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Abstract 
This study examined the diffusion and adoption of open access (OA) publishing 
among 250 academic staff members at the University of Limpopo (UL), South 
Africa. The study was guided by Rogers’s Diffusion of Innovation (DoI) theory 
to measure their (the academics’) level of awareness on the availability of OA 
platforms, to determine their adoption and usage levels of OA publishing for 
scholarly communication, to establish their attitudes towards the use of the OA 
publishing platforms, and to identify their perspectives with regard to challenges 
and benefits presented by OA publishing. A questionnaire was used as a data 
collection instrument. The findings revealed that most academics were, “to 
some extent,” aware of OA publishing, through their subject librarians and the 
internet. Although most were “strongly in favour” of OA publishing, their level 
of adopting it was lower than expected. The institutional repository (IR) was 
found to be the OA platform they have used most frequently to upload journal 
articles. Article processing charges (APCs), connectivity related issues, articles 
not being peer reviewed, predatory publishers, and lack of knowledge and OA 
access policies remain some of the challenges encountered in adopting OA 
publishing. It is recommended that the library staff should intensify its OA 
publishing marketing strategies and educate academics about its implications 
through workshops and seminars. Rewards for academics who publish in OA 
platforms should also be considered by the institution, and the academics who 
are reaping the benefits of OA publishing should also showcase their rewards to 
the other academics. 
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Introduction 
Scholarly information sources such as conference proceedings, books, theses and 
dissertations, book chapters and articles in scholarly journals remain vehicles through 
which scientific research output is shared among academics in different disciplines 
across academic and research institutions (Waithaka and Onyancha 2021). Nonetheless, 
access to these scientific resources, especially articles in scholarly journals, is tarnished 
by what is referred to as a “crisis in scholarly communication and publishing,” which 
ensued from collection budget cuts for academic libraries, demand for new and 
expensive library resources, and an increase in prices of serial publications and database 
subscriptions (Collister, Deliyannides, and Dyas-Correia 2014). This crisis occasioned 
the initiation of open access (OA) publishing by academic libraries across the world 
(McCready and Molls 2018). OA is a new innovation to ensure that scholarly and 
scientific literature is freely available and accessible to the public via the internet 
(Chilimo and Onyancha 2018). This innovation offers numerous benefits that would 
have been impossible in traditional scholarly journal publishing modes in as far as 
access to scholarly literature is concerned (Parker 2013, 112). Studies that examined the 
benefits of OA have revealed cost saving in terms of journal subscription, greater journal 
impact, more author visibility, more citations, as well as wider access to the most current 
information and scientific ideas (Brink 2013; Fullard 2007; Tennant et al. 2016). 

Academic libraries in different countries across the world have, therefore, been 
advocating and propagating its purported benefits (Bangani 2018; Lewney 2021). The 
National Research Foundation (NRF 2015) has, likewise, adopted a statement on OA 
publishing in science and research. Similarly, the Academy of Science of South Africa 
has made some South African journals freely available and accessible through the 
Scientific Electronic Library Online SA (SciELO SA) platform (Lambert 2019). Several 
universities in countries across the world, South Africa included, have also adopted 
policy guidelines by which OA publishing should be managed, including signing the 
Berlin Declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and Humanities 
initiative (BOAI), and they created IRs to facilitate access, dissemination, reuse and 
preservation of the work arising from the scientific and academic activity of their staff 
(Anunobi and Ape 2018, 35; Serrano-Vicente, Melero, and Abadal 2016, 595). 
Furthermore, universities participate in the International Open Access Week, an event 
that is celebrated annually in October, for “advocacy, policy campaign, promotion and 
awareness raising on issues related to open access to scholarly literature, open science 
data and self-archiving” (UNESCO 2015, 45).  

Likewise, the University of Limpopo (UL) has also established its own electronic thesis 
and dissertation portal through its institutional repository (IR) to provide free access to 
digitised special collections and research materials of the UL and affiliated institutions. 
Through the IR, the UL library also contains and preserves theses and dissertations, 
research articles, conference papers, rare and special collections and many other forms 
of digital information generated within the institution. Like other universities, the UL 
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library recognised the importance of OA and spearheaded the drafting of the OA policy 
and mandates at the institution and further signed the BOAI in 2018 (Committee of 
Higher Education Libraries of South Africa [CHELSA] 2021, 15). Although 
universities have adopted their own institutional OA policies and IRs, it is not sufficient 
to create change in the habits of academics in embracing the new innovation (Serrano-
Vicente, Melero, and Abadal 2016). The response from the academics seems to be slow 
(CHELSA 2021, 45).  In as much as there are academics who supported the open access 
initiative by contributing articles, conference proceedings, theses and dissertations to 
the IR and other OA platforms, there is still a need to examine how they became aware 
of OA and the extent to which they are adopting the innovation. A study of this nature 
may be of help in building the foundation upon which management of the institution 
develops programmes that will promote OA publishing. The study may also help 
academic libraries to develop strategies to convince academics to adopt and use the 
relevant OA publishing platforms. Adoption of such platforms may enhance research 
dissemination, scholarly publishing and communication in the institution. Therefore, 
the aim of this study was to examine the diffusion and adoption of open access (OA) 
publishing among academic staff members at UL. The objectives of the study are: 

• to measure their level of awareness on the availability and use of OA 
resources;  

• to determine their adoption and usage levels of OA publishing;  

• to establish their attitudes towards the use of the OA publishing platforms; and  

• to identify their perspectives with regard to challenges and benefits presented 
by OA publishing. 

Literature Review 
This section looks at the theoretical framework on which this study is grounded, namely, 
the Diffusion of Innovation (DoI) theory (Rogers 1995), as well as the review of 
previous literature related to OA publishing aligned to the study’s research objectives. 

