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Abstract

Innovative publishing models have emerged to meet the demands of the ‘publish or perish’ philosophy preva-
lent in academic and scholarly circles. Publishing models serve as the operational blueprint underpinning the
value and supply chains of products in the publishing industry, aligning operational plans, design strategies, and
production methodologies with the overarching goal of scholarly publishing. The duty of scholarly publishers
to advance knowledge and disseminate it widely necessitates their role in supporting researchers to meet the
expectations of the ‘publish or perish’ culture. This philosophy becomes even more critical in the endangered
landscape of scholarly publishing in Africa, where scholarly publishing is evidently perishing, as researchers in
the region face additional challenges in accessing reputable publishing outlets for their work. Zimbabwe has a
low research publishing output, and although it ranks second in southern Africa, it lags behind South Africa by
an astounding 65%. This intensifies the pressure to publish to maintain visibility and credibility within the global
academic community. This paper thus examines the publishing models implemented in the publishing of schol-
arly works by scholarly publishers in Zimbabwe. Qualitative data were collected through the Delphi Technique
design, with publishing experts over three rounds of interviews, and triangulated with data from document
analysis. The key findings indicate open access, self-publishing, and collaborative publishing as effective market
models for university presses. However, Zimbabwean universities are still lagging behind, as few have estab-
lished university presses.
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reports, articles, and conference proceedings, schol-
arly publishers operate within a network comprising
researchers, authors, reviewers, printers, libraries,
bookshops, and readers (Tian and Martin, 2009).
Therefore, publishing models not only delineate the
market dynamics within which they operate, but they

Introduction

In the rapidly evolving landscape of the information
age, innovative publishing models have emerged to
meet the demands of the ‘publish or perish’ philoso-
phy, which is prevalent in academic circles. The pub-
lishing business, as described by Benghozi and
Salvador (2016), encompasses a diverse array of
models that facilitate the creation and dissemination
of various scholarly publications. These models
serve as the operational blueprint underpinning
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industry. Within the realm of scholarly publishing,
which encompasses monographs, journals, research
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also dictate the strategic positioning of stakeholders
within the scholarly ecosystem. These innovative
models serve as the linchpin of the scholarly publishing
value and supply chain, aligning operational plans,
design strategies, and production methodologies with
the overarching goal of scholarly publishing (Oiestad
and Bugge, 2014).

Publishing models that are innovative have been
developed as a response to this publishing goal,
which has been catalysed by the ‘publish or perish’
regime in academic and scholarly settings. The pres-
sure to publish is immense, with the phrase ‘publish
or perish’, coined by Harold Coolidge in 1932, now
reflecting the harsh reality of scholarship (Rawat and
Meena, 2014). The ‘publish or perish’ philosophy
necessitates regular publishing by both the scholarly
publishers and the scholars to showcase their aca-
demic abilities to their peers. Given this, the paper
focuses on the philosophy of scholarly publishers,
who are defined by Schonfeld (2016) as venerated
producers of scholarly forms of information such as
journals, newsletters, reports, research articles,
papers, and the scholarly book. As a result, these pub-
lishers ‘have one of the noblest duties to advance
knowledge and diffuse it not merely among those
who can attend daily lectures but far and wide’
(Givler, 2007). Owing to this, international scholarly
publishers publish up to over 150 titles annually
(Leonard, 2011). However, this stands in stark con-
trast to the perilous state of scholarly publishing in
Africa, where publishers appear to be in decline.

The duty of scholarly publishers to advance knowl-
edge and disseminate it widely, as highlighted by
Givler (2007), necessitates that they assume their role
in supporting researchers in meeting the expectations
of the ‘publish or perish’ culture. The high volumes
of titles published annually by international scholarly
publishers are evidence of the intense competition and
demand for scholarly publications, reinforcing the
urgency for publishers to publish for academics to
stay relevant and contribute to the scholarly discourse.
In the context of the endangered landscape of scholarly
publishing in Africa, this philosophy becomes even
more critical as researchers in the region face additional
challenges in accessing reputable outlets for their work,
thereby intensifying the pressure to publish in order to
maintain visibility and credibility within the global aca-
demic community.

The ‘publish or perish’ philosophy implores schol-
arly publishers to publish for academics, or risk per-
ishing due to several key reasons. Firstly, the

‘publish or perish’ culture within academia places
immense pressure on researchers to continuously
produce and disseminate their work in reputable
scholarly outlets to secure funding, promotions, and
tenure (Kwanya, 2018). As such, scholarly publishers
play a crucial role in supporting academics in meeting
these expectations by providing platforms for the pub-
lication of their research findings. Secondly, the repu-
tation and credibility of scholarly publishers are
directly tied to the quality and quantity of publications
they produce (Link, 2015). In an environment where
the impact factor of journals and the prestige of pub-
lishers are often used as metrics for evaluating the aca-
demic worth of researchers, publishers should
consistently publish high-quality content to attract
submissions from scholars (Tian and Martin, 2009)
and maintain their standing in the academic commu-
nity. Moreover, the competitive nature of the scholarly
publishing industry points to the importance of con-
tinuously producing new content. With a vast
number of publishers vying for authors’ submissions,
and readers’ attention, those who fail to keep up with
the demand for fresh, innovative research risk being
overshadowed by competitors, and losing relevance
in the field. Furthermore, the financial sustainability
of scholarly publishers is contingent upon their
ability to attract authors and readers (Esposito,
2011). Without a steady stream of publications, pub-
lishers may struggle to generate revenue through sub-
scriptions, article processing charges, or other means
(Lawson et al., 2016), which ultimately jeopardises
their ability to continue operating in an increasingly
competitive marketplace.

Rawat and Meena (2014) noted that scholars who
publish infrequently or focus on non-publishing activ-
ities, such as teaching undergraduates, may face chal-
lenges in securing teaching positions. This is against
the backdrop that academic institutions often use an
individual’s publication record as a measure of their
competence, with administrators increasingly priori-
tising this criterion in recruitment processes. In light
of this, ‘to perish’ means that researchers face negative
consequences for not publishing in high-impact jour-
nals or focusing too much on metrics, such as the
loss of reputation, negative consequences for salary,
allocation of more teaching hours, and thus less time
for research, or failure of promotion or tenure, poten-
tially with the extreme consequence of losing the job
(Boomsma and O’Dwyer, 2019). Ultimately, ‘to
perish’ for publishers could mean losing credibility
and reputation in the academic community, facing
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financial losses due to decreased subscriptions or
advertising revenue, having to downsize or cut back
on services, or even going out of business if they
cannot adapt to the changing trends in scholarly pub-
lishing (Kun, 2018). Essentially, it signifies a decline
or collapse of the publisher’s standing and operations
in the industry.

