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Considering that universities in Malawi have some capacity to establish and run scholarly 

publishing services in their libraries, the study concludes that scholarly publishing service is 

slowly but surely being embraced by academic libraries in Malawi and the service will 

eventually become one of the core services of these academic libraries. Considering that 

libraries lack infrastructures resulting from financial challenges, the study recommends that 

university administrators should recognise the potential of libraries in scholarly publishing and 

provide adequate support towards capacitating infrastructure and other requirements.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1.1 Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to examine the scholarly publishing services of university 

libraries in Malawi. Scholarly publishing has been the format that new information, gathered 

by means of research or in-depth study, is disseminated. Association of College and Research 

Libraries (ACRL) (2003) define scholarly publishing as the system through which research and 

other scholarly writings are created, evaluated for quality, disseminated to the scholarly 

community, and preserved for future use. Bammel (2017, p. 25) states that “scholarly 

publishing is the third largest publishing sector and produces journals, monographs, reference 

works and data sets for scholarly communication, as a public record of research findings, and 

for legal, accounting, financial and other professions”. 

In 1994, mathematician Andrew Odlyzko predicted a brave new world of scholarly electronic 

publishing that would be dramatically cheaper than the traditional paper journal-based model 

(Saarti & Tuominen, 2017). Today’s scholarly publishing environment is evolving and the 

changes experienced over the past few decades remain unprecedented. The industry is adapting 

to the considerable rise of open access movements from the early 2000s, changes to the funder 

landscape in research and scholarship, and the digital revolution of the past 20-30 years 

(Missingham & Kanellopoulos, 2014; Stone, 2016, 2017). These changes have led to radical 

rethinking in roles and services of scholarly publication in universities and research libraries 

across the globe. Some of these changes have been seen in a number of academic libraries 

offering digital services in the publishing space, developing their own scholarly publishing 

initiatives and hosting digital publications mostly through open access publishing mechanisms 

(Bonn & Furlough, 2015; Missingham & Kanellopoulos, 2014; Sandy & Mattern, 2018). 

University libraries are moving away from merely selecting and purchasing content, each 

independently heading toward similar futures in publishing and the business of creating, 

curating, and distributing digital content (Oberlander, 2013). 

Universities have an important role to play in meeting scholars’ publishing needs. To this 

extent, universities have seized the opportunities provided by university presses and library-

based publishing systems in publishing both internally and externally generated knowledge. 

Besides, Bargheer and Walker (2017) observed that universities have a long history of 

functioning as publishers through their presses and institutional repositories. 
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1.2 University libraries and scholarly publishing 

Library-based publishing can be broadly defined as the set of activities led by university 

libraries to support the creation, dissemination, and curation of scholarly, creative, and/or 

educational works (Library Publishing Coalition, 2018, 2021, 2022; Skinner et al., 2014). 

Library publishing is a booming area of innovation within universities (Tracy, 2017) and 

libraries are becoming the new “go-to” places on many campuses when creativity and 

innovation in publishing or dissemination is sought (Okerson & Holzmana, 2015). Moreover, 

Ry-Kottoh et al. (2022) indicate that library publishing has become an important and alternative 

function of academic libraries to serve the scholarly community. Libraries are interested in 

publishing services because it serves author and reader holistically and provides easy 

mechanisms for sharing knowledge. Literature shows a steady increase in library-based 

university publishing with more growth envisaged (Schlosser, 2018; Simser et al., 2015).  

Researchers have reported on scholarly publishing programmes within university libraries that 

basically focus on the different types of scholarly material published and the scholarly 

publishing services that the libraries offer to the research community (Bonn & Furlough 2015; 

Lippincott, 2017; Okerson & Holzman, 2015). Despite this precedence, some literature indicate 

that scholars often find their publishing needs unmet (Li et al., 2018). Unfortunately, this 

happens despite the default existence of university presses and library-based publishing within 

their institutions. In response, Karla Hahn, writing in 2008, said that “scholars and researchers 

are taking their unmet needs to the library” (Hahn, 2008, p. 7). Moreover, publishing is in some 

way and to some extent a critical function for the library. For that reason, scholars can look up 

to the library as an option for publishing services (Okerson & Holzman, 2015). 

1.3 Historical perspectives of library scholarly publishing 

Librarians have been studying scholarly publishing for a long time and have been participating 

in publishing initiatives even longer (Bonn & Furlough, 2015; Okerson & Holzman, 2015). For 

example, in 1965, Gordon Maxim detailed the activities of libraries in library publishing in the 

United Kingdom from 1600 to the mid-twentieth century (Maxim, 1965). The first two major 

detailed reports on library publishing were titled university publishing in a digital age by 

Brown et al. (2007); and research library publishing services: new options for university 

publishing by Hahn (2008). The focus of the former study was on university based publishing 

and its future role in the scholarly publishing while the latter focussed on research libraries and 

the services they were providing in scholarly publishing. At the heart of these isolated works 

is prominence on scholarly publishing devoted within local university libraries. 
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Hahn (2008) opine that libraries have provided traditional publishing services since their 

inception. However, the potential of the venture has been explored recently in academic 

libraries (Sandy & Mattern, 2018). Historically, libraries have collected materials produced by 

scholars and research institutions and disseminated by presses (Okerson & Holzman, 2015). 

Bargheer and Walker (2017) assert that early library efforts in the publishing sphere focused 

largely on informal publication. Now, everybody is a publisher, including libraries. The current 

focus on library publishing began around twenty-five years ago (Bonn & Furlough, 2015). In 

the last two-three decades, scholarly publishing has shifted, a lot. There is abundant evidence 

on university publishing through libraries (Bains, 2017; White & Stone, 2015) and library 

publishing is now a growing worldwide movement (Simser et al., 2015). 

1.4 Factors influencing library scholarly publishing 

1.4.1 Open access movements 

At the heart of open access is the ethos to facilitate the sharing of knowledge for the benefit of 

the wider public good. Similarly, university libraries exist to collect, preserve, and disseminate 

knowledge to the public. Chadwell and Sutton (2014) prove that university libraries are open 

by being catalysts for open access to the scholarship created by university faculty. The idea is 

to enable library patrons have easy access to research results (Boufarss & Harviainen, 2021). 

Bailey (2017) provides an extensive account of the role of libraries in open access ranging from 

providing enhanced access to open access resources, establishing institutional digital archives, 

and even becoming publishers of open access works, digitising out-of-copyright works, 

preserving open access material, and providing support for article processing charges. 

1.4.2 Huge database subscription fees 

The growth in library publishing has been motivated by the increase in journal prices and the 

ever-increasing costs of electronic and print subscriptions from commercial publishers. It is 

becoming increasingly impractical and challenging for academic institutions and their libraries 

to subscribe to most of the online journals considering their shrinking budgets (Bains, 2017; 

Bonn & Furlough, 2015; Lippincott, 2017; Schlosser, 2018; Shoroma, 2021; Stapleton, 2019). 

Concern over the increasing costs of subscriptions to scholarly publications has led the library 

community to turn attention to the publication of original work and providing their own 

scholarly publishing services (Bonn & Furlough, 2015; Hawkins, 2019). Therefore, strangled 

with rising costs for certain scholarly publications, and the shrinking library budgets in public 

universities, it is no surprise that librarians have taken up scholarly publishing themselves, to 

remedy the situation (Bonn & Furlough, 2015; Okerson & Holzman, 2015). 
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1.4.3 Advancements in ICTs 

 

1.5 Context of the study 
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1.7 Research objectives 

The main objective of the study was to examine the scholarly publishing services of MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS and MUBAS libraries. The specific objectives of the study were to: 

 Ascertain scholarly publishing services offered by MZUNI, UNIMA, KUHeS and 

MUBAS libraries; 

 Determine strategies for promoting scholarly publishing services at MZUNI, UNIMA, 

KUHeS and MUBAS libraries; 

 Establish competences of MZUNI, UNIMA, KUHeS and MUBAS library staff in 

scholarly publishing; 

 Determine the factors affecting MZUNI, UNIMA, KUHeS and MUBAS libraries in 

scholarly publishing. 

1.8 Research questions 

The main question of the study was what are the scholarly publishing services of MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS and MUBAS libraries? In particular, this thesis responded to four questions: 

 What are the scholarly publishing services offered by MZUNI, UNIMA, KUHeS and 

MUBAS libraries? 

 What are the strategies for promoting scholarly publishing services at MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS and MUBAS libraries? 

 What competences do MZUNI, UNIMA, KUHeS and MUBAS library staff have in 

scholarly publishing? 

 What are the factors affecting MZUNI, UNIMA, KUHeS and MUBAS libraries in 

scholarly publishing? 

1.9 Significance of the study 

Any study should have the ability to add to scholarly research and literature in that field; to 

improve policy, and to improve practice (Creswell, 2014). This study contributes to research 

practice by giving academic librarians insight in providing effective scholarly publishing 

services. thus, this study should be of interest to library authorities launching scholarly 

publishing programmes or already overseeing them; to library school deans engaged in keeping 

curricula up-to-date with the realities of the job market; and to future librarians wishing to join 

the profession. The study also provides a guide in developing policies and strategies to support 

scholarly publishing in public universities. The study also contributes to the literature on 

scholarly publishing in Malawian universities.  
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1.10 Scope and limitation 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 
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2.2 Sources of literature 

The literature used in this study covers issues on scholarly publishing from both print and 

electronic sources in journal articles, books, conference proceedings, book chapters, technical 

reports, research reports such as PhD and Masters dissertations, and databases such as Emerald, 

Ebscohost, Science Direct, Scopus and Google Scholar. Information sources were drawn from 

both developed and developing countries. 

2.3 Scholarly publishing services offered by university libraries  

Library and information science (LIS) literature relevant to scholarly publishing has addressed 

services offered by libraries. A qualitative case study by Li et al. (2018) investigated the library-

press partnership on scholarly publishing services in America. Results from in-depth interviews 

with librarians found that libraries offer services such as digitisation projects, services related 

to technical infrastructure, copyright advisement, information organisation and evolving 

repository services that collect, store, publish, and disseminate scholarly works.  

A survey study by LPC (2021) investigated scholarly works in academic and research libraries. 

Results of the survey questionnaire report that almost 70% of libraries listed in the 2021 library 

publishers’ directory provide a wide suite of services including copyright support; training; 

metadata services; digital object identifier (DOI) assignment; international standard serial 

number (ISSN) assignment; digitisation; hosting of supplemental content, and analytics; 

typesetting; print-on-demand; international standard book number (ISBN) registry; graphic 

design (print or web); copyediting; and author advisory.  

In Asia, libraries are also providing publishing services to their communities. A descriptive 

survey research that employed questionnaires by Sanjeeva (2017) in India found that libraries 

have added a variety of services supporting scholarly publishing including assistance in 

publication process, and development and management of institutional repositories for the 

purpose of collecting, showcasing and maximizing discovery of institutional research output. 

A review paper by Kumar (2020) in India investigated the role of libraries in enhancing the 

research visibility and collaboration of academics. The results revealed that libraries conduct 

research oriented seminars, workshops, and training activities to help researchers deal with 

relevant topics such as copyright and open access publishing. The results also revealed that 

academic libraries were arranging research conferences, colloquiums and poster presentation 

to get feedbacks and to improve the quality of research. 
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A survey by Sanjeev (2018) in India investigated the role of libraries in scholarly 

communication. Results from questionnaires revealed that training librarians in research 

activities is one of the strategies increasingly being embraced by academic libraries in 

promoting scholarly publishing. Several studies in Ghana by Adjei et al. (2019), White (2019), 

and Ry-Kottoh et al. (2022) and one in Botswana by Oladokun (2015) found that most libraries 

were training researchers in use of online databases. Similarly, a mixed methods study in 

Malawi by Chima et al. (2023) investigated the use of online databases by undergraduate 

students at a Health Sciences College in Malawi. Results from questionnaires and interviews 

with librarians revealed that the academic library subscribed to online scholarly databases 

where librarians assist researchers to access, search, and use online databases. 

2.4.3 Scholarly publishing policies  

A qualitative case study by Stapleton (2019) examined library publishing partnerships with 

scholarly societies. Results from interviews revealed that librarians were of the view that 

scholarly publishing policies provide a platform for proper conduct of publishing activities. In 

relation, some African studies also provide evidence of the necessity of policies in promoting 

scholarly publishing services. A qualitative study by Ry-Kottoh et al. (2022) in Ghana found 

that policies are essential since they guide the operations of scholarly publishing work and 

determine the responsibilities and requirements for librarians and researchers. Mixed methods 

studies in Ghana by White (2019) and White and King (2020) found that librarians were aware 

of scholarly publishing policies at their universities. The results from questionnaires and 

interviews in these studies revealed that the policy at (KNUST) library requests doctoral 

students to publish at least two peer-reviewed journal articles before they graduate. 