Theoretical Framework 

The diffusion and adoption of OA publishing in any university environment can best be 
studied if looked upon from the perspectives of the DoI theory developed by Rogers in 
1995. Rogers (1995) explains DoI as a theory that analyses and helps explain the 
adoption of new innovations in a social system. An innovation is an idea, practice or 
object, which in this study is OA publishing. Diffusion is the process by which an 
innovation is communicated through certain channels over time among members of a 
social system. Four main elements identified in this theory are innovation, 
communication channel, time and the social system (Rogers 1995). A communication 
channel is a means by which messages get from one individual to another about a new 
innovation in the social system. The time dimension in the DoI theory is involved in 
diffusion in three ways, namely, the innovation-decision process, innovativeness, and 
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the rate of adoption. The fourth main element in the DoI theory is the social system, 
which is defined as a set of interrelated units engaged in joint problem-solving to 
accomplish a common goal (Rogers 1995, 10). The DoI theory further postulates that 
certain characteristics, namely, relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, 
trialability and observability as perceived by members of the social system determine 
the rate at which an innovation is adopted. All these characteristics influence decisions 
by members of the social system to adopt or reject a new innovation. In this study, OA 
publishing as an innovation was studied to find out how it has been communicated to 
academics and the extent to which the new innovation has been adopted by academics 
at UL.  

Open Access Publishing as an Innovation 

OA publishing as an innovation has been defined by Eve (2015, 718) as the “economic 
reconfigurations of removing price tags and permission barriers to access scholarly 
research.” It is basically the dissemination of scholarly research on the internet to allow 
readers to access work without paying. Johnson (2014, 516) defines OA publishing as 
“a condition in which scholarly content is made available to users without charge and 
needless of copyright and licensing restrictions via the internet.” According to Jain 
(2012, par 6), OA has the following characteristics: 

• It is free availability of scholarly publications; 

• It is free of copyright and licensing restrictions;  

• Materials are available online or on the internet; 

• Materials are full text and can be accessed by anybody from anywhere without 
any discrimination; and  

• Materials can be freely used by anyone. 

Through this model of scholarly communication academics are able to get free access 
to scholarly content. However, academics may still be subjected to article processing 
charges (APCs) when they decide to publish on OA platforms. Suber (2012) explains 
OA publishing as an online platform that is free of charge and free of most copyright 
and licensing restrictions, and he further points out that there is less academic freedom 
when academics work for royalties and make their research articles commodities rather 
than gifts.  

Awareness of OA Publishing 

For individual academics to publish their works on OA platforms, prior knowledge of 
this mode of publication is important. Serrano-Vicente, Melero, and Abadal (2016) 
argue that the usage of OA is highly dependent on academics being aware of this mode 
of scholarly communication. This has subsequently raised the interest of many scholars 
of OA adoption or embracement studies to address the awareness aspect before further 
examining academics’ attitudes and adoption of OA publishing. Munikwa (2018) notes 
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that studies that assessed the adoption of OA publishing have acknowledged lack of 
awareness as contributing to non-adoption of OA by intended users.  

Attitudes towards OA Publishing 

Attitudes towards OA are often informed by the encounters of academics with the 
innovation. Rowley et al. (2017) express that despite significant progress with policies 
and interesting debates on the future and impact of OA publishing, there is a dearth of 
studies that examine the behaviour and attitudes of academics towards OA publishing 
in scholarly journals. Sheikh (2019, 612) found that “the attitudes of faculty members 
towards OA in Pakistan were very positive in all contexts.” Attitudes towards OA 
publishing can also vary from one institution to the other and from one academic 
department to the other, depending on the culture and support within that institution.  
Most negative criticisms towards OA publishing by academics arise as a result of 
authors being required to pay APCs, predatory publishers, and lack of credibility 
(McCann and Polacsek 2018). 

Adoption of OA Publishing 

The adoption of OA can be determined by factors such as existing scholarly publication 
culture, scholars’ perceptions of electronic publishing and the influence to take up new 
electronic publishing models (Lwoga and Questier 2014). Hawkins, Kimball, and Ives 
(2013, 33) attest that in a bid to promote and adopt OA scholarly communication, most 
institutions have made it mandatory for their theses and dissertations to be digitally 
available. Gross and Ryan (2015, 65) note that the rate of adoption of OA models in the 
humanities and social sciences has historically been lower than in science, technology 
and medicine disciplines. This raises the question of exposure and research domination 
within certain disciplines, institutions and countries. Sanni et al. (2013, 250) attest that 
although the rapid adoption of new technologies is due to the fulfilment of users’ needs 
and when the technology is perceived as superior to other alternatives, a lack of 
enthusiasm towards some potentially beneficial innovations also exists even in social 
systems that are thought to be characteristically fertile for diffusion.  

Challenges Encountered in Adopting OA Publishing 

Sanni et al. (2013) state that moving online has transformed the face of journal 
publishing and presents opportunities for journal publishers, but these are not without 
some challenges. These challenges have influenced decision-making and time taken for 
the adoption of electronic journal publishing in many developing countries. As such, 
academics are conflicted in their opinions on the benefits of OA. The major challenges 
and barriers of publishing in OA journals were established to be author fees and lack of 
stable internet connectivity (Bosah and Baro 2017). Criticisms regarding quality and 
reputation of OA publications also continue as major challenges to accepting OA, as 
compared to traditional and established journals (Rowley et al. 2017). Publication 
quality appears to be based on various factors, including the peer-review process and 
the reported impact factor of a journal (Togia and Korobili 2014).  
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Methodology 
This study adopted a quantitative research approach, which is useful in conducting 
research with large and heterogeneous populations and allows greater precision in 
reporting findings (Pickard 2013). One can also use computer software packages when 
analysing data to allow more objectivity (Fox and Bayat 2012, 78). The study adopted 
a questionnaire as a data collection tool, which comprised five sections. Section A 
sought information on demographic characteristics such as age, work experience and 
number of research papers published, to determine variables that may influence attitudes 
and the adoption of OA. Section B looked at awareness of OA publishing by academics, 
as well as how they became aware of this initiative. The five-point Likert scaling was 
used to ask respondents to rate items on a level of agreement. For example: 1 = Strongly 
disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree; and 5 = Strongly agree. Among some 
of the sources of awareness provided to participants were the internet, the faculty 
librarian, workshops, colleagues, etc. Section C asked respondents about their attitudes 
towards OA publishing, whereby they were requested to show if they are “in favour” or 
“not in favour” of OA publishing. Section D looked at the actual adoption of OA by 
academics by asking them about the frequency of using OA publishing, the platforms 
of OA used and the types of materials which they have published through OA. Section 
E asked participants to list challenges that they encounter with the OA mode of 
publishing.  