Moosa (2018) argues that the concept of ‘measure-
ment’, through publishing, is fundamental to the field
of science. However, numerous scholars have ironic-
ally reversed this principle in their daily practices,
often gauging the value of their contributions solely
based on quantifiable metrics (Moosa, 2018). In this
context, a scholarly contribution is deemed truly sci-
entific only if its influence can be quantified numeric-
ally. This indirectly qualifies the ‘publish or perish’
philosophy, which relies on publishing for metrics.
Given this, successful publishing is dependent on
the publishing models implemented by the publishers.
These have been labelled by Benghozi and Salvador
(2016) and Oiestad and Bugge (2014) as the business
models of book publishing, which represent the oper-
ational architecture behind both the value and supply
chains of scholarly publications. This paper thus
examines the publishing models implemented in the
publishing of scholarly works by scholarly publishers
in Zimbabwe.

Problem statement

Scholarly publishing in Africa is evidently perishing.
For example, university presses in Nigeria have dis-
tributed, on average, one (1) book title a year (Zell,
2021), while in Kenya, the University of Nairobi
Press has produced an average of 1.3 titles a year
(Luescher and van Schalkwyk, 2018). In Ethiopia,
the Addis Ababa University Press has produced an
average of two (2) titles a year in its 50 years of exist-
ence (van Schalkwyk and Luescher, 2017). South
African university presses have been quite instrumen-
tal in producing scholarly works, such as scholarly
books. The Witwatersrand University Press publishes
between 15 and 20 titles a year (van Schalkwyk and
Luescher, 2017), while the University of Kwa-Zulu
Natal Press also produces 20 or so scholarly books
each year (Universities of South Africa (USAf)
2019). Drawing from the University of South Africa
(UNISA) Press website, the press has produced a
backlist of 152 scholarly books. Scholarly publishing
in Zimbabwe is also in the red zone. These publishers
are making efforts to produce scholarly books, but the

output is meagre, and this paints a gloomy picture
(Zell, 2021). Zimbabwe has a total of 19 universities,
of which 68% are public. Given this number, one would
expect the country to have a competitive edge in
research output on the continent and in the southern
African region (Masona-Tapfuma and Hoskins, 2021).
However, the Web of Science shows that Zimbabwe
has a research output of 12 472 documents, a staggering
65% lag, as it falls second to South Africa, which boasts
a record output of 35 456 documents in southern Africa
in 2019. The scholarly book publishing in the country is
also in the red, as university presses in the country have
also barely produced, on average, 0.4 scholarly book
titles annually. These statistics show that the scholarly
publishers in Zimbabwe are perishing. In order for
them to be sound in their mandate and to serve the
wider purpose of their existence, they should publish
as many scholarly publications as possible. This is
because ‘those who cannot produce the required
number of papers will be out of business’ (Kun,
2018), and thus they ‘perish’.

Zell (2021) highlights the gloomy picture of schol-
arly publishing in Africa, stating that, sadly, the
picture today is anything but encouraging. The
presses are mostly dormant, with very low visibility.
Most have produced only a handful of new titles
over the last decade or more, and several have pub-
lished no new books at all. Similarly, a 2011 study
by Ondari-Okemwa (2011) on the levels of knowl-
edge production at institutions of higher learning in
sub-Saharan Africa indicated a huge difference in
the statistics of scholarly publishing between the US
in only a year and in sub-Saharan Africa in ten
years. Therefore, in the context of scholarly publish-
ing for and by academics, Mamdani (2012) posits that,

The starting point of any critique ... in higher education
is the recognition that a university is not a business but a
place of scholarly pursuits... But if promoting scholar-
ship is our core mission, we must be prepared to subor-
dinate all other considerations ... to the pursuit of
scholarship.

To this end, knowledge, according to Masona-
Tapfuma and Hoskins (2021), is now looked upon as
a valued contribution to the world’s information
riches. However, the current state of scholarly publish-
ing in Zimbabwe weakens the local knowledge base,
which becomes meaningless and of little value;
without it, the development of a knowledge economy
is under threat. The lack of structure and space



Information Development 0(0)

hinders the full development and accommodation of
ideas, meticulous annotations, and intricate scholarly
arguments. Unfortunately, scholarly publishers will
have to close down. As a result, business models have
to change (USAf, 2019). Therefore, this study examines
the models implemented in the publishing of scholarly
works by scholarly publishers in Zimbabwe.

Literature review

The publishing business implements various publish-
ing models that enable the production of books and
various other publications. Benghozi and Salvador
(2016) define publishing models as business models
for the book publishing industry. According to
Teece (2010), a business model defines how organisa-
tions create and deliver value to their clients. Oiestad
and Bugge (2014) add that a business model repre-
sents the operational architecture behind both the
value and supply chains of products. The products
of scholarly publishing include monographs, journals,
research reports, articles, and conference proceedings.
Therefore, university presses are able to articulate the
market in which they operate, and position themselves
within a network of researchers, authors or scholars,
reviewers, printers, libraries, bookshops, and consu-
mers and readers. Publishing models as business
models of the publishing business thus represent the
value and supply chain of scholarly books and the oper-
ational plans, design, and style that enable the produc-
tion of scholarly products.

Studies by Le Roux (2013, 2015) established that
university presses apply the ‘cathedral’ scholarly
mission model and the ‘market” — business model,
which she highlighted as presenting some inherent con-
flicts in priorities for the presses. However, van
Schalkwyk and Luescher (2017) assert that institutional
logics constrain university presses in Africa, preventing
them from exploring innovative approaches. ‘They are
not yet making use of technological advances to recon-
figure their production, distribution, and marketing pro-
cesses, nor are they experimenting with new publishing
models such as open access (OA)’ (van Schalkwyk and
Luescher, 2017). In light of this, university presses
employ various publishing models to publish scholarly
works, ensuring their survival for researchers, scholars,
and authors alike. The cathedral model entails trad-
itional publishing, hybrid or mixed publishing, as well
as electronic and online publishing, whereas the
market model includes OA.

Traditionally, publishers produced materials, and
libraries provided stewardship (Marks and Bulock,
2016), and the key players in the production channel
have been the authors, agents, publishers, and printers
(Tian and Martin, 2009). These scholars further posit
that the value proposition and capabilities of publish-
ers in the traditional publishing model encompass:

(1) access to quality content,
(i) access to leading authors, and
(iii) strong relationships with key stakeholders
such as printers, libraries, distributors, and
booksellers to achieve high-quality content
creation, among other things.

Hoover (2022) states that,

The traditional scholarly publishing model is a cycle
involving researchers, publishers, peer reviewers,
editors, and libraries. First, the researchers conduct
research and then report the research by submitting
manuscripts to publishers. The publishers will review
the manuscript to decide whether they go on to peer
reviewers or will make editorial suggestions to the
editors.