Studies reviewed above demonstrate availability of literature on strategies in promoting 

scholarly publishing in university libraries. However, the only known study in Malawi by 

Kapasule and Chawinga (2016) which addressed strategies in scholarly publishing was 

conducted at a college and not a public university. This gap has necessitated the study. 

2.5 Competences of library staff in scholarly publishing in academic libraries 

Academic librarians require additional skill sets to provide effective publishing services to their 

academic communities because no graduate-level training programme adequately prepares 

librarians for the full range of issues involved in library publishing (Ry-Kottoh et al., 2022). In 

response, White (2019, p. 45) calls for a set of competencies on the part of librarians to equip 

themselves in scholarly publishing. 
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Within LIS literature, there are various scholarly publishing skillsets and competencies 

identified by some associations and regional consortia like North American Special Interest 

Group (NASIG) and Special Libraries Association (SLA) (Sanjeeva & Powdwal, 2018). A 

survey by NASIG (2017) investigated the core competencies for scholarly communication 

librarians. Survey results obtained from questionnaires presented the core competencies 

required by the scholarly publishing librarians, and divided the core competencies in the 

following areas: institutional repository management, publishing services, intellectual property 

knowledge, and data management (NASIG, 2017). SLA (2016) also conducted a survey on 

competencies for information professionals. The results of the survey found various 

competencies for information professionals including information and data retrieval and 

analysis; repository management; organisation of data, information, and knowledge assets; and 

publishing services. These particular skill sets are expounded in the proceeding paragraphs. 

2.5.1 Publishing services 

In publishing services, literature calls for librarians to have knowledge of and experience with 

scholarly publishing platforms such as open source and hosted publishing solutions and digital 

publishing tools; the full life cycle of publishing; publishing standards including DOI, ISBN 

and ISSN assignment; coordinate metadata deposits with CrossRef, the Directory of Open 

Access Journals, and an understanding of schemata, such as Dublin Core (Calarco et al., 2016; 

NASIG, 2017; Raju, 2017; SLA, 2016). In a qualitative case study, Sewell and Kingsley (2017) 

investigated research support skills of academic librarians at Cambridge University in the 

United Kingdom. The results from interviews found that scholarly publishing was the skill 

most used among librarians. Also, McCormick (2015) in a literature review study found that 

publishing involves many distinct processes which include content selection; peer review; 

editing; curation, implementation of technical standards for content discovery; management of 

hardware and software; and repository development to support content hosting. A study in 

Ghana by Ry-Kottoh et al. (2022) found that the current capacity of KNUST Library staff was 

inadequate to engage in full-scale library publishing. In fact, the staff required continuous 

professional development by enrolling into additional courses at the library school, and self-

training through free online courses to build capacity to effectively engage in library publishing 

(Dzandza, 2020; Ry-Kottoh et al., 2022). These findings resonate with findings of a qualitative 

study by Skinner et al. (2015) in America and a literature review study by Schlosser (2018) 

also in America. These studies report avenues for training librarians through academic degree 

programmes, professional development workshops, and online and internship programmes. 
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2.5.2 Institutional repository management 

NASIG (2017) and SLA (2016) made calls for all scholarly publishing librarians to be fluent 

in the best practices for institutional repository content recruitment and description; managing 

the supporting technical infrastructure; have knowledge of and experience with repository 

solutions; and afford to collect, store, and preserve faculty, and student intellectual output. This 

competency would include the librarian being able to deposit a permissible copy of a work into 

an appropriate institutional repository, and related research support services. Other researchers 

also discuss of repository management services and understanding of open access as key staff 

competencies among librarians (Finlay et al., 2015; Sewell & Kingsley, 2017). 

2.5.3 Intellectual property knowledge 

Core competencies in intellectual property call for librarians to have knowledge of pertinent 

national copyright law; intellectual property legislation; understanding of author’s rights; and 

performing licensing services; (NASIG, 2017; SLA, 2016; Sutherland-Smith, 2016). In a 

qualitative content analysis, Mierzecka (2019) found that librarians require expertise in 

copyright, supporting the management of authors’ rights, open access publishing issues, and 

an understanding of funders’ and publishers’ policies related to open access. In a literature 

review study that used content analysis on ‘Scholarly communication as a core competency’ in 

America, Finlay et al. (2015) found that job advertisements with scholarly publishing as a 

primary job responsibility focusing on copyright, authors’ rights, and intellectual property were 

the key staff competencies sought among librarians. Several authors agree that intellectual 

property and copyright has emerged as a core component of academic scholarly publishing 

initiatives (Calarco et al., 2016; Myers, 2016; Schmidt et al., 2016; Sewell & Kingsley, 2017; 

Swoger et al., 2015). Literature has also revealed that many institutions are creating or beefing 

up scholarly publishing programs or are hiring librarians with expertise in intellectual property 

and copyright (Chawinga & Zinn, 2021; Koltay, 2019; White, 2019; Swoger et al., 2015).  

While there are studies in USA, UK, Australia, South Africa, Ghana, Malaysia, and India, 

investigating the knowledge and skill requirements for scholarly publishing, scanty literature 

has been identified with reference to Malawian libraries. Notable studies by Chawinga (2019) 

and Chawinga and Zinn (2021) only focused on competencies of library staff in research data 

management and found staff competences in curation standards and practices. Minus the two 

studies, no particular research has been done that explores the specific scholarly publishing 

skillsets and competencies in Malawi. The current study was therefore conducted to fill the 

prevailing gap in the literature. 
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2.6 Factors affecting scholarly publishing in university libraries 

There are a number of factors that affect scholarly publishing in libraries. Some of these include 

technological infrastructure, perception of librarians, library staff competencies, funding, 

technical support, technological issues and faculty compliance (Spiro, 2015). The proceeding 

sections discuss the key factors that affect scholarly publishing in academic libraries. 

2.6.1 Funding 

A survey conducted by Sandy and Mattern (2018) investigated the status of academic library-

based publishing in America. Questionnaire data found issues such as equipment costs and 

costs to hire/train staff. In a mixed methods study in Kenya, Wengu’a et al. (2017) investigated 

the role of Kenyan universities in promoting research and scholarly publishing. Results from 

questionnaires and interviews found that Kenyan universities face many challenges in 

implementing research and scholarly publishing activities including inadequate research funds; 

poorly funded libraries; and lack of professional equipment. Many authors similarly bemoan 

of a lack of funding specific to publishing beyond already suffocating budgets which affect 

library publishing efforts (Brantley et al., 2017; Sandy & Mattern, 2018; Saunders, 2015; 

White, 2019). In contrast to these findings, Schlosser (2018) reported results from an American 

study on building capacity for academy-owned publishing through the library publishing 

coalition. Results from the qualitative study report that over the last decade, a mix of financial 

and technological developments in academic libraries has spurred the rapid growth of library 

publishing programmes. Unlike Schlosser (2018), some authors argue that inadequate funding 

(Adjei et al., 2019; Dadzie & van der Walt, 2015), and lack of adequate and modern equipment 

(Dzandza, 2020) have been identified as the major challenges of library projects in Ghana. 

These contrasts in the findings may be due to the fact that America is a developed country in 

relation to Ghana which is a middle income nation. 

2.6.2 Staff perceptions and resistance on library publishing 

Sandy and Mattern (2018) in America, found that stakeholders within the library and the 

university were failing to sell the idea, work with campus partners, and advertise services. 

Dzandza (2020) conducted a qualitative study on digitizing of intellectual output of Ghanaian 

universities. Results from interviews with librarians report of the lack of cooperation from 

faculty members. Other studies reveal that despite the large number of institutional repositories 

that is available, research shows that they are frequently underpopulated (Borrego, 2016, 2017). 

This is in part orchestrated by the perception of academics that depositing a research article in 

a repository is not worth the gains and a lack of motivation thereof. 
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A qualitative case study by Spiro (2015) on publishing services at small academic libraries in 

America highlighted that faculty do not see the benefit of submitting their work to university 

repositories, reluctance of some faculty staff to stake their careers on publications that may not 

carry weight with tenure and promotion committees. Quality of research output motivates and 

equally raises staff and universities’ reputation and credibility (Mzuzu University, 2018). 

2.6.3 Lack of technological infrastructure 

Authors posit that technology has made a very huge impact on the conduct, publishing, 

accessing, and promotion of research; archiving of data; and scholarly publishing among 

scholars (Swoger et al., 2015). In particular, a literature review by Hawkins (2019) shows that 

libraries that are ready for scholarly publishing need to invest a minimal commitment of 

resources on technological infrastructure which often fails. Ry-Kottoh et al. (2022) in Ghana 

found that the library’s infrastructural capacity to host, disseminate, and curate digital content 

from outside the university (the platforms required for scholarly publishing) was lacking. 

Though the studies reviewed above show availability of literature on factors affecting scholarly 

publishing. Search of literature in Malawian libraries and other scholarly databases did not 

yield any published studies. Studies conducted on university libraries in Malawi have not 

focussed on factors affecting scholarly publishing, hence this study intends to fill that gap. 

2.7 Summary of the chapter 

This chapter provided views of scholars on scholarly publishing in university libraries. The 

chapter identified connections, contradictions and gaps in the literature with reference to 

scholarly publishing services offered by libraries; strategies in promoting scholarly publishing; 

competences of library staff in supporting scholarly publishing; and the factors affecting 

libraries in scholarly publishing. The review of the literature reveals that library publishing 

initiatives are expanding and growing, as is interest in exploring the future directions for 

scholarly publishing programmes initiatives. Library publishing has enthusiastically claimed a 

space in the scholarly communication landscape in Europe and America with little penetration 

in sub–Saharan Africa. In Africa, few cases were noted where scholarly publishing 

programmes were implemented. Little is known about Malawi though since published research 

on the concept is scanty. Given the increasingly complex nature of scholarship and the field of 

scholarly publishing, as well as limitations stemming from financial burdens being felt by 

libraries and their sponsoring institutions, the researcher considers this an area worth exploring. 

The next chapter discusses the theoretical model which underpinned the study. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

3.1 Introduction 

The theoretical framework is defined as “an interrelated set of constructs or variables formed 

into propositions, or hypotheses, which specify the relationship among variables in form of a 

diagram” (Creswell, 2009, p. 51). A theory and a model are two related but distinct terms 

(Pediaa, 2017). A model describes how the concepts in theory are related to each other, often 

presented in diagrammatical form to help the reader to visualise what is implied in a theory 

which it represents (Pediaa, 2017). Theories are formulated to explain, predict, and understand 

phenomena, and in many cases to challenge and extend existing knowledge within the limits 

of critical bounding assumption (University of Southern California, 2017). 

This chapter reviews and discusses a number of models including Costa’s proposed adaptation 

of Garvey and Griffith’s model of scholarly communication for a print plus electronic 

environment by Costa (1999); United Nations Information System in Science and Technology 

(UNISIST) Model by UNISIST (1971); and the Scientific Communication Lifecycle Model by 

Björk (2007). The latter was adopted for the study. This chapter presents the strengths and 

weaknesses of each model which led to the justification of the model which underpinned this 

study. Just a recap, the purpose of this study premised on examining the scholarly publishing 

services of MZUNI, UNIMA, KUHeS and MUBAS libraries in Malawi. The purpose was 

addressed by the following themes as set in chapter one: scholarly publishing services; 

strategies in promoting scholarly publishing services; competences of library staff in scholarly 

publishing; and factors affecting libraries in scholarly publishing. 

3.2 Costa’s proposed adaptation of Garvey and Griffith’s model of scholarly   

        communication for a print plus electronic environment 

Costa (1999, p. 50) reports that in the scientific context, the work of Garvey and Griffith 

provided some of the earliest contributions to the study of the communication process among 

scientists. According to Costa (1999, p. 51), Garvey and Griffith’s model was concerned with 

the dissemination aspect of the process based entirely on the printed media. Björk (2007) adds 

that the Garvey-Griffith model was a good description of how the communication process 

functioned at a time when information technology support was still lacking. A central aspect 

of the Garvey and Griffith’s model was to depict the information channels used to make 

research information public, including both formal and informal channels. 
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Hurd (1996) asserts that computer-based communication was not foreseen by the Garvey and 

Griffith’s model. This element was regarded as a weakness of the Garvey and Griffith model 

which did not also suit the current study which made inference to publication of digital research 

data in institutional repositories. Due to such limitations, Costa (1999) proposed a hybrid 

scholarly communication process model (see Figure 3.1).  

 

Figure 3. 1 Proposed adaptation of Garvey and Griffith’s model of scholarly 

communication for a print plus electronic environment (Costa, 1999) 

This proposed adapted model is based on the work done by Garvey and Griffith on print-based 

communication by scholars in the 1970’s and the adaption thereof by Hurd (1996) to 

accommodate the electronic environment used by contemporary scholars and researchers. 