The targeted population of this study consisted of 250 academics in all faculties at UL, 
that is, the Faculty of Science and Agriculture, the Faculty of Health Sciences, the 
Faculty of Management and Law, and the Faculty of Humanities. Table 1 depicts the 
number of respondents per faculty. To arrive at this number, the study adopted 
systematic random sampling in which participants were selected by picking them on 
each third interval from the list of 752 academics in all faculties at UL. However, noting 
that some academic staff members may not participate due to their busy schedules, the 
researcher randomly sent out a web questionnaire link to all 752 academics at the UL. 
This resulted in 250 academics responding to the questionnaire, that is, a response rate 
of 33%. Data was analysed using an Excel spreadsheet.  

Table 1: Response rate according to faculties (n=250) 

Faculty  Frequency of 
respondents 

Percentage (%) 

Faculty of Science and Agriculture 98 39.2% 
Faculty of Humanities 62 24.8% 
Faculty of Management and Law 73 79.2% 
Faculty of Health Sciences 17 06.8% 
Total 250 100% 

 



Shoroma and Bopape 

7 

Findings and Discussions 
In this section, various formats of data presentation such as figures, tables and narrations 
were used to provide a clear understanding of the research findings. The section also 
interprets and discusses the findings emerging from previous studies.  

Demographic Profile of Respondents 

Demographic data refers to information that is related to participants’ personal 
information such as age, gender, educational level, race and other related characteristics, 
and these are depicted in Table 2. 

Table 2: Demographic profile of respondents 

Demographic factor Variable Frequency Percentage (5) 
Age Between 26 and 30 44 17.6% 

Between 31 and 40  108 43.2% 
Between 41 and 50 35 44% 
Between 51 and 60 60 24% 
66 years and above 3 1.2 %  
TOTAL 250 100% 

Work experience  Between 1 and 5 years 82 32.8% 

Between 6 and 10 years 95 38% 

Between 11 and 20 
years 

24 9.6% 

Between 21 and 30 
years 

14 5.6% 

31 years and above  08 3.2% 

No answer 27 10.8% 

TOTAL 250 100% 

Number of papers 
published 

No published research 
output 

67 28.8% 

More than 3 papers 83 33.2% 
Between 4 and 10 
papers 

51 20.4% 

Between 11 and 15 
papers 

8 3.3% 

Between 16 and 20 
papers 

11 4.4% 

More than 20 papers 30 12% 
TOTAL 250 100% 

Age of Respondents 

With respect to age, the findings of this study revolve around middle-aged academics 
whose age group falls between 31 and 40, and those whose age group falls between 51 
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and 65 years old. Hoole (2019) confirms that the majority of academics are middle age 
or approaching retirement age in most higher education institutions across South Africa.  

Experience 

Table 2 further indicates that 95 (38%) respondents have 6–10 years of experience, 
followed by 82 (32.8%) who have 1–5 years of experience, and then 14 (5.6%) with 11–
20 years, while 24 (9.6%) have 21–30 years of experience; only eight (3.2%) 
respondents have 30 years and more experience. Twenty-seven respondents (10.8%) did 
not provide an answer. Years of experience in the academic environment may have an 
influence on the adoption of OA publishing. Experience with journals already published 
is cited as one of the factors influencing decisions on journal selection (Wakeling et al. 
2019). Therefore, experienced academics are more likely to adopt OA publishing than 
less experienced ones. In a study conducted by Chilimo et al. (2017), most academics 
in Kenya showed that they would consider publishing in OA journals based on their 
experience, as against few who said they would not publish in those journals because of 
publishers who abuse OA publishing. 

Number of Research Publications 

The numbers in Table 2 further indicate that out of 250 respondents, 82 (32.2%) 
respondents have not published more than three research articles, followed by 67 
(28.8%) respondents who have not published any research article. However, 51 (20.4%) 
respondents have published between 4 and 10 research articles, followed by 30 (12%) 
respondents who have published more than 20 research articles.  The lowest number of 
respondents, that is, 11 (4.4%) and 8 (3.3%), have published between 16 and 20, and 11 
and 15 research papers, respectively. The findings show that out of 250 respondents, at 
least 183 (72%) respondents have produced papers. UL is ranked amongst universities 
that are gradually improving in terms of research output in South Africa. The journal 
publication output units in 2019 show that the university is at number 13 out of 26 
universities in South Africa (Department of Higher Education and Training [DHET] 
2019, 20).  Inglesi-Lotz and Pouris (2018) reckon that South Africa has not yet reached 
the relevant level of the estimated threshold even though the country’s research 
publications (in all disciplines) have increased substantially in recent decades. Singh 
(2015) looked at challenges and successes for building the research capacity at the UL. 
The findings revealed that there has been an increase in the capacity building initiatives 
of the university in the last four years. This is reflected in an increase in research output. 
However, the question remains whether or not staff members at the UL publish their 
research publications through the OA publishing mode, which will be revealed in the 
subsequent sections of this article.  

Awareness of OA Publishing 

Respondents were asked a question regarding their level of awareness of OA publishing. 
The question used Likert scaling to assess the extent of awareness towards the 
innovation. Figure 1 indicates that the majority, that is, 129 (51.6%) respondents have 
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some form of knowledge or degree of awareness of OA “to some extent,” followed by 
45 (18%) respondents who are knowledgeable “to a large extent”; 29 (11.6%) and then 
8 (3.2%) respondents state they have “to no extent” any idea as to what OA is, whilst 
29 (11.6%) are “to a very large extent” aware of OA. 

