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Coepa HayIHO-HCCIIEAOBATENBCKOM IESITENFHOCTH B 001IacTH OMOIMOTEKOBEACHH U HH(pOPMaTHKA B FOxk-
HoadpukaHCKol PecnyOnmke mpereprneBaeT 3HAYUTENbHBIE N3MEHEHUS. [IprBOIS pe3yNbTaThl HCCIEI0BA-
HuA 2007 T., aBTOPHI pacCMaTpPUBAIOT HAYYHO-HCCIIEAOBATENBCKYIO ISSITEIFHOCTD I0KHOA(PPUKAHCKUX yUe-
HBIX B qaHHOU cepe B 2007-2016 rT. Ha OCHOBE aHAIM3a HAYYHBIX ITyONUKAIHA, BHCCEHHBIX B 0a3bl TaH-
HeIX LISTA n SCOPUS. JlaHHBIH METO]] TO3BOJISIET OICHUTH MyOJIMKAMOHHYIO aKTHBHOCTD aBTOPOB, YHH-
BEPCUTETOB U OPraHU3aLUH, UX B3aMMOJICHCTBHE, ONPEACINTh TEMATHKy pPaOOT M TCHACHIWH IMyOnuKanu-
OHHOHM JESTENBPHOCTH, a TaKK€ MCTOYHHKHM HAayJHO-HCCIENOBATENbCcKOoW mHpopMarmu. OTMedaeTcs, 4To
0O0JBIIOE KOJIMYECTBO YUCHBIX M MICCIENOBaTeNei He meyaTaeTcs B )KypHalaX, HHIekcupyeMbix B LISTA u
SCOPUS, nByx 0a3ax JaHHBIX, KOTOPBIE OTPakalOT HAMOOIBIIIEe YUCIO HAYYHBIX MyOJHKANWi B 00IACTH
616IMOTEeYHO-MH(POPMAITMOHHBIX W CMEKHBIX C HUMH JUCHUIUIMH. bosbinas yacTe myOnmkanuii mosBisieT-
Csl B MECTHBIX IOKHOA()PUKAHCKUX HAYYHBIX JKypHalaX, aKKpPEAWTOBAaHHBIX MPABUTEIBCTBOM U IIOJIydal0-
mux cyocuany. B ykazaHHBIN epHoJ] KOJINYECTBO HAYYHO-HUCCIIEA0BATEIILCKHUX MTyOIHKaii B Ondanored-
HO-MH(OPMAIIMOHHOH cepe BBIPOCIO HE3HAUMTENbHO. JJOMUHHpYIOLIEH MO-TIpeXHEMY SIBISIFOTCS TPAIH-
IIMOHHAsI 1711 Hee Mpo0ieMaTiKa, HO Takxke Bce Oolbliee BHUMaHME HCCIIEA0BATENICH IPUBIEKAIOT HOBEH-
mue TexHosoruu. HaydHoe coTpyaHmdyecTBO B oOnacTn OMOIMOTEKOBENCHUS W MHPOPMATHKU BBIPOCIIO
6osiee yeM Ha 50%, XOTS COTPYAHMYECTBO OCYIIECTBIISETCS, B OCHOBHOM, B PaMKaX OTJEIbHBIX MHCTHTY-
ToB. Cpenyt ipo0OiieM, BIMSIOMNX HAa 3(QQPEKTUBHOCTh HAYYHO-NUCCIIEOBATENBCKON JeATEIbHOCTH B 00JIac-
TH OHOMMOTEYHO-MH(POPMAITMOHHBIX HAYK, Ha3bIBaeTCS HEAOCTATOYHOE MPUCYTCTBHE (haKyIbTETOB OMO-
JIMOTEKOBEACHHS U MH(POPMATHKN Ha BeO-caiiTaX YHUBEPCUTETOB M OPTaHHU3AINH, a TAKXKE CBSI3aHHBIC C He-
KOPPEKTHBIM MHAEKCUPOBAaHHUEM JIaKyHBI B 0a3aX JIaHHBIX, 3aTpyJHAIOMNE NoUcK MHpopmarmu. Vceaeno-
BaHME ellle He 3aBEpIICHO, TEM HE MEHee, IOKJIa/l II03BOJIAET B3MVITHYTh Ha COCTOSIHUE HAY9IHOH JIeSITENIbHO-
cTH B oOnact 6ubimoTekoBeneHus 1 nHGopmatuku B HOxHolt Adpuke. PesynbraTsl ero MoryT npeacTas-
JISITh UHTEPEC AJIS YUEHBIX 3a IpefeIaMy PEerHoHa.