Costa (1999) is of the view that scholarly communication based on printed media only, no 

longer existed. One particular strength of this model is that it deals with channels and various 

ways of scholarly communication which would be essential for academic librarians. However, 

this model was not used in the study since a review of literature so far did not show this model 

being validated. Further, the model premised on educating doctoral students in order to 

effectively disseminate their research findings which was not the focus of the current study. 
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3.3 United Nations Information System in Science and Technology Model 

The United Nations Information System in Science and Technology proposed a model of 

scholarly publishing in 1971 which was later revised by Trine Søndergaard, Jack Andersen and 

Birger Hjørland in 2003 (see Figure 3.2).  

 

Figure 3. 2 UNISIST model (UNISIST, 1971) 
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3.4 The Scientific Communication Lifecycle Model 

 



 

25 
 

 

Figure 3. 3 The Scientific Communication Lifecycle Model (Björk, 2007) 

3.4.1 Stages of the model 

This model depicts the whole scholarly communication life-cycle consisting of four separate 

stages. The stages include fund research and development; perform the research; communicate 

the results; and apply the knowledge (Björk, 2007). These core activities have also shaped the 

themes of this study. The proceeding paragraphs present the main constructs of the model. 

3.4.1.1 Fund research and development 

As well alluded to in the previous paragraphs, this model consists of four separate stages. One 

important aspect of the process is the funding of the activities in scholarly publishing which 

was the focus of objective number four of the study on factors affecting scholarly publishing 

in academic libraries. Bjork (2007, p. 8) indicated that, although parts of the overall process 

are carried out by commercially operating parties, almost all stages are predominantly funded 

by public finance via university budgets, research grant organisations. 
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3.4.1.4 Apply the knowledge 

 



 

28 
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Table 3. 1 Mapping the research questions to the variables of the adopted model 

Research 

questions 

Variables being 

addressed 

Source of 

variables 

Selected prior studies 

that used these models 

What are the 

scholarly 

publishing 

services offered 

by MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS 

and MUBAS 

libraries? 

Institutional 

repositories, scholarly 

communication, and 

scholarly publishing 

services. 

 

Types of scholarly 

works published  

The Scientific 

Communication 

Lifecycle Model 

(Björk, 2007) 

 

The Scientific 

Communication 

Lifecycle Model 

(Björk, 2007) 

 White (2019) used the 

model to investigate the 

scholarly communication 

guidance as a core 

service by the KNUST 

library staff in Kumasi, 

Ghana. 

 

 A review of literature by 

Ketchum (2017) 

discussed the model and 

its use for the health 

sciences librarian in 

responding to change in 

scholarly publishing. 
 

 Vlasenko et al. (2021) 

used the model in 

developing and 

supporting a 

comprehensive program 

of activities to develop 

sustainable core skills in 

novice scientists in 

Ukraine. 

 

 Waller and Bazeley 

(2014) applied the 

scholarly communication 

lifecycle in their study on 

empowering faculty in 

transforming scholarly 

communication at Miami 

University, Oxford Ohio.  

What are the 

strategies in 

promoting 

scholarly 

publishing at 

MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS 

and MUBAS 

libraries? 

Institutional 

repositories 

 

Scholarly publishing 

policies 

The Scientific 

Communication 

Lifecycle Model 

(Björk, 2007) 

What 

competences do 

MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS 

and MUBAS 

library staff have 

in scholarly 

publishing? 

Institutional 

repositories  

 

Librarians’ skills. 

Knowledge levels in 

publishing 

The Scientific 

Communication 

Lifecycle Model 

(Björk, 2007) 

What are the 

factors affecting 

MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS 

and MUBAS 

libraries in  

scholarly 

publishing? 

Technological 

infrastructure, 

perception of 

librarians, library staff 

competencies, 

funding, technical 

support, and 

technological issues  

The Scientific 

Communication 

Lifecycle Model 

(Björk, 2007) 

3.5 Summary of the chapter 

This chapter has presented and discussed the Scientific Communication Lifecycle Model 

developed by Björk (2007) and why it has been adopted in this study. It also examined other 

models, their assumptions, their key strengths and weaknesses and why they were not adopted 

by this study. Chapter four which follows provides the research methodology. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

4.1 Introduction 
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4.2.1 Interpretivism 
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4.2.4 Pragmatism 
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4.3.2 Embedded design 
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4.4.2 Qualitative methods 
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Table 4. 1 Target population (N=28) 

Institution Category of population Total 

 University 

Librarian  

Senior Assistant 

Librarian 

Assistant 

Librarian 

Senior Library 

Assistant 

 

MZUNI 1 3 2 3 9 

UNIMA 1 2 2 2 7 

KUHeS 1 4 2 0 7 

MUBAS 1 1 2 1 5 

Total  4 10 8 6 28 

4.6 Sampling 
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4.6.1 Sampling frame and sample size 
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Based on a purposive sampling technique and census method as discussed in the preceding 

section, in all, four university librarians, ten senior assistant librarians, eight assistant librarians 

and six senior library assistants were included in the study (see Table 4.2). 

Table 4. 2 Sample size of the study (n= 28) 

University Category of population 

University 

librarian  

Senior assistant 

librarian 

Assistant 

librarian 

Senior library 

assistant 

MZUNI 1 3 2 3 

UNIMA 1 2 2 2 

KUHeS 1 4 2 0 

MUBAS 1 1 2 1 

Subtotal 4 10 8 6 

Total sample  28 

4.7 Data collection instruments 

Gray (2013) defines data collection instruments as tools used by researchers to collect data 

about the subject under study in the research process. The adoption of an explanatory sequential 

research design in this study meant that the study had two phases of data collection. Therefore, 

the researcher used a questionnaire and an interview guide to gather quantitative and qualitative 

data respectively. 

4.7.1 Questionnaires 

Questionnaires were used to collect quantitative data from senior library assistants and assistant 

librarians. The questionnaire had sections A to E. Section A sought to collect demographic 

data, section B collected data on scholarly publishing services, section C collected data on 

strategies in promoting scholarly publishing, section D collected data on competencies of 

library staff in scholarly publishing, and section E gathered data on factors affecting university 

libraries in scholarly publishing. This study adopted the questionnaire due to its ability to elicit 

quantitative data on unobservable behaviour, such as feelings, attitudes, ideas, opinions, and 

viewpoints. The questionnaire was comparatively convenient and inexpensive since it was easy 

to use and helped maintain confidentiality of respondents (Kumar, 2019). It also allowed to 

gather quantitative data from the whole sample to ensure representativeness (Pickard, 2013). 
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4.9 Data collection procedures and management 
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Table 4. 3 Concept mapping 

Research 

question 

Variables being addressed Sources 

of data 

Data tool Data 

analysis 

technique 

What are the 

scholarly 

publishing 

services offered 

by MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS 

and MUBAS 

libraries? 

 

What type of 

scholarly works 

are published by 

MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS 

and MUBAS 

libraries? 

Scholarly publishing issues 

(copyright, open access, 

plagiarism, metadata services, 

publishing ISSN assignment, 

and digitization). 

 

Institutional repositories, 

Types of scholarly 

communication Completed 

research including formal and 

informal publications, journal 

articles, e-books, book 

reviews, ETDs, and 

conference papers and 

proceedings. 

Senior 

Library 

staff 

 

UL, 

SAL 

 

Senior 

Library 

staff 

 

UL, 

SAL 

Questionnaire 

 

 

 

Interview 

guide 

 

Questionnaire 

 

 

 

Interview 

guide 

SPSS 

 

 

 

Thematic  

 

 

SPSS 

 

 

 

Thematic 

What are the 

strategies in 

promoting 

scholarly 

publishing at 

MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS 

and MUBAS 

libraries? 

Institutional repositories 

 

Scholarly publishing policies 

Senior 

Library 

staff 

 

UL, 

SAL 

Questionnaire 

 

 

 

Interview 

guide 

SPSS 

 

 

 

Thematic 

What 

competences 

does MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS 

and MUBAS  

library staff have 

in scholarly 

publishing? 

Institutional repositories  

 

Librarians’ skills: content 

selection, curation; 

institutional repository 

management implementation 

of technical standards for 

content discovery; 

management of hardware and 

software. 

Senior 

Library 

staff 

 

UL, 

SAL  

Questionnaire 

 

 

 

Interview 

guide 

SPSS 

 

 

 

Thematic 

What are the 

factors that affect 

scholarly 

publishing at 

MZUNI, 

UNIMA, KUHeS 

and MUBAS 

libraries? 

Technological infrastructure, 

staffing and organizational 

structure, perception of 

librarians, library staff 

competencies, funding, 

technical support, 

technological issues and 

faculty compliance 

Senior 

Library 

staff 

 

UL, 

SAL  

Questionnaire 

 

 

 

Interview 

guide 

SPSS 

 

 

 

Thematic 
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4.10 Reliability and validity of research instruments 
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4.12 Ethical considerations 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS  

5.1 Introduction 
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5.3 Demographic information of the respondents 

The first section of the questionnaire sought the demographic details of respondents, namely, 

gender, library position, qualifications, and years of service. 

5.3.1 Gender of respondents 

This item required respondents to indicate their gender. The results are presented in Figure 5.1.  

 

Figure 5. 1 Gender of respondents (n=24) 

Results presented in Figure 5.1 show that there were a total of 16 (67%) males and eight (33%) 

females who participated in the study. Out of the 16 males, seven (88%) were from MZUNI, 

four (67%) were from KUHeS, three (50%) were from UNIMA, and two (50%) were from 

MUBAS. Of the eight females, three (50%) were from UNIMA, two (50%) from MUBAS, two 

(33%) from KUHeS and only one (33%) from MZUNI. The results suggest that there were 

more male participants than female participants in this study. 
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5.3.2 Library position of respondents 

The study required participants to indicate the positions they held in the library. The results are 

presented in Table 5.1.  

Table 5. 1 Library positions held by respondents (n=24) 

Library position MZUNI UNIMA MUBAS KUHeS Total 

University Librarian 1(12%) 1(17%) 1(25%) 1(17%) 4(17%) 

Senior Assistant Librarian 2(25%) 1(17%) 1(25%) 3(50%) 7(29%) 

Assistant Librarian 1(12%) 2(33%) 1(25%) 2(33%) 6(25%) 

Senior Library Assistant 4(50%) 2(33%) 1(25%) 0(0%) 7(29%) 

Results in table 5.1 show that there were four (17%) University Librarians, one from each 

university; seven (29%) Senior Assistant Librarians out of which two (25%) were from 

MZUNI, one (17%) from UNIMA, one (25%) from MUBAS, and three (50%) from KUHeS; 

six (25%) Assistant Librarians out of which one (12%) was from MZUNI, two (33%) from 

UNIMA, one (25%) from MUBAS, and two (33%) were from KUHeS; seven (29%) Senior 

Library Assistants out of which four (50%) were from MZUNI, two (33%) were from UNIMA, 

one (25%) was from MUBAS, and none (0%) from KUHeS. The results show that most library 

staff held the position of Senior Assistant Librarian and Senior Library Assistant. 

5.3.3 Qualifications held by respondents 

This item asked respondents to indicate their qualifications. Results are presented in Table 5.2. 

Table 5. 2 Qualifications held by respondents 

Library position MZUNI UNIMA MUBAS KUHeS Total 

PhD 1(12%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(4%) 

Master’s degree 4(50%) 4(67%) 1(25%) 5(83%) 14(58%) 

Bachelor’s degree 3(38%) 2(33%) 3(75%) 1(17% 9(38%) 

Results presented in Table 5.2 show that at MZUNI, four (50%) library staff had a master’s 

degree, three (38%) had a bachelor’s degree, and one (12%) had a PhD. At UNIMA four (67%) 

library staff had a master’s degree and two (33%) had a bachelor’s degree. Five (83%) library 

staff at KUHeS had a master’s degree, and one (17%) had a bachelor’s degree. At MUBAS 

three (75%) library staff had a master’s degree and only one (25%) had a bachelor’s degree. 

This study shows that the majority of library staff had a master’s degree qualification.  
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5.4 Scholarly publishing services offered in university libraries 

The second objective of the study intended to find out the scholarly publishing services offered 

by university libraries. It investigated the scholarly publishing services offered by university 

libraries and the types of scholarly works published in library platforms. 

5.4.1 Scholarly publishing services in university libraries 

The researcher wanted to find out the scholarly publishing services offered by libraries and 

respondents were asked select any of the following options: offering, not offering but has 

capacity), not offering (has no capacity) and not sure. The results are presented in Table 5.3. 