Figure 1: Level of awareness of OA 

Zhu (2017, 557) found that academics’ use of OA publishing was also related to their 
awareness of OA policy and OA repositories. Similarly, in the Philippines, a study by 
Creaser (2010) found that faculty members are very much aware of the characteristics 
of OA publications. On the contrary, Creaser (2010) found that academic staff had little 
knowledge of their IRs. Perhaps this is because OA was still at its introductory stage at 
the time the research was undertaken.  In Nigeria, a study by Obuh and Bozimo (2012) 
“revealed a high level of usage of OA publications by both senior and junior LIS 
lecturers and that the awareness of OA concepts accounts for the tendency of LIS 
lecturers in Southern Nigeria to use OA publications.” 

A follow-up question was posed to respondents who are aware of OA about how they 
became aware of the initiative. The question was asked in order to establish the channel 
through which the OA initiative is spread to the academic community as espoused in 
the DoI theory. The results in Figure 2 show that 87 (34.8%) respondents relied on the 
internet as their source of awareness for OA. This is followed by 49 (19.6%) respondents 
who were informed by their faculty librarian. Thirty-eight (38) respondents (15%) 
indicated they attribute their knowledge of OA to other sources not listed, while 33 
(13%) respondents acknowledged conferences or seminars as their sources of 
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knowledge about OA publishing. Twenty-six (26) respondents, that is, 10.4%, 
acknowledged publishers for their awareness of OA, and 17 (7%) listed their colleagues 
and line managers (5.2%) as their sources of awareness of OA. 

Figure 2: Sources of awareness of OA 

A study by Nunda and Elia (2019, 150) concluded that information literacy (IL) training 
is crucial in promoting adoption and usage of IRs in universities after their study on the 
adoption and use of IRs among postgraduate students in Muhimbili University of Health 
and Allied Sciences and Sokoine University of Agriculture. Furthermore, the study 
found that the library staff and lecturers are sources of awareness and the pulling factors 
in adoption and use of IRs.  
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Attitudes towards OA Publishing 

Attitudes, either positive or negative, also influence adoption of OA publishing. 
Participants were therefore also asked to choose between the extremes, that is, if they 
are “strongly in favour” or “not strongly in favour” of OA publishing. The participants 
were also requested to choose between “neutral,” “in favour” of, or “against” OA 
publishing. 

Figure 3: Stance towards OA 

Figure 3 provides a breakdown of academics’ attitudes towards OA. More than half, 
that is, 163 (54 %) respondents were “strongly in favour” of OA publishing.  Fifty-three 
(21%) respondents were also “in favour,” which adds up to 75% of respondents in 
support of OA, while 26 (19%) were “neutral” and 8 (6%) were against OA. This shows 
that most academics have a positive attitude towards OA publishing. A study by 
Mutsvunguma and Hoskins (2020) also found that academics’ and researchers’ attitude 
towards IR use was positive, although it was hampered by limited knowledge of OA 
and the benefits of uploading scholarly content on the IR, limited skill for self-archiving, 
and lack of time to upload content on the IR. Use of other OA publishing platforms by 
some academics and researchers, such as subject repositories, personal websites and 
social media platforms such as ResearchGate, Academia and Mendeley took their 
attention away from the university’s IRs. ResearchGate, Academia and Mendeley are 
new emerging social networking sites for academics and scientists to share their papers, 
assist each other with research and scholarly queries and to find collaborators (Jain and 
Makwana 2022). Memon (2016) acknowledges that these tools are regarded as the most 
attractive academic social networking sites in the scientific community. 
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Adoption of OA Publishing 

With regard to the adoption of OA, participants were first asked about the frequency 
with which they publish in OA journals. They were requested to choose from responses 
that were given to them ranging from “always” to “never.” Those who did not publish 
any paper were provided with the response “not applicable.”  

Figure 4: Frequency of publishing on OA publishing platforms 

Figure 3 indicates that 116 (46.4%) have “never” published on OA platforms, followed 
by those who “sometimes” publish on OA publishing platforms with 38 (15.2%) 
respondents. Thirty-eight (38) (15%) respondents chose the “not applicable” option, and 
only 28 (11%) respondents “often” publish OA, while 20 (8%) respondents “seldom” 
do so. The figures further show that only 10 (4%) respondents “always” publish OA, 
which is a small margin compared to those who “never” do so. The main finding of a 
study by Allahar and Sookram (2020, 126) at the University of the West Indies is that 
“OA was not fully embraced as a publishing outlet because of academic resistance 
derived from questions of acceptability, and the existence of a system that assigns 
greater recognition to the established subscription journals.” Bashorun et al. (2016) also 
revealed low levels of adoption by academic staff in Nigerian universities.  

Types of OA Platforms Used 

A follow-up question probed the participants about the types of OA publishing 
platforms they used, such as commercial publishers, Directory of Open Access Journals 
(DOAJ) and IRs. Those who never published on OA platforms were also provided with 
options to choose from. The results are depicted in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: Types of OA platforms used 

IRs hold a remarkable prospect of breaking down barriers of access to scholarly 
communication, yet many remain underutilised and infrequently accessed (Luca and 
Narayan 2016). Mutsvunguma and Hoskins (2020) examined the extent of use of the IR 
by academics at the University of KwaZulu-Natal (UKZN), South Africa. The findings 
revealed a number of factors that contribute to and support the use of the IR, such as the 
signing of the Berlin Declaration, employment of a full-time IR librarian, updating of 
the DSpace, development of an online submission guide, and ongoing training and 
awareness programmes.  