According to Withey et al. (2011), traditional pub-
lishing models face challenges from several fronts,
including stagnant print book sales, the rising popular-
ity of e-books, downward price pressure from e-book
vendors, and the push for open access (OA). These
factors jeopardise the efforts of traditional publishers
as their position in the value and supply chain grad-
ually weakens. These changes call attention to the
role and position of traditional scholarly publishers,
who, like general publishers, prioritise rigour, object-
ivity, and quality. Kaspar (2019) argues that university
presses still rely on traditional models that struggle to
sustain their efforts. However, technological advance-
ments continuously supplement these models, offer-
ing more control over the supply and value chains of
scholarly publishing.

Tian and Martin (2009) assert that technological
advancements in book publishing primarily impact
product innovation, allowing for the separation of
content and carrier. Johannisson (2015) also notes
that digitisation is crucial for the extensive expansion
of scholarly publishing. Digitisation enhances access
to scholarly publications, providing readers with
tools to access a broader range of content than
before. Publishers should strategically leverage digit-
alisation to adapt to the ‘publish or perish’ culture.
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Tian and Martin (2009) explain that scholarly content
can be disseminated through various electronic chan-
nels, expanding publication formats from print to elec-
tronic, accessible online and offline. While diversifying
formats offers benefits, caution is warranted regarding
future re-use and online payments to prevent copyright
infringement and scams. Ultimately, this unbundling
can create new value propositions (Tian and Martin,
2009) to survive in publishing.

Hybrid publishing models allow for the crossover of
publications, recognising the narrow audience and spe-
cialisation of scholarly publications, resulting in low
sales that cannot cover production and marketing costs
(USAf, 2019). The USAf further emphasises that a
purely scholarly ethos depends on external support to
thrive. According to Hvvid et al. (2019), a publishing
model is deemed ‘hybrid’ or ‘mixed’ if at least 25% of
earnings come from multiple publishing routes. This sug-
gests that publishing models are based not only on oper-
ational architecture but also on revenue sources. Tian and
Martin’s study (2009) highlights digitisation’s impact,
leading to the emergence of hybrid models alongside
traditional versions adapting to digital potential. Despite
the weakening of traditional models due to technological
advancements, traditional players continue to operate
familiar and profitable business models while embracing
hybrids, accommodating additional players and digital
technologies. Withey et al. (2011) posit that,

The scholarly ecosystem will evolve, as our intercon-
nected society discovers new ways of being connected,
in ways we won’t expect. We need to find the balance
between sustaining the best fruits of the earlier print-
driven ecosystem and allowing the wild and hybrid
new species to flourish.

Van Schalkwyk and Luescher (2017) posit that there
are some very good books out there that are reaching
very small audiences through the ‘tried and tested’ com-
mercial market model, and in such cases, ‘the OA model
has been a major shift in the market over the past decade
and continues to impact planning at university presses’.
According to Brinkley-Etzkorn et al. (2019), university
presses have lagged behind in investing in electronic
publishing, and they are even more restricted in their cap-
acity to do so. Business models consequently have to
change (USATf, 2019). The OA model encompasses well-
established business models for book publishing, such as
the Book Processing Charges (BPC) and embargo
model, among others (Simmons University, 2020).

However, these models are relatively new to many pub-
lishers (Collins et al., 2015; Speicher et al., 2018).

The BPC model is used in OA publishing, where
the book is freely accessible to readers without cost
barriers (Collins et al., 2015). Authors or their
funding bodies pay these charges, enabling publishers
to make the book available open access. If a BPC is
applied, its amount may depend on additional
funding sources available to the publisher for subsid-
isation. Some publishers, such as university presses
supported by endowments or grants, or scholar-led
cooperatives utilising volunteer work (Speicher
et al., 2018), may offer reduced or waived fees, espe-
cially for authors from low-income or lower-middle
income countries, or those without funding.
However, there is apprehension regarding the depend-
ence on BPCs, which could result in excluding numer-
ous authors while benefiting larger and more
renowned presses (Snyder and Fathallah, 2023).

The embargo model involves delaying access to the
full text of a scholarly book for a specified period after
its publication. During the embargo period which is
typically between six to 24 months, access might be
restricted to subscribers or members of specific institu-
tions, while after the embargo period expires, the book
becomes openly accessible to the public (University of
West London, 2017). Sutton (2013) argues that,
however, recent events suggest a trend towards
longer and more restrictive embargoes, heavily restrict
authors’ ability to deposit their manuscripts under OA
policies, and represent a setback for OA. Longer and
more restrictive embargoes undoubtedly delay public
access to scholarship, which may lead authors to
reconsider their publishing choices (Sutton, 2013).

Given the diverse nature of scholarly books and pub-
lishers, Speicher et al. (2018) argue that no single model
can fully support OA book publishing alone. Therefore,
different publishers are likely to continue employing
various models, possibly offering multiple options
because there is no universally superior business
model; each has its own strengths, weaknesses, oppor-
tunities, and threats (Collins et al., 2015). Since business
models, including the infrastructure and workflows that
underpin OA book publishing are currently less devel-
oped, particularly in the Arts and Humanities, numerous
researchers and institutions have expressed concern
about the policy; and despite their support for the goals
and ethical principles of OA publishing, they are cau-
tious due to these shortcomings (Fathallah, 2022).

More so, scholars such as Okune et al. (2021) posit
that OA misses its point if scholarly publications exist



Information Development 0(0)

only to advance academic careers but should rather
broaden and widen the reach of scholarly works
beyond the institution. OA knowledge, if not met with
proper knowledge absorption infrastructures, has
limited usefulness in addressing knowledge production,
access, and inequalities (Bodo et al., 2020). There is a
need to set up proper absorption infrastructures that
will enable OA to serve its purpose, which is to widen
the reach of scholarly works beyond the university.

Le Roux (2013, 2015) further notes that the presses
are usually ‘caught between the cathedral and the
market model’ of scholarly publishing. Van
Schalkwyk and Luescher (2017) make similar claims,

Most presses in Africa are not making the shift to new
publishing models such as OA, because they are
restrained by institutional logics that cannot accommo-
date such models which are, however, a gateway to
reconfigure their production of scholarly books.

The presses are still caught in the traditional pub-
lishing models, which struggle to sustain their opera-
tions (Kaspar, 2019). However, publishing models
seem to go beyond the operational architecture and
the value and supply chains in the scholarly communi-
cation network. Rather, the issue of sustainability is
central to the publishing models used by the publish-
ers. Scholars such as Kaspar (2019), Withey et al.
(2011), and Tian and Martin (2009) allude to the sus-
tainability of the publishing models, either individu-
ally or combined. African university presses must
establish new business models (van Schalkwyk and
Luescher, 2017).

Methodology

This study is part of a broader investigation into the
components and mechanisms of scholarly book pro-
duction at university presses in Zimbabwe. The
researchers employed the ontology and epistemology
research paradigms to guide their choice of research
methodology, considering how they perceive reality
(Takahashi and Araujo, 2020). The study utilised the
qualitative research approach, which is inductive in
nature (Creswell, 2014). This approach aimed to
gain a deep understanding of the innovative models
implemented in scholarly publishing to address the
research problem effectively.