Table 5. 3 Scholarly publishing services offered in university libraries 

 

Scholarly publishing services 

 

University 

Offering Not offering 

(has capacity) 

Not offering 

(has no capacity) 

Not Sure 

f % f % f % f % 

Repository services 

MZUNI 8 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 2 33 3 50 1 17 0 0 

KUHeS 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 3 75 1 25 0 0 0 0 

Total 19 79 4 17 1 4 0 0 

Citation management 

MZUNI 6 75 2 25 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 4 67 0 0 2 33 0 0 

KUHeS 5 83 1 17 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 2 50 1 25 0 0 1 25 

Total 17 71 4 17 2 8 1 4 

Information organisation 

MZUNI 7 88 1 13 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 3 50 2 33 1 17 0 0 

KUHeS 4 67 2 33 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 3 75 0 0 0 0 1 25 

Total 17 71 5 21 1 4 1 4 

Research clinics and promotion 

MZUNI 7 88 1 13 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 3 50 1 17 1 17 1 17 

KUHeS 5 83 1 17 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 2 50 0 0 1 25 1 25 

Total 17 71 3 12 2 8 2 8 

Training and teaching topics in 

publishing 

MZUNI 3 38 3 36 1 13 1 13 

UNIMA 3 50 2 33 1 17 0 0 

KUHeS 5 83 0 0 1 17 0 0 

MUBAS 4 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 15 62 5 21 3 12 1 4 

Author advisory services 
MZUNI 3 36 4 50 1 13 0 0 

UNIMA 5 83 0 0 1 17 0 0 
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KUHeS 4 67 2 33 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 3 75 0 0 1 25 0 0 

Total 15 62 6 25 3 12 0 0 

Research seminars 

MZUNI 8 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 2 33 2 33 1 17 1 17 

KUHeS 4 67 2 33 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 1 25 1 25 1 25 1 25 

Total 15 62 5 21 2 8 2 8 

Digitisation 

MZUNI 8 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 3 50 1 17 2 33 0 0 

KUHeS 3 50 3 50 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 0 0 4 17 0 0 0 0 

Total 14 58 8 33 2 8 0 0 

Assistance in publication process 

MZUNI 3 36 5 63 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 3 50 2 33 1 17 0 0 

KUHeS 5 83 0 0 1 17 0 0 

MUBAS 2 50 1 25 1 25 0 0 

Total 13 54 8 33 3 12 0 0 

Plagiarism check 

MZUNI 0 0 8 100 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 3 50 2 33 1 17 0 0 

KUHeS 5 83 1 17 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 4 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 12 50 11 46 1 4 0 0 

Indexing in scholarly databases 

MZUNI 4 50 3 36 1 13 0 0 

UNIMA 2 33 3 50 1 17 0 0 

KUHeS 2 33 3 50 0 0 1 17 

MUBAS 3 75 0 0 1 25 0 0 

Total 11 46 9 38 3 12 1 4 

Intellectual property and copyright 

licensing 

MZUNI 3 36 3 36 0 0 2 25 

UNIMA 2 33 3 50 1 17 0 0 

KUHeS 3 50 3 50 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 3 75 0 0 1 25 0 0 

Total 11 46 9 38 2 8 2 8 

Publishing new manuscripts and 

supporting digital scholarship 

MZUNI 4 50 4 50 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 1 17 3 50 1 17 1 17 

KUHeS 3 50 1 17 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 2 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 10 42 8 33 1 4 5 21 

Hosting of journals and 

supplemental content 

MZUNI 2 25 4 50 0 0 2 25 

UNIMA 1 17 2 33 1 17 2 33 

KUHeS 3 50 1 17 0 0 2 33 

MUBAS 2 50 0 0 1 25 1 25 

Total 8 33 7 29 2 8 7 29 
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Graphic design 

MZUNI 3 36 3 36 2 25 0 0 

UNIMA 2 33 2 33 2 33 0 0 

KUHeS 2 33 0 0 4 67 0 0 

MUBAS 0 0 0 0 2 50 2 50 

Total 7 29 5 21 10 42 2 8 

Typesetting MZUNI 5 63 3 38 0 0 0 0 

UNIMA 2 33 2 33 2 33 0 0 

KUHeS 0 0 2 33 2 33 2 33 

MUBAS 0 0 0 0 2 50 2 50 

Total 7 29 7 29 6 25 4 17 

Editing and peer review 

MZUNI 1 13 6 75 1 13 0 0 

UNIMA 4 67 0 0 2 33 0 0 

KUHeS 0 0 6 100 0 0 0 0 

MUBAS 1 25 3 75 0 0 0 0 

Total 6 25 15 62 3 12 0 0 

Services related to technical 

infrastructure 

MZUNI 3 36 2 25 0 0 3 36 

UNIMA 2 33 1 17 2 33 1 17 

KUHeS 0 0 2 33 3 50 1 17 

MUBAS 0 0 0 0 3 75 1 25 

Total 5 21 5 21 8 33 6 25 

Hosting and administering websites 

of journals 

MZUNI 3 36 2 25 2 25 1 13 

UNIMA 1 17 3 50 1 17 1 17 

KUHeS 0 0 2 33 3 50 1 17 

MUBAS 0 0 2 50 0 0 2 50 

Total 4 17 9 38 6 25 5 21 

Digital object identifier assignment 

MZUNI 0 0 5 63 2 25 1 13 

UNIMA 2 33 2 33 1 17 1 17 

KUHeS 1 17 0 0 4 67 1 17 

MUBAS 0 0 0 0 1 25 3 75 

Total 3 12 7 29 8 33 6 25 

Journal publishing platforms such as 

OJS 

MZUNI 1 13 4 50 2 25 1 13 

UNIMA 0 0 4 67 1 17 1 17 

KUHeS 0 0 1 17 4 67 1 17 

MUBAS 0 0 0 0 2 50 2 50 

Total 1 4 9 38 9 38 5 21 

ISSN assignment 

MZUNI 0 0 5 63 2 25 1 13 

UNIMA 0 0 2 33 2 33 2 33 

KUHeS 1 17 1 17 3 50 1 17 

MUBAS 0 0 1 25 3 75 0 0 

Total  1 4 9 38 10 42 4 17 
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Findings presented in Table 5.3 show that in terms of repository services, 19 (79%) mentioned 

were offering, four (17%) said were not offering but had capacity, and one (4%) said were not 

offering because had no capacity. For citation management, 17 (71%) mentioned were offering, 

four (17%) said were not offering but had capacity, two (8%) said were not offering because 

had no capacity and one (4%) was not sure. For information organisation, 17 (71%) mentioned 

were offering, five (21%) said were not offering but had capacity, one (4%) said were not 

offering because had no capacity and one (4%) was not sure. For research clinics and 

promotion, 17 (71%) mentioned were offering, three (12%) said were not offering but had 

capacity, two (8%) said were not offering because had no capacity and two (8%) said were not 

sure. For training and teaching topics in publishing, 15 (62%) mentioned were offering, five 

(21%) said were not offering but had capacity, three (12%) said were not offering because had 

no capacity and one (4%) was not sure. For author advisory services, 15 (62%) mentioned were 

offering, six (25%) said were not offering but had capacity, and three (12%) said were not 

offering because had no capacity. For research seminars, 15 (62%) mentioned were offering, 

five (21%) said were not offering but had capacity, two (8%) said were not offering because 

had no capacity and two (8%) said were not sure. For digitisation services, 14 (58%) mentioned 

were offering, eight (33%) said were not offering but had capacity, and two (8%) said were not 

offering because had no capacity. For assistance in publication process, 13 (54%) mentioned 

were offering, eight (33%) said were not offering but had capacity, and three (12%) said were 

not offering because had no capacity. For plagiarism check, 12 (50%) mentioned were offering, 

11 (46%) said were not offering but had capacity, and one (4%) said were not offering because 

had no capacity. For indexing in scholarly databases, 11 (46%) mentioned were offering, nine 

(38%) said were not offering but had capacity, three (12%) said were not offering because had 

no capacity and one (4%) was not sure. For intellectual property and copyright licensing, 11 

(46%) mentioned were offering, nine (38%) said were not offering but had capacity, two (8%) 

said were not offering because had no capacity and two (8%) said were not sure. For publishing 

new manuscripts and supporting digital scholarship, 10 (42%) mentioned were offering, eight 

(33%) said were not offering but had capacity, one (4%) said were not offering because had no 

capacity and five (21%) said were not sure. For hosting of journals and supplemental content, 

eight (33%) mentioned were offering, seven (29%) said were not offering but had capacity, 

two (8%) said were not offering because had no capacity and seven (29%) said were not sure. 

For graphic design, seven (29%) mentioned were offering, five (21%) said were not offering 

but had capacity, 10 (42%) said were not offering because had no capacity and two (8%) said 

were not sure. For typesetting services, seven (29%) mentioned were offering, seven (29%) 
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said were not offering but had capacity, six (25%) said were not offering because had no 

capacity and four (17%) said were not sure. For editing and peer review, six (25%) mentioned 

were offering, 15 (62%) said were not offering but had capacity, and three (12%) said were not 

offering because had no capacity. For services related to technical infrastructure, five (21%) 

mentioned were offering, five (21%) said were not offering but had capacity, eight (33%) said 

were not offering because had no capacity and six (25%) said were not sure. For hosting and 

administering websites of journals, four (17%) mentioned were offering, nine (38%) said were 

not offering but had capacity, six (25%) said were not offering because had no capacity and 

five (21%) said were not sure. For indexing in scholarly databases, 11 (46%) mentioned were 

offering, nine (38%) said were not offering but had capacity, three (12%) said were not offering 

because had no capacity and one (4%) was not sure. For DOI assignment, three (12%) 

mentioned were offering, seven (29%) said were not offering but had capacity, eight (33%) 

said were not offering because had no capacity and six (25%) said were not sure. For Journal 

publishing platforms, one (4%) mentioned were offering, nine (25%) said were not offering 

but had capacity, nine (38%) said were not offering because had no capacity and five (21%) 

said were not sure. For ISSN assignment, one (4%) mentioned were offering, nine (38%) said 

were not offering but had capacity, 10 (42%) said were not offering because had no capacity 

and four (17%) said were not sure. 

 

Results from individual universities show that at MZUNI, the services that the library was 

already offering included repository services, digitisation, and research seminars with scores 

of eight (100%) each; information organisation, and research clinics and promotion with a 

score of seven (88%) each; citation management with a score of six (75%); and typesetting 

with a score of five (63%). 

At KUHeS, library staff indicate that the library was already offering eight scholarly publishing 

services namely, repository services with a score of six (100%); citation management, research 

clinics and promotion, assistance in publication process, plagiarism check, and training and 

teaching topics in publishing with a score of five (83%) each; and information organisation, 

research seminars, and author advisory services with a score of four (67%) each. 

At MUBAS, library staff indicated that the library was already offering training and teaching 

topics in publishing and plagiarism check with a score of four (100%) each; repository services, 

information organisation, author advisory, intellectual property and copyright licensing, and 

indexing in scholarly databases with a score of three (75%) each. 
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At UNIMA the library was already offering three scholarly publishing services namely, author 

advisory services with a score of five (83%), and citation management, editing, and peer 

review, with a score of four (67%) each. 

The results suggest that the main services offered by all university libraries include repository 

services, citation management, information organisation, research clinics and promotion, 

training and teaching topics in publishing, author advisory services, digitisation, assistance in 

publication process, and plagiarism check. Further analysis of the results in Table 5.3 show 

that at MZUNI, the main services offered include repository services, digitisation, research 

seminars which register scores of eight (100%) each. At UNIMA, the main service offered is 

author advisory service with a score of five (83%). At KUHeS, the main service offered is 

repository service with a score of six (100%). At MUBAS, the main services offered include 

plagiarism check, and training and teaching topics in publishing with a score of four (100%) 

each. The results further reveal that MUBAS, KUHeS and MZUNI offer more scholarly 

publishing services than UNIMA. 

The findings in Table 5.3 further show that some of the libraries were not offering some 

services. For instance, MZUNI was not offering plagiarism check, DOI assignment, and ISSN 

assignment. UNIMA was not offering journal publishing platforms such as OJS, and ISSN 

assignment. KUHeS was not offering typesetting, editing and peer review, services related to 

technical infrastructure, hosting and administering websites of journals, and journal publishing 

platforms such as OJS. MUBAS was not offering digitisation services, graphic design, 

typesetting, services related to technical infrastructure, hosting and administering websites of 

journals, DOI assignment, ISSN assignment, and Journal publishing platforms such as OJS. 

In relation to these findings, the researcher conducted interviews to establish why the libraries 

were not offering some services despite having the capacity. Results are presented belo 

At MZUNI, these services were not offered because of a lack of financial and technical support 

from the university management and that some of the services are being handled by other 

departments. This is proven by the following comments: 

 One thing critical is the lack of political and organisational will from the top authorities 

who have failed to support and formalise MZUNI press and provide a platform for 

scholarly publishing within the university and particularly the university library 

(MZUNI Participant 1). 
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 As a library, we do not have the necessary machinery and systems to venture into the 

scholarly publishing business because were already struggling with the lack of 

financial and institutional support (MZUNI Participant 2). 