Figure 6: Types of publication uploaded on OA platforms 
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Types of Publications Uploaded on OA platforms 

The participants were further requested to choose from a number of scholarly 
publications in order to find out about the types of publications that they usually publish 
through OA publishing. The types of publications that the participants could choose 
from included research articles, conference papers, chapters in books, theses, 
dissertations and other types of scholarly publications. Figure 6 shows that 103 (41.2%) 
respondents publish journal articles through OA, whilst almost an equal number of 
respondents, at 59 (23.6%) and 58 (23.2%), made available conference papers and other 
documents, respectively. An equal number of respondents of 15 (6%) apiece made 
available book chapters and students’ theses and dissertations. Other means of OA 
publishing which were not listed were selected by 58 (23.2%) respondents. These 
findings reveal that journal articles appear to be the most important vehicles or scholarly 
outputs through which academics publish their research results (Wakeling et al. 2019). 
Sharing of scholarly journal articles appears to be the main force behind the initiation 
of OA (Björk 2021). Dandar et al. (2020) recognise that over and above scholarly 
journal articles, faculty members also use conference papers and book chapters to share 
their research findings with the academic community and the public.   

Challenges in Adopting OA Publishing 

The next question sought to solicit information from respondents about challenges that 
they encountered in adopting OA publishing. The question allowed the respondents to 
list the challenges they encounter in adopting OA. Among some of the challenges that 
the respondents highlighted were internet connectivity and lack of information and 
communication technologies (ICT) connectivity, articles not being peer reviewed, fake 
publishers, APCs, lack of knowledge and lack of OA policies. Unstable internet 
connectivity and power interruptions are some of the challenges reported to have been 
affecting academics in accessing OA content. Of the 250 respondents, nine (3.6%) 
indicated that internet connectivity is a hindrance. Fox and Hanlon (2015, 705) attest 
that one of the barriers to OA publishing is technological requirements, with internet 
connectivity at the helm of the barriers. These challenges can also be coupled with lack 
of ICT facilities, as stated by some respondents. Ridwan (2015) remarks that inadequate 
ICT infrastructure and the high cost of internet bandwidth are major problems in 
Nigeria. Low bandwidth and erratic power supply were also revealed by Okite-
Amughoro, Makgahlela and Bopape (2014) as some of the challenges related to ICT 
infrastructure in Delta State University, Nigeria. Fifteen respondents believed that OA 
articles are not peer reviewed and thus are of an inferior quality. The importance of the 
peer-review process for OA materials is emphasised by the BOAI. Of the 250 
respondents, only four (1.6%) believed that fake publishers are a challenge in using OA 
publishing. Enago Academy (2018) opines that fake publishers are the most significant 
challenge in improving the quality of research in OA articles. With the increasing 
number of OA publications, some of them having dubious backgrounds, it is more 
difficult for academics to identify appropriate content and to determine whether these 
articles have gone through a rigorous and reliable review process or the authenticity of 
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the journal or publisher. Wareham (2018) attests that the growing prevalence of 
predatory journals and publishers, and the introduction of mega-journals and their 
potential impacts on the credibility of scientific publishing, will affect the reputation of 
academics as publishers. 

Other respondents indicated that the charges incurred in publishing are preventing them 
from publishing in this mode of scholarly publication. Lwoga and Questier (2014) 
confirmed that anxiety to encroach upon publisher’s copyright policies demotivates 
faculty members to adopt OA. During the 2018 OA Week, Radijeng (2018) made 
mention of the fact that although OA is well received in African countries, as evidenced 
by the level of usage of IRs, it has not helped much with copyright challenges and cost 
reduction, since most of the journals are under the control of commercial publishers. 
APCs are not understood by most, but yet they are seen as a limitation for adoption, as 
most respondents believe that they need to be paid for their contribution and not to pay 
to make a contribution. In this study, 15.6% of the respondents stated that they are not 
aware of OA publishing. This is in relation to 15.2% who are not familiar with it. Not 
knowing exactly what OA is about and how it will evolve in the future is proving to be 
a limiting factor for adoption. 

Lack of OA policies was also found to be a hindrance for academics to publish on OA 
platforms. Policies are meant to direct and regulate the work and knowledge shared, and 
thus institutions need to develop policies that can be adhered to and assist people in 
understanding how things work. Narayan and Luca (2017, 2) posit that the government 
research funding policies for the university are not tied into OA deposits in the 
repository, but are instead tied into peer-reviewed journals and articles published in 
journals with high impact factors. Consequently, the university has not adjusted its 
policies to ensure support of repositories, but explicitly rewards traditionally published 
work, whether or not it is placed in the repository. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 
Looking back at the theoretical framework which guided this study, namely DoI, major 
conclusions can be drawn from the findings of the study. In general, OA publishing 
appears to be an innovation communicated to the academics through the internet and 
faculty or subject librarians. Although the rate of adoption among the academics appears 
to be slow, its relative advantage and compatibility are recognised, because the 
academics have shown that they are in favour of the innovation. The results regarding 
adoption and usage show that there is still a lot that needs to be done to make people 
understand the importance and benefits of OA publishing. The academics observed that 
OA has resulted in the growth of journals that are not peer reviewed and predatory 
publishers. These developments, as well as the APCs that go along with OA, affect the 
rate and adoption of OA publishing. In terms of time of adoption, the study reveals that 
most of the academics were in the category of early majority who still needed more 
information about the advantages of adopting OA publishing. Based on the findings of 
the study, it is recommended that the university library should intensify its awareness 
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campaigns on OA publishing. Workshops and seminars should be organised where 
librarians should explain to the academics what OA publishing entails and the benefits 
thereof. Academics who are reaping the benefits of publishing on OA platforms should 
be given opportunities to showcase what they are gaining, especially visibility of their 
works and more citations. Future studies should focus on identifying the effects of 
economic factors and social structure on the motivation for OA publishing.  

Acknowledgement 
The article is a by-product of the dissertation submitted in fulfilment of the requirements 
of the degree of Master of Information Studies titled: “Adoption of Open Access 
Publishing for Scholarly Communication by the Academic Staff at the University of 
Limpopo.” 

References 
Allahar, H., and R. Sookram. 2020. “The Adoption of Open Access Journals for Publishing 

Management Research: A Review of the Literature and the Experience of the University of 
the West Indies.” International Journal of Education and Development using Information 
and Communication Technology 16 (1): 126–46. 