The researchers faced several challenges, primarily
in accessing scholarly university presses. Of the three
university presses that were approached, one did not

respond, another took four months to grant an inter-
view but provided data which focused on book print-
ing rather than book production, and the third does not
publish scholarly books. To overcome these issues, the
researcher used the Delphi technique to engage experts
regardless of their current press affiliation. The
researchers adopted the Delphi Technique design,
selecting a sample of three experts in scholarly publish-
ing using the snowball sampling technique. This
method was chosen due to the scarcity of scholarly
book publishing experts in Zimbabwe owing to the
limited number of operational scholarly presses and a
lack of relevant literature. Similarly, a study by
Creswell and Guetterman (2015) used a sample of
three participants in a cross-case comparison assess-
ment. The researchers in this study thus contacted
known individuals with relevant experience who
referred other experts. The researchers sought insights
from these experts regarding innovative publishing
models suitable for scholarly works. We selected the
experts based on their knowledge and experience in
the scholarly publishing industry, along with their will-
ingness to participate in the study.

Data were collected through expert interviews,
which yielded varied and detailed responses from the
participants. The researchers prepared for the Delphi
interviews by defining the research objectives and
format, as outlined by Beiderbeck et al. (2021). Initial
emails were sent to the participants, explaining the
study topic, problem, objectives, and purpose, along
with the broad question, “What could be the underlying
reasons for the low scholarly book production in
Zimbabwe?” This ensured that the participants fully
understood the problem to provide accurate responses.
Three rounds of interviews were planned, and a pilot
test was conducted with one participant to validate
the interview schedule. Interviews with the remaining
two participants were conducted, and responses from
round one were analysed and shared with the partici-
pants for verification and consensus. The interview
guide for round two was developed based on the evalu-
ation of the initial responses, but the participants were
unable to participate further due to time constraints.
Due to the unavailability of participants for the
second Delphi interview round, the researchers
sought clarifications and consensus on the initial
responses, and thus they conducted only one round of
interviews. The termination of subsequent rounds
was due to time, participant availability, and consensus
considerations, as supported by Beiderbeck et al.
(2021) and Diamond et al. (2014). The analysis of the



Chirisa and Ngoepe: Publish or perish? Innovative models for scholarly publishing in Zimbabwe 7

first-round interviews provided in-depth insights into
the problem of low scholarly book production at uni-
versity presses. Despite these challenges, persistence
allowed for successful data collection and analysis.

The participants’ responses were analysed by identi-
fying key themes and patterns from the initial round of
interviews. These findings were compiled into a
summary report, highlighting areas of agreement and
divergence among the experts. This report was pre-
sented to the participants for re-evaluation, allowing
them to refine their responses, provide additional
insights, and reach a consensus on contentious points.
The process continued until a satisfactory level of
agreement and depth of understanding was achieved,
despite the participants not having the time to partici-
pate in the consequent rounds of the interviews.

Additionally, document analysis was employed to
gather further data from the websites of two universities
which house scholarly presses. The information that
was collected from the universities’ websites include
the University Act, policy documents such as the schol-
arly communications guidelines, strategic plan, vision
and mission. These documents provided insights into
the publishing models for scholarly works. Thematic ana-
lysis, a method for deriving meaning from raw data and
identifying implications, was used to analyse the findings
(Saunders et al., 2012). This analysis involved systemat-
ically searching the dataset to identify, analyse, and report
repeated patterns (Braun and Clarke, 2006). In conclu-
sion, the study reported and discussed the findings.

The three experts in scholarly book production
included one press director, one former press pub-
lisher, and one senior researcher, all chosen for their
extensive experience in the field. The questions
asked to the experts were designed to gather insights
into scholarly book production in Zimbabwe. The
questions focused on the participants’ professional
backgrounds, their contributions to the industry, and
their perspectives on the innovative publishing
models for scholarly book production.

P1, a female press director with 14 years in the indus-
try, has set strategic visions for university publications,
aligned them with university goals, and determined
focus areas, genres, and thematic priorities for scholarly
books. She has ensured high editorial and academic stan-
dards, overseen peer review processes, adhered to pub-
lishing ethics, and supported authors. Her innovations
include exploring digital publishing and significantly
enhancing the quality, visibility, and impact of scholarly
books in Zimbabwe. Additionally, she has developed a
publishing department to train personnel at the tertiary

education level. P2, a male former publisher with 11
years of experience, established a university press, pro-
vided guidance and resources for authors, and oversaw
the publishing process, ensuring high content and edi-
torial quality. He aligned scholarly books with the uni-
versity’s vision and mission and trained personnel at
the intern level. P3, a female senior researcher and
former press researcher and manager with 16 years in
the industry, has expertise in acquisitions, editorial
work, project management, and knowledge of the aca-
demic market. She has acquired high-impact scholarly
works, developed innovative publishing strategies,
established strong relationships with authors and aca-
demic institutions, and contributed to new publishing
technologies and workflows that improved efficiency
and quality in scholarly book production.

Findings

In terms of the scholarly mission of university presses,
the participants believe that the hybrid model is effect-
ive in the production of scholarly books due to its flexi-
bility, duality, diversity, and inclusivity. Participant 3
(P3) explains that the hybrid model combines traditional
publishing with OA, which, according to the literature,
is an element of the book publishing market model. P3
states that,

The hybrid model is effective as it offers authors flexibil-
ity in choosing the publishing route for their works. The
model combines elements of traditional publishing with
open access options, and it enables authors to make
informed decisions about how their work is dissemi-
nated. Authors have a choice to pay for open access to
a traditionally published book, so the model balances
the need for visibility with the support of traditional pub-
lishing processes.

The participants emphasised that OA, self-publishing,
and collaborative publishing are effective market models
for university presses. Both Participant 1 (P1) and
Participant 2 (P2) indicated that OA unrestricts access
and promotes visibility to scholarly works, thereby elim-
inating barriers to scholarly information by accelerating
their dissemination.

According to P1,

It’s hybrid publishing that empowers authors to navigate
the publishing landscape according to their preferences
and funding availability. There is a diverse and inclusive
production of scholarly books in this model.
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The participant adds that,

Open access has demonstrated effectiveness by promot-
ing the accessibility and visibility of scholarly works.
Scholarly books are made freely available to a global
audience, so it accelerates the dissemination of knowl-
edge and enhances the societal impact of research.

Document analysis established U2’s implementation
of the OA model as an effective market model for pro-
ducing scholarly works. The findings revealed that the
following types of OA are adopted by the press:

(i) Gold OA - in this model, OA peer-reviewed
scholarly works are accessible online at no
cost, although some publishers may levy
article processing charges.

(ii) Diamond OA - scholarly works are promptly
accessible, and neither the author nor the
reader incurs any fees for publishing or acces-
sing the works.

Hybrid OA — this model combines
subscription-based access with OA. In this
system, researchers may be required to pay
article processing charges for immediate OA.

