by discipline. The uncertainty and wariness concerning online 
journals is further perpetuated by the confusion surrounding predatory publishers, 
article processing charges, and quality of peer review—which subsequently taint the 
OA publishing model in general.55 

Furthermore, Xia reports that it can be viewed as disadvantageous for one’s career 
development to publish in OA journals.56 Our findings may be interpreted in light of 
these assumptions, and it further explains why perceptions of quality are negatively 
associated with OA but not with traditional publishing. It appears that perceptions 
of what constitutes quality are closely linked to a traditional publishing model. Even 
though OA has been around for more than a decade and awareness of it is increasing, 
it has still not achieved the level of trust and prestige necessary to compete with the 
primary model for research dissemination.57

In summary, the main contribution of this study is the evidence that both trust and 
quality interact differently with intention to publish in OA versus non-OA journals, spe-
cifically increasing one while decreasing the other. There are several implications of these 
findings. First, researchers seem poised to shift their publishing practices toward OA; 
trust, however, appears to be pivotal in succeeding with this. Furthermore, our results 
imply that, if institutions (and policy makers) can work with perceptions of impact factor, 
and how status is earned (thus influencing perceptions of quality as well), it might be 
possible to increase intention to publish OA. If the goal is to move toward a publishing 
model that ensures openness, it is a stark reminder of how much remains to be done 
when perceptions of quality are positively related only to traditional (non-OA) publishing. 

The Influence of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness
We contribute to the scholarly literature on publishing behavior by testing how indi-
vidual personality traits influence intentional antecedents. Historically, most studies 
investigating researcher personality look at its influence on creativity and research 
production, work satisfaction, or researcher/nonresearcher differences and similari-
ties. Not many examine whether and how these factors influence trust and quality, 
subsequently guiding intentions. Our findings support the assertion that personality 
traits not necessarily associated with research production do in fact influence the 
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precursors of publishing intentions. Our results show that the individual personality 
traits of agreeableness and conscientiousness directly affect trust and perceived quality, 
respectively. An important facet of agreeableness is being trustful.58 OA is considered 
by many a public good and a fair way to share research. Our findings suggest that a 
certain personality type may be especially important in influencing the intention to 
adopt this publishing model. 

Previously, we highlighted that agreeable people are trusting, tend to focus more 
on positive aspects of a new technology, and are more inclined to share knowledge.59 
When considering a relatively novel, and often criticized, method for disseminating 
research such as OA, these factors are crucial.60 Researchers in our study are highly 
conscientious, a finding that supports the broader personality literature, while con-
trasting with some previous studies.61 

Conscientious individuals strive for achievement, an aspect that is central to this 
personality trait. Conscientious researchers set clear goals, are cautious, and have 
long-term plans, suggesting they are in some instances less inclined to engage in 
risk-taking behavior.62 Given that, for many, publishing through OA is still perceived 
as somewhat uncertain—especially in relation to securing promotion, funding, and 
tenure—it is perhaps not insurmountable to accept that the safest route for a conscien-
tious individual is the traditional option. 

Personality is to some extent plastic, although the main characteristics of one’s personal-
ity profile remain fairly stable over time.63 This suggests that people respond to influence 
as a function of their personalities. In light of our findings, this implies that influencing 
highly agreeable researchers works differently from influencing highly conscientious 
researchers. For example, if we want to move toward increased OA, information that 
resonates with agreeable researchers will likely be trust-related, while conscientious re-
searchers must be convinced by focusing on their perceptions and attitudes about quality. 

Limitations and Future Research
There are some limitations that should be addressed. First, the study is based on a 
small sample of researchers from one Norwegian university, potentially preventing 
any generalization of the results to a larger population. Furthermore, we rely entirely 
on self-reporting in data collection, and the problems accompanying this method are 
evident in the number of respondents having to be removed from further analysis due 
to anomalous response patterns. Third, we acknowledge that the factors contributing 
to quality assessments of journals are far more plentiful than those described in this 
study.64 The choice of using impact factor, status, and quality was a matter of selecting 
global criteria that are associated with journal selection. However, future studies can 
address this limitation by expanding the number of indicators in pretesting to arrive 
at a superior measure of perceived quality. 

Similarly, the poor performance of the reversed personality items highlights a major 
drawback of using short scales to reduce time expenditure.65 Based on these findings, 
we recommend that a more comprehensive personality measure, such as the 44-item 
Big Five Inventory, be employed in future studies.66 Furthermore, this study does not 
assess whether perceptions of quality and trust are different for OA journals published 
by traditional publishing houses, or for journals that have moved from a subscription-
based model to full OA, which could be a fruitful venue to further explore. Finally, this 
study does not describe, or measure, how incentive systems—such as awarding funds 
based on publishing in ranked journals—influence publishing behavior. However, we 
acknowledge that, at least for Norway, where this study was conducted, the incentive 
system plays a major part in influencing publishing trends. Thus, another fruitful venue 
for future studies could be the investigation of how internal and external motivational 
factors influence publishing intention and behavior. 
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Appendix A. Questionnaire
• Age:
• Gender:

Statement
Intention to publish Open Access
My goal is to submit 
the majority of my 
future research 
articles to open access 
journals.

1. Strongly 
disagree

2 3 4 5 6 7. Strongly 
agree

I intend to do what 
I can to submit the 
majority of my future 
research articles to 
open access journals.

1. Strongly 
disagree

2 3 4 5 6 7. Strongly 
agree

Intention to publish non-Open Access
I plan to submit the 
majority of my future 
research articles to 
non-open access 
journals.

1. Definitely 
do not 

2 3 4 5 6 7. Definitely 
do

My goal is to submit 
the majority of my 
future research articles 
to non-open access 
journals

1. Strongly 
disagree

2 3 4 5 6 7. Strongly 
agree

Trust
In general, I am 
confident the articles 
published in open 
access journals are 
trustworthy.

1. Strongly 
disagree

2 3 4 5 6 7. Strongly 
agree

I would assume most 
open access journals 
are honest.

1. Strongly 
disagree

2 3 4 5 6 7. Strongly 
agree

Overall, articles 
published in non-open 
access journals are 
more reliable than 
articles published in 
open access journals.

1. Strongly 
disagree

2 3 4 5 6 7. Strongly 
agree

Perceived quality. (Please state to which degree the following factors are important when 
choosing where to publish your research articles) 
Publishing (in journal) 
will give me high status.

1. Very 
unimportant

2 3 4 5 6 7. Very 
important

Impact factor of 
journal.

1. Very 
unimportant

2 3 4 5 6 7. Very 
important
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