Library and Information Science, along with research in the domain, is changing in South Africa. Building
on a previous 2007 study, this paper explores Library and Information Science (LIS) research in South
Africa by LIS academics from 2007-2016 through the analysis of research publications indexed in the
LISTA and SCOPUS databases. This particular analysis focuses on author and university or institutional
productivity, collaboration, subject, publication trends, and sources. It is noted that a large number of LIS
academics do not appear in journals indexed by LISTA or SCOPUS, two databases that are known for in-
dexing the largest number of scholarly research in LIS and all its respective categories. Most publications
occur in local South African (SA) scholarly journals that are accredited by the government for research sub-
sidies. LIS research publication trends over the course of the decade reveal an insignificant increase during
this period. While traditional LIS research subjects are still dominant, emerging technology driven domains
are growing increasingly popular. Research collaboration in LIS in South Africa has grown beyond 50%
and is steadily expanding, although most collaborations occur within institutions. Challenges relate to LIS
research capacity building, poor visibility of LIS academics/ faculties on university or institutional web-
sites, and some indexing omissions in the databases which make searching cumbersome. Although this re-
search is still in progress, the paper provides some insight for LIS research development in South Africa.
The findings may also interest research in LIS outside the region.



1. Introduction

Quality research in all disciplines is encouraged and supported in South Africa (DHET, 2015) and
evaluating research performance based on research publications plays a significant role (Diko, 2015).
Research in LIS in South Africa is reported in several recent studies (Ocholla & Ocholla, 2007; Ocholla,
Ocholla & Onyancha, 2013) with different conclusions. Most relevant to this study (Ocholla & Ocholla,
2007) observed that: 1) South African LIS researchers and authors largely publish in local journals
(46.3%), led by the South African Journal of Library and Information Science — SAJLIS (25.1%), Mou-
saion (11.9%), and the South African Journal of Information Management (9.3%); 2) Publication in
Thompson Scientific/ ISI and International Bibliography of Social Sciences (IBSS) indexed journals is
low; 3) Although South Africa publishes most of Africa’s LIS research, it receives comparatively less
citations for its articles (Onyancha, 2007) because most publications that appear in South African LIS
journals are not indexed by the Web of Science (WoS) where citation counts originate; 4) Subject orienta-
tion shows an impressive diversification and research focus on core areas of LIS education; and 5)
Research collaboration, as observed through co-authorship (69%), is encouraging and increasingly occurs
between the research supervisor and postgraduate student (M&D), although inter—institutional research
collaboration within South Africa is average (51.2% of 45), and more or less similar between South
African and non-South African institutions (44.4%). Both studies (Ocholla & Ocholla, 2007; Onyancha,
2007) concluded that since South Africa still leads in research and publication output in Africa, the
rapidly growing research and publication output and support in the country offers promising opportunities
for research and professional collaboration that could be explored and utilised beyond South Africa’s
borders.

A more recent study (Ocholla, Ocholla & Onyancha, 2013) focused on research by academic libra-
rians in Southern Africa. Although the study did not focus on LIS educators or faculties, some relevant
observations in this paper were made, such as that: 1) Both LISTA and LISA are important for searching
LIS research; 2) Searching Google Scholar through 'publish or perish' yielded desirable results; 3) In the
absence of Authority Name Files, searches in all four of the databases for research output by author name
were found to produce misleading results, especially where common names were involved; 4) Electronic
publications that are accessible through open access are the most accessed and used publications; and 5)
Visibility (such as of an LIS faculty) can be obscured if university departmental databases are poorly
constructed.