(iii)

Authors can leverage the power that this model
offers over their content. From this perspective,
Participant 3 (P3) suggests that university presses, as
traditional publishers, are equally affected by the self-
publishing model as other publishers. She notes that,

Self-publishing has proven to be effective for scholarly
book production because it empowers authors to main-
tain control over their content and publication timelines.
Authors can directly engage with their audience and
tailor their works to specific niche areas or emerging
research topics, so they can contribute to the diversity
and accessibility of scholarly literature.

The participants also highlight collaborative publishing
as amarket model that is considered effective in producing
scholarly books. P2 indicates the cooperation and
knowledge-sharing functions of this model. He states that,

Collaborative publishing is important because it ensures
cooperation and knowledge sharing among authors from
all disciplines. Scholars from diverse fields combine their
expertise and perspectives to write in-depth and impactful
scholarly books that address a wide range of topics.

According to P3

Collaborative publishing represents another effective
model as it pools expertise and resources to produce
scholarly books that focus on several perspectives and
innovative insights in combined fields.

Discussion

The hybrid model, as described by one participant,
combines traditional publishing with OA options,
aligning with the market model of book publishing.
It represents a deliberate orientation towards meeting
the evolving needs of authors, readers, and institutions
in a dynamic publishing landscape. This model offers
a blend of traditional and OA functions, addressing the
demand for visibility and accessibility while benefit-
ing from established publishing processes to ensure
quality and merit. Integrating traditional and OA ele-
ments allows the industry responds to the growing
demand for OA scholarly works while preserving
aspects of the traditional publishing model.
However, according to Hvvid et al. (2019), a publish-
ing model is considered ‘hybrid’ or ‘mixed’ if at least
25% of the earnings come from more than one pub-
lishing route. Based on the findings from this study,
the cathedral model is focused on the authors’ prefer-
ences based on the availability of funding, rather than
the publisher’s preferences based on the earnings.
According to the USAf (2019), hybrid publishing
models allow the ‘crossover’ of publications, recog-
nising that scholarly publications are narrow, and
that their audience is specialised and small, hence
the low sales which cannot recover the production
and marketing costs.

The market model aims to balance the need for visi-
bility with the support of traditional publishing pro-
cesses, acknowledging diverse author preferences
and funding availability. The hybrid model provides
authors with flexibility in choosing the publishing
route for their works, empowering them to navigate
the publishing landscape according to their prefer-
ences and resources. Through this model, Teece
(2010) and Le Roux (2013, 2015) note that publishing
organisations create and deliver value to their clients,
which is particularly important in the scholarly pub-
lishing business which is underpinned by value
through quality. This inclusive approach to publishing
scholarly works reflects a commitment to empowering
authors and catering to their varying needs and
resources across different academic disciplines and
career stages.
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The emphasis on diverse and inclusive publishing
within the hybrid model accommodates varying
author preferences, funding availability, and dissemin-
ation channels. It promotes equitable access to schol-
arly knowledge while acknowledging disciplinary
conventions that shape scholarly book production.
The balance struck between traditional publishing pro-
cesses and OA within the hybrid model cultivates an
innovative publishing landscape, where authors can
select the most suitable route for publishing their
works. This is supported by Withey et al. (2011),
who advance that we need to find the balance
between sustaining the best fruits of the earlier print-
driven ecosystem, and allowing the wild and hybrid
new species to flourish.

This adaptability to evolving industry trends
reflects the hybrid model’s innovative nature while
upholding the integrity of traditional publishing. The
flexibility and empowerment offered to authors
represent a shift towards author-centric publishing
practices that prioritise individual preferences, career
trajectories, and research funding availability.
Ultimately, this enhances author satisfaction, engage-
ment, and ownership of their scholarly works, and
thus contributing to a more dynamic and inclusive
scholarly publishing ecosystem.

At one university, the traditional publishing model
relies on faculty involvement in attracting proposals
and manuscripts for scholarly works. This involvement
demonstrates that faculty members are important stake-
holders in shaping the content and scholarly direction
of the press’s publications, as well as contributing to
the alignment of the published works with the univer-
sity’s research mission and priorities. Similarly, the
Association of University Presses (2020) echoes that
the university staff serve as local authorities for faculty
and administrators, offering advice on intellectual
property, scholarly communication, and the publish-
ing process for press. The faculty’s participation in
attracting proposals and manuscripts indicates that
the university leverages their expertise, networks,
and scholarly influence to identify and nurture high-
quality scholarly content. Faculty members thus
play a crucial role in shaping the press’s publishing
portfolio, offering a collaborative and innovative
approach to scholarly publishing.

The analysis of documents also revealed that the uni-
versity’s faculties influence or recruit acquisitions editors
to submit most manuscripts, with only a few going
unsolicited. The faculty involvement in manuscript
acquisition processes within the traditional publishing

model, as well as the reliance on faculty influence and
recruitment by acquisitions editors, are an orientation
towards building on established academic networks
and expertise to source scholarly content for publication.
The dominance of faculty-driven submissions prioritises
works that are in line with the expertise, research focus,
scholarly ethos, and academic reputation of the univer-
sity’s faculty members. Niles et al. (2020) and
Blankstein and Wolff-Eisenberg (2019) echo the role
of the faculty, stating that they frequently prioritise read-
ership and peer visibility when choosing publication
outlets, while also enriching the conversation about the
influence of prestigious publication titles and citation
metrics on their publishing decisions. Resultantly, this
not only ensures a strong scholarly fit between published
works and the university’s intellectual community, but it
also promotes the press’s relationships with faculty
authors. Given this, concerns arise about the scholarly
publishing strategies, the parent institution’s research
mission, the scientific community, and the alignment
of published works with institutional priorities. This is
due to the fact that faculty involvement in attracting pro-
posals and manuscripts in the traditional model presents
an avenue to harness faculty expertise and networks to
shape the press’s publishing agenda, where the
members can become active contributors to the press’s
publishing programme. This has the potential to
strengthen the press’s scholarly profile, expand its publi-
cation portfolio, and ensure institutional ownership and
support for scholarly publishing.

The emergence of digitalisation has made self-
publishing a feasible choice for authors, as they now
have greater freedom and control over the final products
and possibly even the pricing of their books. There are
ongoing forecasts suggesting that the adoption of digital
technologies may lead to the bypassing of traditional
intermediaries in the book publishing value chain.
Hvvid et al. (2019) note that prior to digitalisation,
bypassing publishers through self-publishing would
have been prohibitively expensive for authors, but
the emergence of digitalisation has made self-publishing
a feasible choice for authors. This is because authors
could potentially take on all aspects of the publishing
process, including content creation, marketing, and
selling the final product, thus effectively becoming pub-
lishers themselves. In the same vein, Tian and Martin
(2009) advance that,

There are continued predictions that the uptake of digital
technologies would result in the disintermediation of the
value chain for book publishing, given that authors
could, in effect, become publishers by potentially



Information Development 0(0)

performing all the roles involved, from creating the
content to marketing, and selling the finished product.