 Some of these services are now being handled by some other departments, for example, 

plagiarism check which the library was providing is now planned to be under the 

responsibility of the Directorate of Research (MZUNI Participant 1). 

At UNIMA, these services were not offered because of a lack of demand from researchers. 

This is proven by the following comments: 

 We provide our services based on user needs, and for these publishing services, we 

have not received any demand from the researchers (UNIMA Participant 1). 

 No one has asked for any of these services in our library. Hence, we have not provided 

them ourselves (UNIMA Participant 2). 

 We have not catered our library for some of these services, that is why they are not 

being offered (UNIMA Participant 3). 

At KUHeS, these services were not offered because of challenges due to technological 

infrastructure. This is proven by the following comments: 

 Some of these services such as hosting and administering websites of journals, and 

journal publishing platforms such as OJS require very robust and advanced 

infrastructures which we do not have ourselves (KUHeS Participant 1). 

 Were challenged technologically and we do not have the required infrastructure to 

support all these services (KUHeS Participant 2). 

At MUBAS, these services were not offered because the library has inadequate staff expertise 

to provide all the required services. This is proven by the following comments: 

 We do not have sufficient staff with the required expertise to provide some of the 

services (MUBAS Participant 1). 

 I don’t think were ready since we exist as an institution established to provide access 

to knowledge and not necessarily publishing it ourselves (MUBAS Participant 2). 

5.4.2 Types of scholarly works published in library platforms 

This questionnaire item was aimed at establishing the types of scholarly works that the 

university libraries publish using their platforms. The results are presented in Table 5.4. 
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Table 5. 4 Types of scholarly works published in library platforms 

Types of scholarly works published in 

library platforms 

Institution Total 

MZUNI 

n=8 

UNIMA 

n=6 

KUHeS 

n=6 

MUBAS 

n=4 

 

n=24 

f % f % f % f % f % 

Electronic theses and dissertations 7 88 5 83 6 100 4 100 22 91 

Conference papers and proceedings 7 88 4 67 4 67 4 100 19 79 

Special collections materials  4 50 4 67 4 67 2 50 14 58 

Technical and research reports  4 50 2 33 3 50 3 75 12 50 

Newsletters  1 13 4 67 4 67 3 75 12 50 

Peer-reviewed monographs and periodicals 3 38 4 68 3 50 1 25 11 46 

Research posters 3 38 1 17 4 67 3 75 11 46 

Course modules  1 13 2 33 5 83 3 75 11 46 

Campus journals 1 13 1 17 6 100 3 75 11 46 

Scholarly and scientific data collections 1 13 2 33 4 67 1 25 8 33 

Databases and datasets  1 13 3 50 2 33 1 25 7 29 

Digital representations of archives of papers 2 25 3 50 1 14 0 4 6 25 

Textbooks 0 0 3 50 3 50 0 0 6 25 

Monographs  0 0 3 50 3 50 0 0 6 25 

Digital humanities projects 0 0 0 0 2 33 1 25 3 13 

Niche journals  1 13 2 33 0 0 0 0 3 13 

Personal memoirs carried out by staff 0 0 2 33 0 0 0 0 2 8 

3-D models and computer codes 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 17 1 4 

 

The results in Table 5.4 indicate that 22 (91%) indicated electronic theses and dissertations, 19 

(79%) indicated conference papers and proceedings, 14 (58%) indicated special collections 

materials, 12 (50%) indicated technical and research reports, and 12 (50%) said newsletters. 

Findings in Table 5.4 show further that between one (4%) and 11 (46%) participants indicated 

peer-reviewed monographs and periodicals, research posters, course modules, campus 

journals, scholarly and scientific data collections, databases and datasets, digital 

representations of archives of papers, textbooks, monographs, digital humanities projects, 

niche journals, personal memoirs carried out by staff and 3-D models and computer codes.  

Further analysis of the results presented in Table 5.4 show that at MZUNI, the main types of 

scholarly works published by the library include electronic theses and dissertations, conference 

papers and proceedings, special collections materials and technical and research reports which 

register scores between four (50%) and seven (88%). 
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At UNIMA, the main types of scholarly works published by the library include electronic 

theses and dissertations, conference papers and proceedings and special collections materials 

which registered scores of between four (67%) and five (83%). 

At KUHeS, the main types of scholarly works published by the library include electronic theses 

and dissertations, conference papers and proceedings, special collections materials, technical 

and research reports, newsletters, research posters, course modules and campus journals, 

scholarly and scientific data collections, databases and datasets, digital representations of 

archives of papers, textbooks and monographs which registered scores between four (67%) and 

six (100%). 

At MUBAS, the main types of scholarly works published by the library include electronic 

theses and dissertations, conference papers and proceedings, special collections materials, 

technical and research reports, newsletters, research posters, course modules and campus 

journals which registered scores between three (75%) and six (100%). 

The results suggest that main types of scholarly works published by all university libraries 

include electronic theses and dissertations, conference papers and proceedings, special 

collections materials and technical and research reports. The results further show that MUBAS 

and KUHeS publish more types of scholarly works than MZUNI and UNIMA. 

5.5 Strategies for promoting scholarly publishing services in university libraries 

The second objective of the study intended to find out the strategies in promoting scholarly 

publishing services in university libraries. It specifically investigated the strategies for 

promoting scholarly publishing and the availability of scholarly publishing policies. 

5.5.1 Strategies for promoting scholarly publishing  

Initially, the researcher wanted to find out the strategies the university libraries use in 

promoting scholarly publishing. The results are presented in Table 5.5. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

55 
 

Table 5. 5 Strategies for promoting scholarly publishing 

Scholarly publishing strategies University  

 MZUNI UNIMA KUHeS MUBAS Total 

Depositing of theses and dissertations in an 

institutional repository 

8 (100%) 5 (83%) 6 (100%) 2 (50%) 21 (88%) 

Directing students to peer reviewed journals 6 (75%) 6 (100%) 6 (100%) 3 (75%) 21 (88%) 

Training researchers in research and publishing 6 (75%) 4 (67%) 6 (100%) 4 (100%) 20 (84%) 

Organising research seminars 2 (25%) 4 (67%) 4 (67%) 1 (25%) 11 (49%) 

Providing publishing guidelines to students 

and supervisors 

0 (0%) 3 (50%) 6 (100%) 0 (0%) 9 (38%) 

The results in Table 5.5 indicate that 21 (88%) promote scholarly publishing by depositing 

theses and dissertations in an institutional repository, 21 (88%) said by directing students to 

peer reviewed journals, 20 (84%) said training researchers in research and scholarly publishing 

skills, 11 (49%) said organising research seminars and nine (38%) said providing publishing 

guidelines to students and supervisors.  

With regards to MZUNI, results show that eight (100%) promote scholarly publishing by 

depositing theses and dissertations in an institutional repository, six (75%) said by directing 

students to peer reviewed journals, six (75%) said training researchers in research and scholarly 

publishing, two (25%) said organising research seminars, and none (0%) said providing 

publishing guidelines to students and supervisors. The results show that the main strategies for 

promoting scholarly activities at MZUNI include depositing theses and dissertations in an 

institutional repository, directing students to peer reviewed journals, and training researchers 

in research and scholarly publishing. 

At UNIMA, results show that five (83%) promote scholarly publishing by depositing theses 

and dissertations in an institutional repository, six (100%) said by directing students to peer 

reviewed journals, four (67%) said training researchers in research and scholarly publishing, 

four (67%) said organising research seminars and three (75%) said providing publishing 

guidelines to students and supervisors. The results suggest that the key strategies for promoting 

scholarly publishing at UNIMA are directing students to peer reviewed journals, depositing 

theses and dissertations in an institutional repository, and providing publishing guidelines to 

students and supervisors. 
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At KUHeS, results show that six (100%) promote scholarly publishing by depositing theses 

and dissertations in an institutional repository, six (100%) said by directing students to peer 

reviewed journals, six (100%) said training researchers in research, six (100%) said providing 

publishing guidelines to students and supervisors, and four (67%) said organising research 

seminars. The results suggest that the key strategies for promoting scholarly publishing at 

KUHeS are depositing theses and dissertations in an institutional repository, directing students 

to peer reviewed journals, training researchers in research and scholarly publishing skills, and 

providing publishing guidelines to students and supervisors. 

For MUBAS, results show that two (50%) promote scholarly publishing by depositing theses 

and dissertations in an institutional repository, three (75%) said by directing students to peer 

reviewed journals, four (100%) said training researchers in research and scholarly publishing 

skills, one (25%) said organising research seminars and none (0%) said providing publishing 

guidelines to students and supervisors. The results suggest that the key strategies for promoting 

scholarly publishing at MUBAS are training researchers in research and scholarly publishing 

and directing students to peer reviewed journals. 

The results suggest that the main strategies employed by universities in promoting scholarly 

publishing include depositing theses and dissertations in an institutional repository, directing 

students to peer reviewed journals and training researchers in research and scholarly 

publishing. The results show further that MZUNI mostly use depositing of thesis and 

dissertations in an institutional repository, UNIMA mostly use directing students to peer 

reviewed journals, KUHeS mostly use four strategies which include  depositing of thesis in an 

institutional repository, directing students to peer reviewed journals, training researchers in 

research and scholarly publishing services, and providing publishing guidelines to students and 

supervisors, and MUBAS mostly train researchers in scholarly publishing services. 

During follow-up interviews, the researcher wanted to find out why libraries mostly used three 

strategies namely, depositing theses and dissertations in an institutional repository, directing 

students to peer reviewed journals and training researchers in research and the reasons the other 

strategies were not commonly or not used at all.  

At MZUNI, it was revealed that the library prioritises depositing of thesis and dissertations 

with the interest of building a local collection of research output whilst the other strategies are 

left under the responsibility of other university departments who also handle research activities. 

This is evidenced by the following quotes: 
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 I believe that programme documents should specify conditions or stipulations that 

guide the publication of research articles with supervisors as conditions for a student 

to graduate (MZUNI Participant 1). 

 We mostly use depositing of theses and dissertations in an institutional repository. As 

a library, we are interested in building our digital collection for the research generated 

by the university and to promote research dissemination (MZUNI Participant 2). 

 We have not been having presentation at seminars because the university had a public 

events coordinator who was responsible for organizing research presentations and 

seminars (MZUNI Participant 1). 

At UNIMA, it was revealed that they have a policy that promotes the depositing of theses and 

dissertations in an institutional repository. However, the library lacks capacity to provide all 

the strategies due to inadequate resources and expertise from library staff. This is evidenced by 

the following quotes: 

 We have the special collections section in which we have a policy that we should get 

hold of any Malawian publication produced by local authors (UNIMA Participant 1). 

 Sometimes we provide support to those that are self-publishing by giving them the 

necessary advice on how they can approach self-publishing and use peer reviewed 

journals (UNIMA Participant 1). 

 We do not utilise all the strategies due to lack of expertise and resources to help 

researchers in all publishing promotion strategies (UNIMA Participant 2). 

At KUHeS, it was revealed that the responsibility for some of the strategies is not invested 

within the library as the library handles some of the responsibilities through its designated 

library staff. This is evidenced by the following quotes: 

 We promote scholarly publishing through depositing of theses and dissertations in an 

institutional repository for preservation of research (KUHeS Participant 1). 

 Publishing with supervisors should be promoted within departments and faculties 

rather than being an issue for the library (KUHeS Participant 3). 

 We have a reference librarian trusted with the responsibility of guiding researchers 

and teaching them skills in scholarly publishing. He also provides guidance to students 

and refers them to peer reviewed journals for publishing (KUHeS Participant 2). 

At MUBAS, it was revealed that the lack of a policy makes it hard for them to follow all the 

strategies in promoting scholarly publishing. This is evidenced by the following quotes: 
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 Taking note that we do not have a policy to guide scholarly publishing, we lack the 

documentation to support these services (MUBAS Participant 1). 

 Organising seminars for research publication is being done by the Malawi Library 

Association that provides forums for research dissemination, whilst MUBAS library 

simply provides support to the association (MUBAS Participant 2). 

5.5.2 Availability of scholarly publishing policies 

This item found out if respondents were aware about the existence of any scholarly publishing 

policies to promote scholarly publishing in their libraries. Results are presented in Table 5.6. 

Table 5. 6 Policy on scholarly publishing services 

University f % 

MZUNI (n=8) 3  36 

UNIMA (n=6) 3  50 

MUBAS (n=6) 0  0 

KUHeS (n=4) 0  0 

Results presented in Table 5.6 indicate that three (36%) library staff at MZUNI and three (50%) 

at UNIMA were aware of a scholarly publishing policy while none of the participants at 

MUBAS and KUHeS knew any scholarly publishing policy at their libraries.  

During interviews, the researcher probed more clarification on the nature of policies that were 

available at MZUNI and UNIMA.  