 
Anunobi, C.V., and R. Ape. 2018. “Promotional Strategies for Open Access Resources 

Discovery and Access.” Webology 15 (1): 30–45. 
 
Bangani, S. 2018. “Open Access to Legal Resources in South Africa: The Benefits and 

Challenges.” Library Philosophy and Practice (e-journal) 1892. Accessed May 17, 2021. 
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/1892.  

 
Bashorun, M. T., P. Jain, P. Sabina, and T. Kalusopa. 2016. “Determinants of Adoption and 

Use of Open Access Publishing by Academic Staff in Nigeria Universities.” Journal of 
Information Theory and Practice 4 (4): 49–63. 

 
Björk, B.-C. 2021. “Why Is Access to the Scholarly Journal Literature So Expensive?” portal: 

Libraries and the Academy 21 (2): 177–92. https://doi.org/10.1353/pla.2021.0010. 
 
Bosah, G., C. C. Okeji, and E. E. Baro. 2017. “Perceptions, Preferences of Scholarly 

Publishing in Open Access Journals: A Survey of Academic Librarians in Africa.” Digital 
Library Perspectives 33 (4): 378–94. https://doi.org/10.1108/DLP-03-2017-0011. 

 
Brink, P. A. 2013. “Article Visibility: Journal Impact Factor and Availability of Full Text in 

PubMed Central and Open Access.” Cardiovascular Journal of Africa 24 (8): 295–96. 
 
Chilimo, W., A. Adem, A. N. W. Otieno, and M. Maina. 2017. “Adoption of Open Access 

Publishing by Academic Researchers in Kenya.” Journal of Scholarly Publishing 49 (1): 
103–22. https://doi.org/10.3138/jsp.49.1.103. 

 

http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/1892
https://doi.org/10.1353/pla.2021.0010
https://doi.org/10.1108/DLP-03-2017-0011
https://doi.org/10.3138/jsp.49.1.103


Shoroma and Bopape 

17 

Chilimo, W. L., and O. B. Onyancha. 2018. “How Open Is Open Access Research in Library 
and Information Science?” South African Journal of Libraries and Information Science 84 
(1): 11–19. https://doi.org/10.7553/84-1-1710. 

 
Collister, L. B., T. S. Deliyannides, and S. Dyas-Correia. 2014. “The Library as Publisher.” 

The Serials Librarian 66 (1–4): 20–29. https://doi.org/10.1080/0361526X.2014.879524. 
 
CHELSA (Committee of Higher Education Libraries of South Africa). 2021. State of South 

African Academic Libraries: Embracing the Frontiers. Pretoria: CHELSA. Accessed June 
30, 2023. https://chelsa.ac.za/wp-
.content/uploads/2021/11/StateOfSouthAfricanLibrariesReport.pdf. 

 
Creaser, C. 2010. “Open Access Research Outputs—Institutional Policies and Researchers’ 

Views: Results from Two Complementary Surveys.” New Review of Academic 
Librarianship 16 (1): 4–25. https://doi.org/10.1080/13614530903162854. 

 
Dandar, D., J. Clifton-Ross, A. Dale, and R. Croft. 2020. “Showcasing Institutional Research: 

Curating Library Exhibits to Support Scholarly Communication.” Journal of Librarianship 
and Scholarly Communication 8 (1): eP2335. https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.2335. 

 
DHET (Department of Higher Education and Training). 2021. Report on the Evaluation of the 

2019 Universities’ Research Output. Pretoria: DHET. Accessed July 1, 2023.  
https://www.dhet.gov.za/Policy%20and%20Development%20Support/Research%20output
s%20report%202021_final.pdf.  

 
Enago Academy. 2018. “Challenges in Growth of Open Access Publishing.” Accessed August 

5, 2020. https://www.enago.com/academy/challenges-in-growth-of-open-access-
publishing/.   

 
Eve, M. P. 2015. “Open Access Publishing and Scholarly Communications in Non-Scientific 

Disciplines.” Online Information Review 39 (5): 717–32. https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-04-
2015-0103. 

 
Fox, W., and M. S. Bayat. 2012. A Guide to Managing Research. Cape Town: Juta and 

Company. 
 
Fox, M., and S. M. Hanlon. 2015. “Barriers to Open Access Uptake for Researchers in Africa.” 

Online Information Review 39 (5): 698–716. https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-05-2015-0147. 
 
Fullard, A. 2007. “South African Responses to Open Access Publishing: A Survey of the 

Research Community.” South African Journal of Libraries and Information Science 73 (1): 
40–50. https://doi.org/10.7553/73-1-1333. 

 
Gross, J., and J. C. Ryan. 2015. “Landscapes of Research: Perceptions of Open Access 

Publishing in the Arts and Humanities.” Publications 3 (2): 65–88. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications3020065. 

 

https://doi.org/10.7553/84-1-1710
https://doi.org/10.1080/0361526X.2014.879524
https://chelsa.ac.za/wp-.content/uploads/2021/11/StateOfSouthAfricanLibrariesReport.pdf
https://chelsa.ac.za/wp-.content/uploads/2021/11/StateOfSouthAfricanLibrariesReport.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13614530903162854
https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.2335
https://www.dhet.gov.za/Policy%20and%20Development%20Support/Research%20outputs%20report%202021_final.pdf
https://www.dhet.gov.za/Policy%20and%20Development%20Support/Research%20outputs%20report%202021_final.pdf
https://www.enago.com/academy/challenges-in-growth-of-open-access-publishing/
https://www.enago.com/academy/challenges-in-growth-of-open-access-publishing/
https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-04-2015-0103
https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-04-2015-0103
https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-05-2015-0147
https://doi.org/10.7553/73-1-1333
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications3020065


Shoroma and Bopape 

18 

Hawkins, A. R., M. A. Kimball, and M. Ives. 2013. “Mandatory Open Access Publishing for 
Electronic Theses and Dissertations: Ethics and Enthusiasm.” The Journal of Academic 
Librarianship 39 (1): 32–60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2012.12.003. 