Nevertheless, as time progresses, the value of the
scholarly publisher is under scrutiny, potentially
leading to a growing debate. However, Tian and
Martin (2009) further posit that,

In both the production and distribution channels, pub-
lishers serve as the centre of gravity, and continue to
add a considerable amount of value to the book publish-
ing business, and are not just another partner in the
process. Rather, they are the major risk takers in what
not infrequently can turn out to be marginal ventures.
They are responsible for everything from commission-
ing the book, to its design and production, marketing,
sales, and customer service.

OA publishing has emerged as an effective model for
scholarly publishing due to its ability to provide unre-
stricted access to scholarly works. ‘The OA model has
been a major shift in the market over the past decade,
and continues to impact planning at university presses’
(Van Schalkwyk and Luescher, 2017). Accessing schol-
arly works online for free eliminates knowledge barriers
and accelerates the dissemination of research findings.
This accessibility is particularly noteworthy in reaching
a wide and global audience, and thus transcending the
geographical and financial constraints that may limit
access to traditional print publications. The emphasis
on the free availability of scholarly works on the global
market is indicative of the effectiveness of OA publish-
ing, which supports the ethos of democratising access
to scholarly content. Similarly, making scholarly works
freely available online through OA increases the poten-
tial for wider readership and citation rates, thereby heigh-
tening the demand for scholarly works. As a result,
scholarly publishers must publish more, because
increased visibility can foster knowledge exchange
across academic and non-academic audiences.
However, this draws attention to scholarly publishing
strategies, publishing operations, and the scholarly com-
munication ecosystem. It is worth noting that OA knowl-
edge, if not met with proper knowledge absorption
infrastructures, has limited usefulness in addressing
knowledge production access and inequalities (Bodo
etal., 2020). Through enhanced visibility, scholarly pub-
lishing within OA frameworks can contribute to advan-
cing knowledge mobilisation, which has implications
for publishers seeking to maximise the relevance and
influence of their publishing programmes. Therefore,
OA publishing models can be seen as facilitating the

global circulation of scholarly ideas that contribute to a
more inclusive scholarly landscape — a vehicle to
publish rather than perish.

Conclusion and recommendations

This paper explored the innovative models implemen-
ted in the publishing of scholarly works by scholarly
publishers in Zimbabwe. The importance of the
‘publish or perish’ culture in scholarly publishing is
emphasised by demonstrating how technological
advancements have revolutionised the scholarly pub-
lishing landscape through publishing models that
have introduced a new way of producing and dissem-
inating research findings. These innovative publishing
models offer numerous rewards in scholarly publish-
ing, particularly in response to the prevalent ‘publish
or perish’ ethos. Essentially, this paradigm shift
results in heightened opportunities for authors to
publish their work more frequently, which drives
productivity for scholarly publishers. These models
have several benefits, including efficiency and
control, flexibility and speed, accessibility and visibil-
ity, collaboration, and autonomy and authenticity.
Through implementing a variety of publishing
models and embracing new innovative approaches to
producing and disseminating scholarly works,
Zimbabwe’s scholarly publishers are adapting to the
changing landscape of scholarly publishing. We rec-
ommend that these publishers actively pursue collab-
orative publishing opportunities with other academic
institutions, scholarly societies, and publishing part-
ners. For example, this can be done through establish-
ing partnerships to co-publish works and sharing
resources and collective expertise to produce high-
quality scholarly publications, or they risk perishing.
The publishers can also play a role in educating scho-
lars, students, and other stakeholders about the chan-
ging landscape of scholarly publishing to raise
awareness about the different publishing models,
OA principles, and the impact of digital technologies
on scholarly communication. This is increasingly
important given the need to publish rather than perish-
ing and amidst the concerns and misconceptions that
are associated with the ‘publish or perish’ regime, par-
ticularly in Africa.

The study encountered several limitations that dir-
ectly influenced its scope and methodology, ultimately
shaping the outcomes and interpretations of the find-
ings. The primary methodological challenge stemmed
from difficulties in accessing scholarly university
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presses, which were initially identified as the targeted
population for the research. The deviation from the
intended population limited the depth of data related
to the specific university presses as scholarly book pub-
lishers, hence narrowing the scope of inquiry and
affecting the representativeness of the findings. The
adaptation to the Delphi Technique helped to mitigate
some of the initial limitations, but the absence of
direct input from a fully operational scholarly press in
Zimbabwe remained a significant limitation. While the
Delphi Technique ensured that some level of agreement
by the participants was achieved, it restricted the itera-
tive refinement process that typically characterises
Delphi studies, potentially limiting the depth of the con-
sensus reached. However, this limitation was overcome
by the use of document analysis, although the partici-
pants were unable to share internal documents due to
confidentiality constraints and organisational ownership
of the material. To compensate, the researcher turned to
publicly available documents, such as the universities’
strategic plans, University Acts, and other policy docu-
ments accessible on university websites, as well as the
national regulations such as the Zimbabwe Copyright
and Neighbouring Rights Act [26:05]. While these
documents provided valuable context, they could not
entirely substitute for the detailed internal policies that
would have offered deeper insights into the operational
processes of the presses.

Future research could build on this foundation by
exploring ways to engage a larger number of presses
and experts, possibly extending the study to include
international  scholarly presses with ties to
Zimbabwean academics. More so, investigating the
potential for capacity building within Zimbabwe’s
university presses could provide valuable insights
into how the country might strengthen its scholarly
publishing infrastructure. Future studies could also
benefit from employing longitudinal research
methods to track the changes and developments in
the publishing sector over time, particularly as
digital technologies and OA models evolve.
Expanding the geographic scope to include other
African countries with similar scholarly publishing
challenges may also enrich the comparative analysis
and contribute to in-depth discussions on scholarly
publishing in the Global South.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of
this article.

Funding

The authors received no financial support for the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

ORCID iD

Mpho Ngoepe (2 https:/orcid.org/0000-0002-6241-161X

References

Association of University Presses (2019) The value of uni-
versity presses. Available at: https:/aupresses.org/the-
value-of-university-presses/ (accessed 29 August 2024).

Beiderbeck D, Frevel N, von der Gratch HA, et al. (2021)
Preparing, conducting, and analyzing Delphi surveys:
Cross-disciplinary  practices, new directions, and
advancements. Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.-
com/science/article/pii/S2215016121001941?via%
3Dihub (accessed 10 February 2024).

Benghozi PJ and Salvador E (2016) How and where the
R&D takes place in the industry? Digital investment
strategies of the book publishing sector. Technology
Analysis and Strategic Management 28(5): 568-582.

Blankstein M and Wolff-Eisenberg C (2019) Ithaka S+R
US faculty survey.

Bodo B, Antal D and Puha Z (2020) Can scholarly pirate
libraries bridge the knowledge access gap? An empirical
study on the structural conditions of book piracy in global
and European academia. PLoS ONE 15(12): 0242509.