Based on our knowledge of related studies (Ocholla, Ocholla & Onyancha, 2012; Ocholla, Ocholla &
Onyancha, 2013) and the fact that a decade has passed since the last study (Ocholla & Ocholla, 2007)
which focused on LIS research publication output in South Africa, this study takes a longitudinal ap-
proach by analysing Library and Information Science research output in South Africa indexed in LISTA
and SCOPUS from 2007 to 2016. The study attempts to answer the following five research questions: 1)
How is LIS research output reflected among the twelve LIS schools in the universities? 2) Where do LIS
academics publish? 3) Has the output of research publications over the course of the decade increased or
declined? 4) What is the subject coverage of LIS research? And 5) What is the nature of research collabo-
ration?

2. Research method

The study confined its scope to publications produced between 2007 and 2016 indexed by two data-
bases: LISTA, which is internationally popular for its coverage of peer refereed research publications in
Library and Information Science, and SCOPUS, a multidisciplinary peer refereed database. Qualitative
content analysis through bibliometrics was used as the primary research method. Twelve LIS schools in
South Africa were identified and a list of their academic staff obtained from their websites. A list of 132
academics/faculty was obtained through the websites. While the titles of academic staff differed in some
cases, the dominant titles were: Professor, Emeritus Professor, Associate Professor, Senior Lecturer,
Lecturer and Junior Lecturer. The publications of the academics/ faculty affiliated with the universities on
a contractual basis were captured, but only when the affiliation was indicated in the address field. There
were also other titles, such as Extraordinary Professor and Research Fellows, which are held by profes-
sors or academics affiliated to the universities.



The study covered the following universities in South Africa: University of Cape Town (UCT); Dur-
ban University of Technology (DUT); University of Kwa Zulu Natal (UKZN); University of South Africa
(UNISA); University of Pretoria (UP); University of Limpopo (UL); University of Fort Hare (UFH);
University of Western Cape (UWC); University of Zululand (UNIZULU); University of Stellenbosch
(US); University of Johannesburg (UJ); and Walter Sisulu University of Technology (WSUT). Author
search was used to collect data from LISTA and SCOPUS. Data analysis was achieved largely by using
Microsoft Excel.

3. Results

3.1. How is LIS research publication output reflected among the twelve LIS schools in the uni-
versities?

The South African higher education landscape is complex (Cloete, 2014) and changing rapidly due to
transformation. The 26 public universities are categorised into three groups: 9 universities of technology,
which are focused on vocationally oriented education; 6 comprehensive universities, which offer a
combination of academic and vocational diplomas and degrees; and 11 traditional universities, which
offer theoretically oriented university degrees'. The report indicates that for the period in question, the
student population exceeded one million, with some universities, such as the University of South Africa
(UNISA), recording 400,000 students.. The LIS academics selected for this study were from 12 universi-
ties that varied in terms of the student population, number of academics, budgets, and other factors.
Evidently this could affect a proportional number of publications, but should not justify the non-existence
of publications. Figure 1 shows that the University of Pretoria (UP) recorded the highest number of
publications (411), followed by the University of South Africa (226), the University of KwaZulu Natal
(160) and the University of Zululand (128), while the Durban University of Technology (2) and Walter
Sisulu University (0) were at the bottom of the list. This could be explained by the size, budget, student
intake and the staff component of the universities. Some institutions (such as the University of Pretoria)
have special positions (e.g. Extraordinary Professor, Research Fellow, etc.) that mainly generate research
for the department, pushing up institutional research productivity. The use of research output through per
capita and other variables would obviously change the rankings to some degree, and so this data must be
treated cautiously.