 
Hoole, C. 2019. “Avoiding the Elephant in the Room: The Real Reasons behind Our Research 

Crisis. SA Write It in Full.” SAJIP: South African Journal of Industrial Psychology 45: 
a1723. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v45i0.1723. 

 
Inglesi-Lotz, R., and A. Pouris. 2018. “Does South African Research Output Promote 

Innovation?” South African Journal of Science 114 (9/10): #a0286. 
https://doi.org/10.17159/sajs.2018/a0286.  

 
Jain, P. 2012. “Promoting Open Access to Research in Academic Libraries.” Library 

Philosophy and Practice (e-journal) 737. Accessed August 3, 2020. 
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/737.  

 
Jain, S. K., and J. Makwana. 2022. “Use of Academic Social Networking Sites by Academic 

Community at National Institute of Fashion Technology Centers in India: A Study.” 
DESIDOC: Journal of Library and Information Technology 42 (4): 253–58. 
https://doi.org/10.14429/djlit.42.4.17921. 

 
Johnson, P. 2014. Fundamentals of Collection Development and Management. 3rd ed. London: 

Facet Publishing. 
 
Lambert, M. 2019. “The State of the South African Journal of Sports Medicine, 2019.” The 

South African Journal of Sports Medicine 31 (1): 1. https://doi.org/10.17159/2078-
516X/2019/v31i1a6055. 

 
Lewney, J. 2021. “BDJ Open (2019–2020) and the Advantages of Open Access Publishing.” 

British Dental Journal 231 (11): 713–15. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41415-021-3722-4. 
 
Luca, E., and B. Narayan. 2016. “Redesigning the Open-Access Institutional Repository: A 

User Experience Approach.” In Digital Libraries: Knowledge, Information, and Data in an 
Open Access Society: 18th International Conference on Asia-Pacific Digital Libraries, 
ICADL 2016, Tsukuba, Japan, December 7–9, 2016, Proceedings, edited by A. 
Morishima, A. Rauber and C. Liew, 275–81. Cham: Springer International Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-49304-6_33. 

 
Lwoga, E. T., and F. Questier. 2014. “Faculty Adoption and Usage Behaviour of Open Access 

Scholarly Communication in Health Science Universities.” New Library World 115 (3–4): 
116–39. https://doi.org/10.1108/NLW-01-2014-0006. 

 
McCann, T. V., and M. Polacsek. 2018. “False Gold: Safely Navigating Open Access 

Publishing to Avoid Predatory Publishers and Journals.” Journal of Advanced Nursing 74 
(4): 809–17. https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13483. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2012.12.003
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v45i0.1723
https://doi.org/10.17159/sajs.2018/a0286
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/737
https://doi.org/10.14429/djlit.42.4.17921
https://doi.org/10.17159/2078-516X/2019/v31i1a6055
https://doi.org/10.17159/2078-516X/2019/v31i1a6055
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41415-021-3722-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-49304-6_33
https://doi.org/10.1108/NLW-01-2014-0006
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13483


Shoroma and Bopape 

19 

McCready, K., and E. Molls. 2018. “Developing a Business Plan for a Library Publishing 
Program.” In “Business Models in (Digital) Academic Publishing,” edited by K. I. 
MacDonald and V. Dressler, special issue, Publications 6 (4): 42. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications6040042.  

 
Memon, A. R. 2016. “ResearchGate Is No Longer Reliable: Leniency towards Ghost Journals 

May Decrease Its Impact on the Scientific Community.” The Journal of the Pakistan 
Medical Association 66 (12): 1643–647. 

 
Munikwa, C. P. 2018. “Awareness and Use of Open Access Resources by Researchers of the 

University of Zululand.” MA diss., University of Zululand. Accessed July 21, 2023. 
https://uzspace.unizulu.ac.za/server/api/core/bitstreams/5545617c-2df8-472b-af86-
f42f5134454c/content. 

 
Mutsvunguma, G., and R. G. Hoskins. 2020. “Use of the Institutional Repository by 

Academics at the University of KwaZulu-Natal (UKZN).” Mousaion 38 (1): 1–19. 
https://doi.org/10.25159/2663-659X/6850. 

 
Narayan, B., and E. Luca. 2017. “Issues and Challenges in Researchers’ Adoption of Open 

Access and Institutional Repositories: A Contextual Study of a University Repository.” 
Information Research: An International Electronic Journal 22 (4): 1–24. Accessed July 1, 
2023. https://opus.lib.uts.edu.au/handle/10453/121438.  

 
NRF (National Research Foundation). 2015. “Statement on Open Access to Research 

Publications from the National Research Foundation (NRF)-Funded Research.” Accessed 
June 30, 2023. https://chelsa.ac.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/NRF_open_access_-
statement_19Jan2015_V6.pdf. 

 
Nunda, I. M., and E. F. Elia. 2019. “Institutional Repositories Adoption and Use in Selected 

Tanzanian Higher Learning Institutions.” International Journal of Education and 
Development using Information and Communication Technology (IJEDICT) 15 (1): 150–
64. 

 
Obuh, A. O., and D. O. Bozimo. 2012. “Awareness and Use of Open Access Scholarly 

Publications by LIS Lecturers in Southern Nigeria.” International Journal of Library 
Science 1 (4): 54–60. https://doi.org/10.5923/j.library.20120104.02. 

 
Okite-Amughoro, F. A., L. Makgahlela, and S. Bopape. 2014. “The Use of Electronic 

Information Resources for Academic Research by Postgraduate Students at Delta State 
University, Abraka, Nigeria.” South African Journal of Libraries and Information Science 
80 (2): 1–7. https://doi.org/10.7553/80-2-1527. 

 
Parker, M. 2013. “The Ethics of Open Access Publishing.” BMC Medical Ethics 14 (1): 16. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6939-14-16. 
 