Boomsma R and O’Dwyer B (2019) Constituting the govern-
able NGO: The correlation between conduct and counter-
conduct in the evolution of funder-NGO accountability
relations. Accounting, Organizations and Society 72: 1-20.

Braun V and Clarke V (2006) Using thematic analysis in psych-
ology. Qualitative Research in Psychology 3: 77-101.

Brinkley-Etzkorn K, Lane I and Danforth S (2019) An explora-
tory study to measure the value and reach of a university
press. Journal of Scholarly Publishing 50(4): 225-247.

Collins E, Milloy C and Stone G (2015) Guide to open
access monograph publishing for arts, humanities and
social science researchers. AHRC/Jisc Collections:
London. Available at: http:/eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/
25391/ (accessed 20 June 2024).

Creswell JW (2014) Research Design: Qualitative,
Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches, 4th
ed. Thousand Oak: Sage Publications. Available at:
https:/www.ucg.ac.me/skladiste/blog_609332/objava_
105202/fajlovi/Creswell.pdf (accessed 7 September
2024).

Creswell JW and Guettermen TC (2015) Integrating quan-
titative and qualitative results in health science mixed
methods research through joint displays. The Annals of
Family Medicine 13(6): 554-561.

Diamond IR, Grant RC, Feldman BM, et al. (2014)
Defining consensus: A systematic review recommends


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6241-161X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6241-161X
https://aupresses.org/the-value-of-university-presses/
https://aupresses.org/the-value-of-university-presses/
https://aupresses.org/the-value-of-university-presses/
http://eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/25391/
http://eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/25391/
http://eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/25391/
https://www.ucg.ac.me/skladiste/blog_609332/objava_105202/fajlovi/Creswell.pdf
https://www.ucg.ac.me/skladiste/blog_609332/objava_105202/fajlovi/Creswell.pdf
https://www.ucg.ac.me/skladiste/blog_609332/objava_105202/fajlovi/Creswell.pdf

Information Development 0(0)

methodologic criteria for reporting of Delphi studies.
Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 67(4): 401-409.

Esposito J (2011) Creating a New University Press. The
Scholarly Kitchen. Available at: https://scholarlykitch-
en.sspnet.org/2011/05/25/creating-a-new-university-
press-the-first-of-a-two-part-post/ (accessed 3 June 2023).

Fathallah J (2022) Open access monographs: Myths, truths
and implications in the wake of UKRI open access
policy. Available at: https:/liberquarterly.eu/article/
view/11068/13105 (accessed 25 June 2024).

Givler P (2007) University press publishing in the United
States. Available at: https:/www.aupresses.org/about-a
(accessed 27 April 2023).

Hoover S (2022) Scholarly Publishing: Traditional Publishing
Model. Washington DC: Himmelfarb Health Sciences
Library. Available at: https:/guides.himmelfarb.gwu.edu/
scholarlypub/traditional_publishing (accessed 15 August
2023).

Hvvid M, Izquierdo-Sanchez S and Jacques S (2019) From
publishers to self-publishing: Disruptive effects in the
book industry. International Journal of the Economics
of Business 26(3): 355-381.

Johannisson J (2015) Open Access Scholarly Publishing on
the Competitive Market: University Management as
Obstacle and Enabler. Culture Unbound 7. Sweden:
Link6ping University Electronic Press.

Kaspar WA (2019) Academic knowledge production and
university presses: Some random thoughts. College &
Research Libraries 80(5): 590-596.

Kun A (2018) Publish and who should perish: You or
science? Publications 6(2): 18.

Kwanya T (2018) Publishing and perishing? Publishing
patterns of information science academics in Kenya.
Information Development 36(1): 5-15.

Lawson S, Gray J and Mauri M (2016) Opening the black
box of scholarly communication funding: A public
data infrastructure for financial flows in academic pub-
lishing. Open Library of Humanities 2(1): el0.

Leonard M (2011) A primer on university presses. Available
at: https:/aaupwiki.princeton.edu/index.php/A_Primer_
on_University_presses (accessed 17 April 2023).

Le Roux E (2013) Between complicity and resistance: a social
history of the university presses in apartheid SA. PhD
thesis, University of Pretoria, Pretoria. Available at:
https:/repository.up.ac.za/bitstream/handle/2263/25429/
00front.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y (accessed 7
September 2024).

Le Roux E (2015) Between the cathedral and the market: A
study of wits university press. In: Davis C and Johnson
D (eds) The Book in Africa: New Directions in Book
History. London: Palgrave Macmillan, 176-197.

Link JM (2015) Publish or perish...but where? What is the
value of impact factors? Nuclear Medicine and Biology
42(5): 426-4217.

Mamdani M (2012) Let Us Consolidate Makerere’s Core
Mission: The Pursuit of Scholarship. Speech to the
Makerere University Stakeholders Consultative Meeting
3rd August 2012. Kampala: Makerere University.
Available at: https:/misr.mak.ac.ug/sites/default/files/
Mamdani-Text%200f%20Talk%20at%20MUK %
20Stakeholders%20meeting%20-%203%20August%
202012.pdf (accessed 5 September 2024).

Marks J and Bulock C (2016) A publisher perspective: How
one publisher is responding to the changing world of
scholarly communication. The Serials Librarian 70: 7-13.

Masona-Tapfuma M and Hoskins RG (2021) Challenges for
establishment of institutional repositories: The case of
Zimbabwe’s university libraries. In: Masona-Tapfuma
M and Hoskins RG (eds) Open Access Implications for
Sustainable  Social, Political, and  Economic
Development. Hershey: 1GI Global, 139-159.

Moosa TA (2018) Publish or Perish: Perceived Benefits
Versus Unintended Consequences. Cheltenham: Edward
Elgar Publishing. http:/dx.doi.org/10.17159/1727-3781/
2018/v21i0a5441

Niles MT, Schimanski LA, McKiernan EC, et al. (2020)
Why we publish where we do: Faculty publishing
values and their relationship to review, promotion and
tenure expectations. PLoS One 15(3): €0228914.

Oiestad S and Bugge M (2014) Digitisation of publishing:
Exploration based on existing business models.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change 83(C):
54-65.

Okune A, Adebowale S, Gray E, et al. (2021) Conceptualising,
financing and infrastructure: Perspectives on open access in
and from Africa. Development and Change 52(2): 359-372.

Ondari-Okemwa E (2011) Knowledge production and dis-
tribution by institutions of higher education in
sub-Saharan Africa: opportunities and challenges.
PhD thesis. University of Fort Hare, Alice.

Rawat S and Meena S (2014) Publish or perish: Where are we
heading? Journal of Research in Medical Sciences 19(2):
87-89. Available at: https:/www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/
articles/PMC3999612/ (accessed 28 August 2024).