The researcher found that MZUNI has a university publishing policy which was established in 

2015, a digital repository policy established in 2018, a research and consultancy policy of 2021 

and a postgraduate policy of 2022. However, the policies do not explicitly address scholarly 

publishing as evidenced in the following quotes: 

 We do not have a library publishing policy within the university, but we have a digital 

repository policy that guides the submission and deposit of research articles, theses 

and dissertations for preservation and sharing (MZUNI Participant 1). 

 The Directorate of Research in collaboration with MZUNI press developed a 

publishing policy that stipulates and guides the publishing of textbooks, fiction books, 

and other religious texts currently being done by MZUNI press. However, the 

publishing policy is yet to be implemented and operationalised (MZUNI Participant 2). 
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At UNIMA, the study found that the university had no scholarly publishing policy. Only one 

respondent said that the university has a publications unit called Chancellor College 

Publications which has documentation on how publishing works are managed as evidenced 

through the following quote: 

 We do not have a scholarly publishing unit per say, but we have some documentation 

that stipulates and guides the publishing services of Chancellor College Publications 

(UNIMA Participant 1). 

The current study found that KUHeS is in the process of developing documentation to have a 

publishing policy for the university’s research and publishing activities as explained in the 

following quote: 

 At the moment, we only have standard operating procedures for the administration and 

management of our institutional repository (KUHeS Participant 1). 

 We are in the process of restructuring and re-developing our university policies, and 

within the new structure, scholarly publishing has been included as a separate policy 

document (KUHeS Participant 2). 

 The university has begun developing a policy that has provisions on publishing and 

communication of research findings within the university and there are proposals to 

have a scholarly communications librarian who will be responsible for scholarly 

publishing services and activities (KUHeS Participant 1). 

At MUBAS, the respondents explained that the university does not have a scholarly publishing 

policy as explained in the following quotes: 

 I am not aware of any publishing policy at the university (MUBAS Participant 1). 

 The university does not have a policy on scholarly publishing neither any 

documentation to guide publishing activities. 

5.6 Competences of library staff in scholarly publishing 

The second objective of the study examined the competences of library staff in scholarly 

publishing. 

5.6.1 Training on scholarly publishing 

Initially, the library staff were asked whether they had attended any training or workshops on 

scholarly publishing. Results are summarised in Table 5.7. 
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Table 5. 7 Training on scholarly publishing 

Training on scholarly 

publishing 

Institution Total 

MZUNI 

n=8 

UNIMA 

n=6 

KUHeS 

n=6 

MUBAS 

n=4 

 

n=24 

f % f % f % f % f % 

Attended training 3 13 4 17 2 8 1 4 10 42 

Did not attend training 5 21 2 8 2 8 5 21 14 58 

Results presented in Table 5.7 indicate that few respondents with a score of 10 (42%) attended 

training on scholarly publishing. Out of the 10 (42%) library staff who attended training, four 

(17%) were from UNIMA, three (13%) from MZUNI, two (8%) from MUBAS and only one 

(4%) from KUHeS. The results suggest that many library staff did not attend trainings on 

scholarly publishing. 

Therefore, during follow-up interviews, the researcher explored why many library staff did not 

attend trainings on scholarly publishing.  

At MZUNI, it was revealed that scholarly publishing services are not a priority among the 

services offered as evidenced by a comment from one of the respondents as follows: 

 Our focus is on the basic library services of providing access to knowledge and 

therefore most of our staff have not been sent to attend scholarly publishing trainings 

(MZUNI Participant 1). 

At UNIMA, it was revealed that the library has not organised trainings on scholarly publishing 

services as evidenced by a comment from one of respondents as follows:  

 We have not organised any training workshops on scholarly publishing services within 

our library (UNIMA Participant 1). 

At KUHeS, it was revealed that trainings are designated to specific library staff responsible for 

scholarly publishing services as evidenced by a comment from one of the respondents as 

follows: 

 The training workshops are attended by the responsible library staff who provide the 

scholarly publishing services as their area of focus (KUHeS Participant 1). 
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At MUBAS, it was revealed that training workshops on scholarly publishing are not a particular 

need for library staff as evidenced by a comment from one of the respondents as follows:  

 Most of the trainings are on basic library services and not scholarly publishing since 

there is little demand on these services from researchers (MUBAS Participant 1). 

5.6.2 Level of knowledge 

In determining the staff competences in scholarly publishing, the researcher wanted to find out 

the levels of knowledge about scholarly publishing initiatives among library staff. The results 

are presented in Table 5.8. 

Table 5. 8 Levels of knowledge on scholarly publishing services 

Scholarly 

publishing 

services 

Level of knowledge 

Limited Knowledge Expert Knowledge 

MZUNI UNIMA KUHeS MUBAS TOTAL MZUNI UNIMA KUHeS MUBAS TOTAL 

f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%) 

Information 

organisation 
1 (13) 

2 (33) 2 (33) 1 (25) 
6 (25) 7 (87) 

4 (67) 4 (67) 3 (75) 
18 (75) 

Digitisation 2 (50) 2 (33) 0 (0) 4 (100) 8 (33) 6 (75) 4 (67) 6 (100) 0 (0) 16 (67) 

Repository 

services 
2 (25) 

3 (50) 3 (50) 0 (0) 
8 (33) 6 (75) 

3 (50) 3 (50) 4 (100) 
16 (67) 

Citation 

management 
5 (63) 

1 (17) 3 (50) 2 (50) 
11 (46) 3 (38) 

5 (84) 3 (50) 2 (50) 
13 (54) 

Plagiarism check 6 (75) 1 (17) 2 (33) 3 (75) 12 (50) 2 (25) 5 (84) 4 (67) 1 (25) 12 (50) 

Research clinics 

and promotion 
4 (50) 

3 (50) 3 (50) 3 (75) 
13 (55) 4 (50) 

3 (50) 3 (50) 3 (75) 
11 (46) 

Typesetting 4 (50) 3 (50) 3 (50) 3 (75) 13 (55) 4 (50) 3 (50) 3 (50) 3 (75) 11 (46) 

Indexing in 

databases 
6 (75) 

2 (33) 4 (67) 2 (50) 
14 (58) 2 (25) 

4 (67) 2 (33) 2 (50) 
10 (42) 

Author advisory 6 (75) 0 (0) 4 (67) 4 (100) 14 (58) 2 (25) 6 (100) 2 (33) 0 (0) 10 (42) 

Research 

seminars 
2 (25) 

6 (100) 5 (84) 2 (50) 
15 (63) 6 (75) 

0 (0) 1 (17) 2 (50) 
9 (38) 

IP and copyright 

licensing 
5 (63) 

3 (50) 3 (50) 4 (100) 
15 (63) 3 (38) 

3 (50) 3 (50) 0 (0) 
9 (38) 

Editing and peer 

review 
4 (50) 

4 (68) 5 (83) 3 (75) 
16 (67) 4 (50) 

2 (33) 1 (17) 1 (25) 
8 (33) 

Hosting of 

journals 
5 (63) 

3 (50) 4 (67) 4 (100) 
16 (67) 3 (38) 

3 (50) 2 (33) 0 (0) 
8 (33) 

Assistance in 

publication 
6 (75) 

3 (50) 4 (67) 3 (75) 
16 (67) 2 (25) 

3 (50) 2 (33) 1 (25) 
8 (33) 

DOI assignment 5 (63) 2 (33) 6 (100) 4 (100) 17 (70) 3 (38) 4 (67) 0 (0) 0 (0) 7 (29) 

Hosting content 5 (63) 3 (50) 6 (100) 4 (100) 18 (75) 3 (38) 3 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0) 6 (25) 

ISSN 

assignment 
7 (88) 

3 (50) 4 (67) 4 (100) 
18 (75) 1 (13) 

3 (50) 2 (33) 0 (0) 
6 (25) 

Training in 

publishing 
5 (63) 

4 (67) 5 (83) 4 (100) 
18 (75) 3 (38) 

2 (33) 1 (17) 0 (0) 
6 (25) 

Journal 

publishing 
6 (75) 

3 (50) 6 (100) 4 (100) 
19 (79) 2 (25) 

3 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
5 (21) 

Technical 

infrastructure 
7 (88) 

4 (67) 5 (84) 3 (75) 
19 (79) 1 (13) 

2 (33) 1 (17) 1 (25) 
5 (21) 

Publishing new 

manuscripts  
6 (75) 

5 (83) 4 (67) 4 (100) 
19 (79) 2 (25) 

1 (17) 2 (33) 0 (0) 
5 (21) 

Graphic design 6 (75) 6 (100) 5 (83) 3 (75) 20 (83) 2 (25) 0 (0) 1 (17) 1 (25) 4 (17) 
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The results presented in Table 5.8 indicate that library staff with a score of 18 (75%) had expert 

knowledge in information organisation; 16 (77%) had expert knowledge on digitisation and 

repository services; 13 (54%) had expert knowledge on citation management; and 12 (50%) 

had expert knowledge on plagiarism check. Findings show further that library staff with scores 

of between 4 (17%) and 11 (46%) indicated that they had expert knowledge in research clinics 

and promotion, typesetting, indexing in scholarly databases, author advisory, research 

seminars, IP and copyright licensing, editing and peer review, hosting and administering of 

journals, publication process, DOI assignment, hosting supplemental content, ISSN 

assignment, training and teaching in publishing, journal publishing platforms such as OJSs, 

technical infrastructure services, publishing new manuscripts, and graphic design.  

The findings suggest that most library staff have expert knowledge in information organisation, 

digitisation, repository services, citation management, and plagiarism check. 

For individual universities, at MZUNI, most staff indicated to have expert knowledge with 

scores of between four (50%) and seven (87%) in the following services: information 

organisation, digitisation, repository services, research clinics and promotion, typesetting, 

research seminars, editing, and peer review. At UNIMA, most staff indicated to have expert 

knowledge with scores of between three (50%) and four (67%) in the following services: 

information organisation, digitisation, repository services, citation management, plagiarism 

check, research clinics and promotion, typesetting, indexing in scholarly databases, author 

advisory, IP and copyright licensing, editing, peer review, hosting and administering of 

journals, assistance in publication process, DOI assignment, hosting supplemental content, 

ISSN assignment, and Journal publishing platforms such as OJSs. At KUHeS, most staff 

indicated to have expert knowledge with scores of between three (50%) and four (67%) in the 

following services: information organisation, digitisation, repository services, citation 

management, plagiarism check, research clinics and promotion, typesetting, and IP and 

copyright licensing. At MBUAS, most staff indicated to have expert knowledge with scores of 

between two (50%) and four (100%) in the following services: information organisation, 

citation management, repository services, research clinics and promotion, typesetting, indexing 

in scholarly databases, and research seminars.  

The findings show that library staff at UNIMA have more expert knowledge in publishing 

services followed by MZUNI, KUHeS and MUBAS. 
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The results presented in Table 5.8 further show that most staff across the universities have 

limited knowledge in some publishing services. The findings indicate that 20 (83%) library 

staff have limited knowledge in graphic design, 19 (79%) have limited knowledge in publishing 

new manuscripts and services related to technical infrastructure, and 18 (75%) have limited 

knowledge in training and teaching in publishing services. 

Follow up interviews dwelled on asking participants to elaborate how knowledge was obtained 

by library staff in scholarly publishing services and the reasons for the lack of knowledge in 

some scholarly publishing services.  

At MZUNI, it was established that library staff do not have some scholarly publishing skills 

since library schools they attended did not teach such skills. They learnt most of the skills on 

their own as can be noted in the following comments:  

 These skills are not covered in any of the library schools and library trainings that I 

attended. There are some skills such as digitisation and repository services that I have 

learnt from fellow staff (MZUNI Participant 1). 

 I have not learnt any of these skills in school, and the few skills I have, I acquired them 

on my own through job practice (MZUNI Participant 2). 

At UNIMA, it was established that library staff do not receive demands to offer all the services 

and hence they have no interest to learn all the skills as can be noted in the following comments 

from some of the respondents:  

 The lack of demand from researchers in some scholarly publishing services removes 

the interest within me to learn and practice some skills (UNIMA Participant 1). 

 There is no need of knowing all the skills because some of the services are not required 

by researchers who seek services from our library (UNIMA Participant 2). 

At KUHeS, it was established that library staff have not learnt these skills in school but through 

self-learning on the job and peer training as can be noted in the following comments:  

 I reckon that skills are acquired in school, however, throughout my library career, none 

of these skills were offered and I learnt them from friends in the library (KUHeS 

Participant 1). 

 Most of the skills I have, have been learnt on the job. I have acquired the skills through 

personal reading and practice (KUHeS Participant 2). 
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At MUBAS, it was established that the library staff acquired the skills through personal 

learning and peer training as can be noted in the following comments: 

 I have expertise in hosting of journals, a skill that I learnt through personal interest 

and learning online using YouTube (MUBAS Participant 1). 

 I acquired some of these skills through peer-training with my colleagues in the library 

(MUBAS Participant 2). 