Pickard, A. J. 2013. Research Methods in Information. London: Facet Publishing. 
 

https://doi.org/10.3390/publications6040042
https://uzspace.unizulu.ac.za/server/api/core/bitstreams/5545617c-2df8-472b-af86-f42f5134454c/content
https://uzspace.unizulu.ac.za/server/api/core/bitstreams/5545617c-2df8-472b-af86-f42f5134454c/content
https://doi.org/10.25159/2663-659X/6850
https://opus.lib.uts.edu.au/handle/10453/121438
https://chelsa.ac.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/NRF_open_access_-statement_19Jan2015_V6.pdf
https://chelsa.ac.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/NRF_open_access_-statement_19Jan2015_V6.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5923/j.library.20120104.02
https://doi.org/10.7553/80-2-1527
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6939-14-16


Shoroma and Bopape 

20 

Radijeng, K. 2018. “Effects of Open Access on Copyright Challenges and Library Budgets in 
Africa.” Library Policy and Advocacy Blog, October 22, 2018. Accessed August 2, 2020. 
https://blogs.ifla.org/lpa/2018/10/22/effect-of-open-access-on-copyright-challenges-and-
library-budgets-in-africa/. 

 
Rogers, E. M. 1995. Diffusion of Innovations. New York, NY: Free Press. 
 
Rowley, J., F. Johnson, L. Sbaffi, W. Frass, and E. Devine. 2017. “Academics and Behaviors 

and Attitudes towards Open Access Publishing in Scholarly Journals.” Journal of the 
Association for Information Science and Technology 68 (5): 1201–211. Accessed March 
17, 2020. 
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/114578/8/PaperOPENACCESSPFinal%20%281%29.pdf.  

 
Sanni, S. A., Z. A. Ngah, N. H. A. Karim, N. Abdullah, and M. Waheed. 2013. “Using the 

Diffusion of Innovation Concept to Explain the Factors That Contribute to the Adoption 
Rate of E-Journal Publishing.” Serials Review 39 (4): 250–57. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2013.10766406. 

 
Serrano-Vicente, R., R. Melero, and E. Abadal. 2016. “Open Access Awareness and 

Perceptions in an Institutional Landscape.” The Journal of Academic Librarianship 42 (5): 
595–603. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2016.07.002. 

 
Sheikh, A. 2019. “Faculty Awareness, Use and Attitudes towards Scholarly Open Access: A 

Pakistani Perspective.” Journal of Librarianship and Information Science 51 (3): 612–28. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0961000617742455. 

 
Singh, R. J. 2015. “Challenges and Successes of Research Capacity Building at a Rural South 

African University.” South African Journal of Higher Education 29 (3): 183–200.  
 
Suber, P. 2012. Open Access. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/9286.001.0001. 
 
Tennant, J. P., F. Waldner, D. C. Jacques, P. Masuzzo, L. B. Collister, and C. H. J. Hartgerink. 

2016. “The Academic, Economic and Societal Impacts of Open Access: An Evidence-
Based Review.” F1000Research 5: 632 https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.8460.1. 

 
Togia, A., and S. Korobili. 2014. “Attitudes towards Open Access: A Meta-Synthesis of the 

Empirical Literature.” Information Services and Use 34 (3–4): 221–31. 
https://doi.org/10.3233/ISU-140742. 

 
UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization). 2015. 

Introduction to Open Access. Paris: UNESCO. 
 
Waithaka, M. W., and O. B. Onyancha. 2021. “Use of Open Access Channels for Scholarly 

Publishing in Kenyan Universities.” Publishing Research Quarterly 37: 293–306. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12109-021-09795-9. 

 

https://blogs.ifla.org/lpa/2018/10/22/effect-of-open-access-on-copyright-challenges-and-library-budgets-in-africa/
https://blogs.ifla.org/lpa/2018/10/22/effect-of-open-access-on-copyright-challenges-and-library-budgets-in-africa/
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/114578/8/PaperOPENACCESSPFinal%20%281%29.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2013.10766406
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2016.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0961000617742455
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/9286.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.8460.1
https://doi.org/10.3233/ISU-140742
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12109-021-09795-9


Shoroma and Bopape 

21 

Wakeling, S., V. Spezi, J. Fry, C. Creaser, S. Pinfield, and P. Willett. 2019. “Academic 
Communities: The Role of Journals and Open-Access Mega-Journals in Scholarly 
Communication.” Journal of Documentation 75 (1): 120–39. https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-
05-2018-0067. 

 
Wareham, A. 2018. “The Benefits and Challenges of Open Access.” The Publication Plan, 

March 27, 2018. Accessed August 5, 2020. https://thepublicationplan.com/2018/03/27/the-
benefits-and-challengesof-open-access/.  

 
Zhu, Y. 2017. “Who Support Open Access Publishing? Gender, Discipline, Seniority and 

Other Factors Associated with Academics’ OA Practice.” Scientometrics 111 (2): 557–79. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2316-z. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-05-2018-0067
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-05-2018-0067
https://thepublicationplan.com/2018/03/27/the-benefits-and-challengesof-open-access/
https://thepublicationplan.com/2018/03/27/the-benefits-and-challengesof-open-access/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2316-z

	Examining the Diffusion and Adoption of Open Access Publishing among Academics at the University of Limpopo, South Africa
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Theoretical Framework
	Open Access Publishing as an Innovation
	Awareness of OA Publishing
	Attitudes towards OA Publishing
	Adoption of OA Publishing
	Challenges Encountered in Adopting OA Publishing

	Methodology
	Findings and Discussions
	Demographic Profile of Respondents
	Age of Respondents
	Experience
	Number of Research Publications

	Awareness of OA Publishing
	Attitudes towards OA Publishing
	Adoption of OA Publishing
	Types of OA Platforms Used
	Types of Publications Uploaded on OA platforms
	Challenges in Adopting OA Publishing

	Conclusion and Recommendations
	Acknowledgement
	References