Saunders M, Lewis P and Thornhill A (2012) Research
Methods for Business Students, 6th ed. England:
Pearson Education Limited. Available at: https:/www.
pearson.com/en-au/media/gnqjwj0v/9781292402727 _
sample.pdf (accessed 22 August 2024).

Schonfeld RC (2016) The Taxonomy of University Presses
Today. Society for Scholarly Publishing. Available at:
https://valordecambio.com/a-taxonomy-of-university-
presses-today/ (accessed 5 September 2024).

Simmons University (2020) OA book business models.
Available at: https:/oad.simmons.edu/oadwiki/OA_book_
business_models (accessed 24 June 2024).

Snyder LO and Fathallah J (2023) Sustainable Futures for
OA Books: The Open Book Collective. The Journal of


https://liberquarterly.eu/article/view/11068/13105
https://liberquarterly.eu/article/view/11068/13105
https://liberquarterly.eu/article/view/11068/13105
https://www.aupresses.org/about-a
https://www.aupresses.org/about-a
https://guides.himmelfarb.gwu.edu/scholarlypub/traditional_publishing
https://guides.himmelfarb.gwu.edu/scholarlypub/traditional_publishing
https://guides.himmelfarb.gwu.edu/scholarlypub/traditional_publishing
https://aaupwiki.princeton.edu/index.php/A_Primer_on_University_presses
https://aaupwiki.princeton.edu/index.php/A_Primer_on_University_presses
https://aaupwiki.princeton.edu/index.php/A_Primer_on_University_presses
https://repository.up.ac.za/bitstream/handle/2263/25429/00front.pdf?sequence=1%26isAllowed=y
https://repository.up.ac.za/bitstream/handle/2263/25429/00front.pdf?sequence=1%26isAllowed=y
https://repository.up.ac.za/bitstream/handle/2263/25429/00front.pdf?sequence=1%26isAllowed=y
https://misr.mak.ac.ug/sites/default/files/Mamdani-Text%20of%20Talk%20at%20MUK%20Stakeholders%20meeting%20-%203%20August%202012.pdf
https://misr.mak.ac.ug/sites/default/files/Mamdani-Text%20of%20Talk%20at%20MUK%20Stakeholders%20meeting%20-%203%20August%202012.pdf
https://misr.mak.ac.ug/sites/default/files/Mamdani-Text%20of%20Talk%20at%20MUK%20Stakeholders%20meeting%20-%203%20August%202012.pdf
https://misr.mak.ac.ug/sites/default/files/Mamdani-Text%20of%20Talk%20at%20MUK%20Stakeholders%20meeting%20-%203%20August%202012.pdf
https://misr.mak.ac.ug/sites/default/files/Mamdani-Text%20of%20Talk%20at%20MUK%20Stakeholders%20meeting%20-%203%20August%202012.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3999612/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3999612/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3999612/
https://www.pearson.com/en-au/media/gnqjwj0v/9781292402727_sample.pdf
https://www.pearson.com/en-au/media/gnqjwj0v/9781292402727_sample.pdf
https://www.pearson.com/en-au/media/gnqjwj0v/9781292402727_sample.pdf
https://www.pearson.com/en-au/media/gnqjwj0v/9781292402727_sample.pdf
https://oad.simmons.edu/oadwiki/OA_book_business_models
https://oad.simmons.edu/oadwiki/OA_book_business_models
https://oad.simmons.edu/oadwiki/OA_book_business_models

Chirisa and Ngoepe: Publish or perish? Innovative models for scholarly publishing in Zimbabwe 13

Electronic Publishing, (1080-2711) 26(1). Available at:
https://journals.publishing.umich.edu/jep/article/id/
3372/ (accessed 4 September 2024).

Speicher L, Armando L, Bargheer M, et al. (2018) Open
access business models [White paper]. OPERAS.
Available at: http:/doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1323708
(accessed 25 June 2024).

Sutton SC (2013) Open access, publisher embargoes, and
the voluntary nature of scholarship: An analysis.
College & Research Libraries News 74(9): 468-472.

Takahashi ARW and Araujo L (2020) Case study research:
Opening up research opportunities. RAUSP Management
Journal 55(1): 100-111.

Teece D (2010) Business models, business strategy
and innovation. Long Range Planning 43(2-3):
172-194.

Tian X and Martin B (2009) Business models in digital
book publishing: Some insights from Australia. Publishing
Research Quarterly 25(2): 73-88.

University of West London (2017) Copyright and publisher
embargoes. Available at: https:/repository.uwl.ac.uk/
copyright.html (accessed 21 June 2024).

USAT (2019) Scholarly Presses in South Africa: Position and
Prospects. Pretoria: Universities South Africa. Available
at:  https:/www.usaf.ac.za/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/
Report-on-South-Africas-Scholarly-Presses_February-
2019.pdf (accessed 3 September 2024).

Van Schalkwyk F and Luescher TM (2017) The African
University Press. Somerset West: African Minds.

Available at: https:/www.academia.edu/84107517/The_
African_University_Press (accessed 4 September 2024).

Van Schalkwyk F and Luescher TM (2018) African university
presses and the institutional logic of the knowledge
commons. Learned Publishing 31(S1). http:/dx.doi.org/
10.1002/leap.1187.

Withey L, Cohn S, Faran, et al. (2011) Sustaining Scholarly
Publishing: New Business Models for University Presses.
New York: Association of American University Presses.

Zell HM (2021) African publishers’ associations on the
web: An inventory and directory. The African Book
Publishing Record 47(3): 228-233.

About the authors

Nomsa Chirisa is currently pursuing a Master of
Information Science at the University of South Africa. Her
research focuses on scholarly communications and publish-
ing, with a particular interest in knowledge production.

Mpho Ngoepe is a professor and Executive Director of
Library and Information Services at the University of South
Africa (Unisa). He was previously the Head of Information
Science at the same institution. He worked for several organi-
sations, including the National Archives of South Africa and
the Auditor-General of South Africa. His research interests
include archives, records management, indigenous archives,
authentication, oral history, literature, and archival theories.


https://journals.publishing.umich.edu/jep/article/id/3372/
https://journals.publishing.umich.edu/jep/article/id/3372/
https://repository.uwl.ac.uk/copyright.html
https://repository.uwl.ac.uk/copyright.html
https://repository.uwl.ac.uk/copyright.html
https://www.usaf.ac.za/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Report-on-South-Africas-Scholarly-Presses_February-2019.pdf
https://www.usaf.ac.za/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Report-on-South-Africas-Scholarly-Presses_February-2019.pdf
https://www.usaf.ac.za/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Report-on-South-Africas-Scholarly-Presses_February-2019.pdf
https://www.usaf.ac.za/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Report-on-South-Africas-Scholarly-Presses_February-2019.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/84107517/The_African_University_Press
https://www.academia.edu/84107517/The_African_University_Press
https://www.academia.edu/84107517/The_African_University_Press

	 Introduction
	 Problem statement
	 Literature review
	 Methodology
	 Findings
	 Discussion
	 Conclusion and recommendations
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