5.7 Factors affecting university libraries in scholarly publishing 

The last objective of the study intended to find out the factors affecting university libraries in 

scholarly publishing. The results are presented in Table 5.9. 

Table 5. 9 Factors affecting scholarly publishing in university libraries 

Factors Institution Total 

MZUNI UNIMA KUHeS MUBAS 

f % f % f % f % f (%) 

Lack of funding  7 87 5 83 6 100 3 75 21 (88) 

Lack of technological infrastructure 6 75 5 83 6 100 3 75 20 (83) 

Lack of faculty compliance 5 62 1 17 5 83 4 100 15 (63) 

Lack of technical support 4 50 2 33 5 83 4 100 15 (63) 

Technological issues or failures 7 87 3 50 1 17 2 50 13 (54) 

Lack of policy frameworks 4 50 5 83 3 50 1 25 13 (54) 

Inadequate staffing levels 7 87 3 50 2 33 1 25 13 (54) 

Lack of library staff competencies 4 50 4 67 2 33 1 25 11 (46) 

Unfriendly political and cultural factors 3 38 1 17 4 67 2 50 10 (41) 

Perception of librarians 1 12 0 0 6 100 3 75 10 (41) 

Ethical and legal norms 4 50 0 0 1 17 1 25  6 (25) 

 

Results presented in Table 5.9 show that 21 (88%) participants said lack of funding, 20 (83%) 

said lack of technological infrastructure, 15 (63%) said lack of faculty compliance, 15 (63%) 

said lack of technical support, 13 (54%) said lack of technological issues or failures, 13 (54%) 

said lack of policy frameworks and another 13 (54%) said inadequate staffing levels. Results 

show further that 11 (46%) said lack of library staff competencies, 10 (41%) said unfriendly 

political and cultural factors, 10 (41%) indicated perception of librarians and six (25%) 

indicated ethical and legal norms.  
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For individual universities, results show that at MZUNI, seven (87%) said lack of funding, 

seven (87%) said technological issues or failures, seven (87%) said inadequate staffing levels, 

six (75%) said lack of technological infrastructure, five (62%) said lack of faculty compliance, 

four (50%) said lack of technical support, four (50%) said lack of policy frameworks, four 

(50%) said lack of library staff competencies, four (50%) said ethical and legal norms, three 

(38%) said unfriendly political and cultural factors, and one (12%) said perception of librarians. 

The results show that the main factors that affect scholarly publishing at MZUNI include lack 

of funding, technological issues or failures, inadequate staffing levels, lack of technological 

infrastructure, and lack of faculty compliance. 

At UNIMA five (83%) said lack of funding, five (83%) said lack of technological 

infrastructure, five (83%) said lack of policy frameworks, four (67%) said lack of library staff 

competencies, three (50%) said technological issues or failures, three (50%) said inadequate 

staffing levels, two (33%) said lack of technical support, one (17%) said lack of faculty 

compliance, one (17%) said unfriendly political and cultural factors, and none (0%) said 

perception of librarians, or ethical and legal norms. The results show that the main factors that 

affect scholarly publishing at UNIMA include lack of funding, lack of technological 

infrastructure, lack of policy frameworks, and lack of library staff competencies. 

At KUHeS, six (100%) said lack of funding, six (100%) said lack of technological 

infrastructure, six (100%) said perception of librarians, five (83%) said lack of faculty 

compliance, five (83%) said lack of technical support, four (67%) said unfriendly political and 

cultural factors, three (50%) said lack of policy frameworks, two (33%) said inadequate staffing 

levels, two (33%) said lack of library staff competencies, one (17%) said technological issues 

or failures, and one (17%) said ethical and legal norms. Results show that the main factors that 

affect scholarly publishing at KUHeS are lack of funding, lack of technological infrastructure, 

perception of librarians, lack of faculty compliance, and lack of technical support. 

At MUBAS, four (100%) said lack of faculty compliance, four (100%) said lack of technical 

support, three (75%) said lack of funding, three (75%) said lack of technological infrastructure, 

three (75%) said perception of librarians, two (50%) said technological issues or failures, two 

(50%) said unfriendly political and cultural factors, one (25%) said lack of policy frameworks, 

one (25%) said inadequate staffing levels, one (25%) said lack of library staff competencies, 

and one (25%) said ethical and legal norms. The results show that the main factors that affect 

scholarly publishing at MUBAS include lack of faculty compliance, lack of technical support, 

lack of funding, lack of technological infrastructure, and perception of librarians. 
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Overall, the results suggest that the main factors that affect scholarly publishing in the 

universities include lack of funding, lack of technological infrastructure, lack of faculty 

compliance, and lack of technical support. The results show further that MZUNI is mostly 

affected by lack of funding. UNIMA is mostly affected by lack of funding, and lack of 

technological infrastructure. KUHeS is mostly affected by lack of funding, and lack of 

technological infrastructure, whilst MUBAS is mostly affected by lack of faculty compliance, 

and lack of technical support. 

During interviews, the researcher sought more clarification on what contributed to the key 

factors affecting scholarly publishing services in libraries namely, lack of funding, lack of 

technological infrastructure, lack of faculty compliance, and lack of technical support. The 

results are summarised in Table 5.10. 

Table 5. 10 Summary of key factors 

Factors Selected responses Key findings 

Lack of 

funding 

 Financial resources have been a burden for centuries affecting several 

library programmes and initiatives (UNIMA Participant 1). 

 We are facing serious financial implications, and therefore it would be 

hard to establish publishing services as there is need for people to be 

working in the publication services which will demand extra wage bill 

for the university (KUHeS Participant 2). 

 We are failing to enrol new services or library programmes because we 

do not have the financial capability. Establishing a library publishing 

unit would be a toll order (MZUNI Participant 2). 

 There is limited funding from the university such that academics use their 

own resources to conduct research which then becomes challenging for 

them to even publish due to the lack of funds (MUBAS Participant 1). 

 Financial 

challenges  

 Demand for 

extra salaries 

 Lack of 

financial 

capacity 

Lack of 

technological 

infrastructure 

 We lack the technological infrastructure to support the specifications and 

requirements for scholarly publishing (KUHeS participant 2). 

 Were already struggling financially, and therefore it is not easy for our 

library to acquire the necessary infrastructure (UNIMA participant 1). 

 We have not procured the technological equipment such as hardware and 

software to handle publishing services (MZUNI Participant 1). 

 The challenge is that we do not have the infrastructure to support 

scholarly publishing (MUBAS Participant 1). 

 

 Lack of 

finance to 

purchase 

infrastructure 
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Lack of 

faculty 

compliance 

 There is shared negative perception of both librarians and researchers 

to publish locally within their local universities and local libraries 

(MZUNI Participant 1). 

 Many of the respondents felt that library publishing lacks credibility and 

reputation as compared to foreign prestigious journals in return for 

promotion (MUBAS Participant 1). 

 The issue is on the mentality and attitude of researchers who fill that 

publishing locally reduces their chances to be recognised and promoted 

in their profession (UNIMA Participant 2). 

 It will be hard to convince researchers to publish with the library since 

researchers go for reputable and prestigious journals (UNIMA 

participant 2). 

 The reputation among researchers is a very big issue, such that for their 

research papers, they are always looking for reputable journals and 

publishing outlets (KUHeS Participant 1). 

 Negative 

attitude by 

academics in 

local 

publications 

 Questionable 

credibility of 

library 

publishing 

 Desire for 

prestigious 

journals 

 Need for 

promotion and 

recognition 

Lack of 

technical 

support 

 The mother institutions in the universities do not see the need to be 

providing publishing services (MZUNI Participant 2). 

 We have little support from the university in enrolling scholarly 

publishing services (KUHeS Participant 1). 

 There is little interest from the university management to provide 

assistance to scholarly publishing (MUBAS Participant 2). 

 The lack of a policy challenges our library to convince management to 

provide us support since we have no documentation that guides our 

operations and day to day activities (UNIMA Participant 2). 

 Little interest 

in scholarly 

publishing 

services from 

management 

5.8 Chapter summary 

This chapter has presented, summarised, and interpreted quantitative and qualitative data on 

scholarly publishing services in university libraries. Since this study used an explanatory 

sequential design, quantitative data was followed by qualitative data both in collection in the 

field and during analysis and presentation in this chapter. Chapter six that follows, discusses 

the findings realised in chapter five. It will further make conclusions to the study and offer 

some recommendations and areas for further research. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATION AND CONCLUSION 

6.1 Introduction 

 

6.2 Scholarly publishing services in university libraries 

The study examined various issues relating to scholarly publishing services and types of 

scholarly works published in the university library platforms. 

6.2.1 Scholarly publishing services offered by university libraries 

The study found that the main services offered by all university libraries include repository 

services, citation management, information organisation, research clinics and promotion, 

training and teaching topics in publishing, author advisory services, digitisation, assistance in 

publication process, and plagiarism check. Providing research related services is becoming one 

of the routine roles of academic librarians (Koltay, 2019) such that academic librarians are 

increasingly called upon to demonstrate their value in research support. Not surprisingly, 

providing these scholarly services remain a critical function of academic librarians. Scholarly 

publishing services found in this study involve such functions as registration, certification, 

dissemination, and preservation (Directorate General for Research and Innovation, 2019). 

These functions depicted in the Scientific Communication Life-cycle Model by Björk (2007) 

were being offered by the university libraries in this study. In particular, all libraries provided 

repository services, information organisation, and research clinics and promotion. 
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6.3 Strategies for promoting scholarly publishing services in university libraries 

The study examined strategies for promoting scholarly publishing and the scholarly publishing 

policies in university libraries. 

6.3.1 Strategies for promoting scholarly publishing in the academic library 
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The study also found that all libraries promote scholarly publishing by training researchers in 

research. In this case, it means that libraries conduct periodic, and demand driven seminars to 

equip researchers with plagiarism software, use of online databases, and guidance with credible 

journals to publish their findings. According to Sanjeev (2018), training librarians in research 

activities is increasingly being embraced by academic libraries. Several studies conducted in 

Ghana by Adjei et al. (2019), White (2019), and Ry-Kottoh et al. (2022) and one in Botswana 

by Oladokun (2015) found that most libraries were involved in offering various services to 

researchers including training them in use of online databases. In relation to the Scientific 

Communication Lifecycle Model, Bjork (2007) demonstrates that librarians should organise 

forums and orientation sessions to guide researchers in the research activities. 

6.2.2 Scholarly publishing policies  
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6.3 Competences of library staff in scholarly publishing 

6.3.1 Level of knowledge 

Scholarly publishing expertise is an enabling human factor to competently understand, handle 

and develop publishing services. It is not surprising that librarians needed various competencies 

and knowledge in scholarly publishing services. The study found that most library staff in all 

universities have expert knowledge in information organisation, digitisation, repository 

services, citation management, and plagiarism check. Expertise among library staff in these 

services may be attributed to a number of reasons. First, the libraries are responsible for 

orienting and training all library staff in these basic services so that they ably assist researchers. 

Second, in the course of assisting researchers, the library staff tend to become experts through 

hands on practice. Besides, information organisation, digitisation, citation management and 

plagiarism check are some of the fundamental curriculum modules taught to librarians in 

library schools. Library schools teach such modules like cataloguing, classification, 

information literacy and digital librarianship which therefore provide expertise to library staff. 

The Scientific Communication Lifecycle Model (Bjork, 2007) proposed that library staff need 

knowledge and expertise in various scholarly publishing services such as repository services, 

information organisation, digitisation and citation management. This shows that librarians have 

what it takes to support the scholarly publishing activities in the universities. LIS literature 

highlight the need for competencies and skills in scholarly publishing among librarians. These 

skills as identified by some associations and regional consortia like CARL, NASIG and SLA 

include organisation of data, information, and knowledge assets; citation management, and 

plagiarism check services (NASIG, 2017). Similarly, White (2019) calls for a set of 

competencies among librarians in scholarly publishing including digitisation, repository 

services, citation management and plagiarism check. Librarians strengthen the research 

community and facilitate scholarly publishing by managing digital resources and teach 

researchers how to use research tools (Ketchum, 2017). 

In a qualitative content analysis, Mierzecka (2019) found that librarians require expertise in 

copyright, supporting the management of authors’ rights, and an understanding of funders’ and 

publishers’ policies related to open access. In relation to repository services, this competency 

would include the librarian being able to deposit a permissible copy of a work into an 

appropriate institutional repository, managing the supporting technical infrastructure; have 

knowledge of and experience with repository solutions; and afford to collect, store, and 

preserve faculty, staff, and student intellectual output. 
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In view of the Scientific Communication Lifecycle Model, Bjork (2007) calls for all scholarly 

publishing librarians to be capable in the best practices for institutional repository content 

recruitment and description. Several authors assert that institutional repositories have become 

another cornerstone of library scholarly publishing programmes which must be mastered by all 

librarians (Finlay et al., 2015; NASIG, 2017; Swoger et al., 2015), and developing institutional 

repositories, uploading content, and installing repository software (Calarco et al., 2016; Finlay 

et al., 2015; NASIG, 2017; Raju, 2017; Schmidt et al., 2016; Sewell & Kingsley, 2017). 

The study further established that library staff at UNIMA have more expert knowledge in 

publishing services followed by MZUNI, KUHeS and MUBAS. The difference in skill sets 

among the libraries may be attributed to the fact that some staff at UNIMA have learnt skills 

in scholarly publishing during their postgraduate studies. For instance, one staff at UNIMA 

specified that he took a module on scholarly publishing during postgraduate studies. The 

Scientific Communication Lifecycle Model stresses of the varying nature among individuals 

in expertise in delivering various publishing services due to among others, differences in 

training and education (Bjork, 2007). Similarly, some authors discuss of the prevailing 

differences in skill sets among librarians in scholarly publishing (Calarco et al. 2016; Finlay et 

al., 2015; Myers, 2016; Sewell & Kingsley, 2017). 

The study also found that most staff across the universities have limited knowledge in some 

publishing services that include hosting of journals and supplemental content, graphic design, 

and journal publishing platforms such as OJSs. Several factors could account for the lack of 

knowledge in some scholarly publishing skills among librarians. First, despite the emphasis on 

the need for training in scholarly publishing (Waller & Bazeley, 2014; White, 2019), the current 

study revealed that there were no training workshops organised to equip library staff with 

scholarly publishing skills. In fact, more than half of library staff had not attended training on 

scholarly publishing. Second, although Schlosser (2018) and Skinner et al. (2015) advises that 

LIS schools are better placed to offer skills in scholarly publishing, the library staff in the 

visited libraries have not gone through any refresher courses. Therefore, as advocated by some 

scholars (Ry-Kottoh et al., 2022; Schlosser, 2018; Skinner et al., 2015) librarians should be 

trained through academic degree programmes, professional development workshops, and 

online or distance programs. Unfortunately, Finlay et al. (2015) found that scholarly publishing 

has not been widely integrated as a core component of library school curricula. Taking note 

that MZUNI offers undergraduate and postgraduate degrees in library science, there is need for 

scholarly publishing to be included in the LIS curriculum and provide short refresher courses.  
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6.4 Factors affecting university libraries in scholarly publishing 

The study found that the main factors that affect scholarly publishing in the universities include 

lack of funding, lack of technological infrastructure, lack of faculty compliance, and lack of 

technical support. 

The current study established that lack of funding was the main factor that affected scholarly 

publishing at MZUNI, UNIMA, and KUHeS. As is with any other forms of library services, 

publishing demand an investment of financial resources, which cause overhead costs for an 

institution. Bjork’ model (2007) elaborated on financial struggles among institutions to support 

research publication. Bjork (2007) indicated that, although parts of the overall process are 

carried out by commercially operating parties such as research grant organisations, almost all 

stages are predominantly funded by public finance via university budgets, which are usually 

limited to provide the necessary support. In this study, respondents mentioned that the 

universities had no funding to buy the required necessities such as technical infrastructures, 

covering the wage bill, and paying for other operational costs. In fact, being public universities 

operating with meagre and unsustainable budgets, the little resources are channelled towards 

critical university needs such as salaries and other daily operations (Chawinga, 2019). Some 

authors argue that inadequate funding (Adjei et al., 2019; Dadzie & van der Walt, 2015), and 

lack of adequate and modern equipment (Dzandza, 2020) have been identified as the major 

challenges of library projects in Ghana, just as is the case in Malawian universities as found in 

this study. In contrast, Schlosser (2018) discussing results in America report that over the last 

decade, a mix of financial developments in academic libraries has spurred the rapid growth of 

library publishing programmes. These contrasts in the findings are not surprising based on the 

premise that America is a developed country in relation to Ghana and Malawi which are 

developing nations. 

This study found that lack of technological infrastructure affected scholarly publishing at 

UNIMA and KUHeS more than the other universities. Generally, poor technological 

infrastructure includes erratic internet connectivity, inadequate bandwidth and slow internet, 

and lack of computer access. At UNIMA and KUHeS, lack of technological infrastructure was 

mainly attributed to the unavailability of required technologies, and technological failures in 

the universities. Probably, this could be attributed with the high cost of purchasing the 

technological equipment noting that the universities were already struggling with funding. 

Moreover, this is a predominant challenge in Malawi with the prohibitive cost of purchasing 

computers, software and other technological equipment (Chawinga, 2017; Gama et al., 2022). 
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In Malawi, some scholars have also echoed that slow Internet discourages users from using 

different library services (Chawinga, 2017; Gama et al., 2022; Mambo et al., 2016). This 

implies that researchers and librarians may be frustrated with the poor technological 

infrastructures and thereby failing to publish research outputs with the libraries. According to 

the Scientific Communication Lifecycle Model (Björk, 2007), setting up and maintaining the 

technological and technical infrastructure for a portfolio of publications is such an overhead 

causing item. There is further complexity due to the financially constrained environment in 

which these libraries operate (Björk, 2007). Hawkins (2019) observes that libraries need to 

showcase a minimal commitment of resources on technological infrastructure yet this is a 

challenge for the libraries in Malawi. Bjork’s (2007) model, states that implementation of 

scholarly publishing is often affected by infrastructural issues including lack of required 

technologies, and poor network capabilities. Findings of this study on lack of technological 

infrastructure resonate with the findings of Ry-Kottoh et al. (2022) in Ghana who found that 

the library’s infrastructural capacity to host, disseminate, and curate digital content from 

outside the university was lacking.  

At MUBAS, lack of faculty compliance was the main factor that affected scholarly publishing. 

The bottom line was that academics and researchers do not see the relevance of publishing with 

the university library because of the questionable credibility of library publishing, need for 

promotion, and the desire for prestigious journals elsewhere. In line with the Scientific 

Communication Lifecycle Model, Björk (2007) states that the peer review process and 

publishers’ reputation motivates researchers before submitting their work to publishing 

channel. Publishing is motivated by feelings of credibility and promotion. In fact, Sanjeeva 

(2017) in India found that publishing with prestigious journals is a common research practice 

among researchers, due to their reputational and career advancement roles. This is a motivation 

among staff everywhere and universities alike since the reputation and credibility of 

universities rests on the quality of research output (Mzuzu University, 2018). Spiro (2015) 

equally asserts of the understandable reluctance of some faculty to stake their careers on digital 

publications that may not carry weight with tenure and promotion committees. Reservations 

always exist among researchers in trusting local publications, let alone library publishing 

(Dzandza, 2020; Sandy & Mattern, 2018). Despite the existence of institutional repositories 

research shows that they are frequently underutilised (Borrego, 2016, 2017). This is in part 

orchestrated by the perception of academics that depositing a research article in a repository is 

not worth it and a lack of motivation thereof from institutional administrators.  
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There was also lack of technical support at MUBAS from the university management. Lack of 

technical support was attributed to lack of investments and interest on the part of 

the university. Basically, the university regard the library as an institution not to be tasked with 

scholarly publishing. To some extent, MUBAS is struggling with poor technological support 

and lack of investment from the part of management on publishing services. Lack of technical 

support is also attributed to challenges regarding finances affecting the university. With 

increasing budgetary deficits, the Malawi government finds it hard to finance university 

services beyond operations and technical requirements. In such cases, most of the finance is 

targeted towards the basic university functions which are teaching and learning and therefore 

other functionalities suffer (Gama et al., 2022). According to Björk (2007), scholarly 

publishing requires an enabling environment coupled with technical support and interests from 

the part of authorities for its successful execution. However, due to such deficiencies in support 

from institutional management, scholarly publishing implementation remains a challenge 

(Borrego, 2017; Dzandza 2020; Spiro, 2015). 

6.5 Summary of findings 

The summary of the key findings has been presented following the themes of the study namely, 

scholarly publishing services offered by university libraries; strategies in promoting scholarly 

publishing; competences of library staff in scholarly publishing; and factors affecting 

university libraries in scholarly publishing. 

6.5.1 Scholarly publishing services offered by libraries 

This objective focused on the scholarly publishing services offered by the university libraries 

and the types of scholarly works published in library platforms. The study found that the main 

services offered by all university libraries include repository services, citation management, 

information organisation, research clinics and promotion, and digitisation. The study further 

found that the universities did not offer some important scholarly publishing services. These 

services include, DOI assignment, and ISSN assignment. journal publishing platforms such as 

OJS, typesetting, editing, peer review, services related to technical infrastructure, and hosting 

and administering websites of journals. The main types of scholarly works published by all 

university libraries include ETDs, conference papers and proceedings, special collection 

materials and research reports. 
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6.5.2 Strategies for promoting scholarly publishing services in university libraries 

The study found that all the four libraries employed three common strategies to promote 

scholarly publishing namely, depositing ETDs in an institutional repository, directing students 

to peer reviewed journals and training researchers in research. The study revealed that all 

university libraries had no specific scholarly publishing policy. However, KUHeS is in the 

process of developing documentation to have a publishing policy whilst MZUNI has a 

university publishing policy although not specifically oriented towards scholarly publishing.  

6.5.3 Competences of library staff in scholarly publishing 

The study found that most library staff in all universities have expert knowledge in information 

organisation, digitisation, repository services, citation management and plagiarism check. 

These skills were acquired mostly through personal interests and self-learning. The study 

further established that library staff at UNIMA have more expert knowledge in publishing 

services followed by MZUNI, KUHeS and MUBAS. The study also found that most staff 

across the universities have limited knowledge in some publishing services namely knowledge 

in hosting of journals, graphic design, and journal publishing platforms such as OJSs. 

6.5.4 Factors affecting university libraries in scholarly publishing 

The study found that the main factors that affect scholarly publishing in the universities include 

lack of funding, lack of technological infrastructure, lack of faculty compliance, and lack of 

technical support. Among these factors, MZUNI is mostly affected by lack of funding; both 

UNIMA is mostly affected by lack of funding, and lack of technological infrastructure; KUHeS 

is mostly affected by lack of funding, and lack of technological infrastructure, whilst MUBAS 

is mostly affected by lack of faculty compliance, and lack of technical support. 

6.6 Conclusion 

This section provides conclusions based on the major findings of the study in line with the 

research objectives as presented in Chapter One. The general conclusion is that universities in 

Malawi have capacity to establish and run scholarly publishing services in their libraries. What 

is required is the technical, infrastructural and financial support from their mother institutions. 

The study found that the main services offered by all university libraries include repository 

services, citation management, digitisation, information organisation, and research clinics and 

promotion. The rest of the services were only offered by less than half of library staff whilst 

some services were not offered at all. 
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The study found that all the four libraries employed three common strategies to promote 

scholarly publishing namely, depositing theses and dissertations in an institutional repository, 

directing students to peer reviewed journals and training researchers in research. 

The study found that most library staff in all universities have expert knowledge in information 

organisation, digitisation, repository services, citation management and plagiarism check. 

These skills were acquired mostly through personal interests and self-learning. 

The study found that the main factors that affect scholarly publishing in the universities include 

lack of funding, lack of technological infrastructure, lack of faculty compliance, and lack of 

technical support. MZUNI is mostly affected by lack of funding, both UNIMA and KUHeS are 

mostly affected by lack of funding, and lack of technological infrastructure, whilst MUBAS is 

mostly affected by lack of faculty compliance, and lack of technical support. 

6.7 Recommendations 

Based on the research findings, the study makes the following recommendations: 

 Considering that libraries lack the infrastructure resulting from financial challenges, the 

study recommends that university administrators should recognise the potential of 

libraries in scholarly publishing and provide adequate support towards capacitating the 

infrastructure and other requirements.  

 Most staff across the universities have limited knowledge in some publishing services, 

therefore, library schools such as the Department of Information Science at MZUNI 

should develop curricular and offer education and training to library staff on specific 

scholarly publishing services. 

 The lack of a scholarly publishing policy in the university result in no clear direction in 

approaching scholarly publishing services, therefore this study recommends that the 

university libraries should develop scholarly publishing policies to provide guidelines 

in scholarly publishing work. 

 University libraries should market the scholarly publishing services they offer to faculty 

and other researchers and involve them as potential partners in publishing endeavours. 

 University libraries should liaise with faculties and departments on their campuses in 

determining the publishing needs of researchers on a regular basis in order to adapt, 

update and develop tailor-made scholarly publishing services. It is recommended that 

such an initiative be seen as an outreach to researchers in determining the services they 

require. 
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6.8 Areas for further research 

The findings of this study are not exhaustive such that they exhibit some grey areas that require 

further investigations. Therefore, 

 Future researchers may consider assessing the capacity of Malawian university libraries 

in establishing scholarly publishing houses. 

 There is also need for further research to examine issues of unmet publishing needs 

among researchers. 
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