Figure 1: LIS academics’ Publications by Institution, 2007-2016

! https://businesstech.co.za/news/general/101412/here-are-south-africas-26-universities/



3.2. Where do LIS academics publish?

LIS academics are encouraged to publish in scholarly publications that are approved by the govern-
ment (DHET, 2015) which includes publications in SCOPUS, TR-WoS/IS], Scielo, the Norwegian list, as
well as a list of DHET approved South African scholarly journals normally indexed by SABINET.
Qualifying books or book chapters and peer refereed conference proceedings are also considered. LIS
academics publish in peer refereed national and international journals, which are well represented by
LISTA and SCOPUS. Table 1 shows that of the 30 top journal titles, 19 (63%) were indexed by both
databases, LISTA and SCOPUS, although the number of publications was sometimes different (e.g.
AJLAIS — 48 in LISTA and 21 in SCOPUS, as SCOPUS discontinued indexing AJLAIS in 2015). At the
top of the list in LISTA were three South African journals: Mousaion (116), South African Journal of
Libraries & Information Science (109), and Innovation (84), followed by the African Journal of Library
Archives & Information Science (48) which is also indexed by TR-WoS. These four top journals are
listed in the DHET list of journals (DHET, 2015). In SCOPUS, the top three journals were international:
Information Development (37), Library Hi Tech (32) and Libri (31), followed by the African Journal of
Library Archives and Information Science (21). Evidently, SCOPUS does not index the top South African
LIS journals, which is a pity.

Table 1: Top Journals in LISTA and SCOPUS

N Source (LISTA) Number Source (Scopus) Number
1 Mousaion 116 Information Development 37
2 South African Journal of Libraries & Informa- | 109 Library Hi Tech 32
tion Science

3 Innovation 84 Libri 31

4 African Journal of Library, Archives & | 48 African Journal of Library Archives and | 21
Information Science Information Science

5 Library Hi Tech 45 International Information and Library Review 15

6 Information Development 33 ACM International Conference Proceeding | 13

Series

7 Libri: International Journal of Libraries & @ 33 Library Review 13
Information Services

8 South African Journal of Information Manage- | 31 Electronic Library 11
ment

9 International Information & Library Review 13 Lecture Notes in Computer Science (including | 10

subseries Lecture Notes in Artificial Intelli-
gence and Lecture Notes in Bioinformatics)

10 Information Research 11 The Electronic Library 10

11 IFLA Conference Proceedings 10 Digital Solutions for Contemporary Democra- = 9
cy and Government

12 Library Trends 10 Journal of Information Ethics 8

13 Journal of Academic Librarianship 8 Communications in Computer and Information | 7
Science

14 Electronic Library 7 Information Research 7

15 Library Collections, Acquisitions, & Technical | 7 Journal of Academic Librarianship 7

Services

16 IFLA Journal 6 Scientometrics 7

17 Aslib Proceedings 5 Tydskrif vir Geesteswetenskappe 7

18 Cape Librarian 5 Aslib Proceedings: New Information Perspec- | 6
tives

19 Scientometrics 5 Digital Access and E-Government: Perspec- @ 6
tives from Developing and Emerging Countries

20 Australian Library Journal 4 Lexikos 6

21 Education for Information 4 Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences 6

22 Journal of Information Ethics 4 12th International Conference on Scientome- | 5

trics and Informetrics, ISSI 2009



23

24

25

26

27
28

29
30

Source (LISTA)

Proceedings of the European Conference on
Knowledge Management
Collection Building

LIBRES: Library & Information Science
Research Electronic Journal

Malaysian Journal of Library & Information
Science

New Library World

Proceedings of the International Conference on
Information Management & Evaluation
Records Management Journal

School Libraries Worldwide

Number
4

3

Source (Scopus)
Communication
Handbook of Research on E-Government in
Emerging Economies: Adoption, E-

Participation, and Legal Frameworks
IFLA Journal

Information Technology for Development

Online Information Review

Proceedings of the European Conference on
Knowledge Management, ECKM
CEUR Workshop Proceedings

Education for Information

3.3. Has the output of research publications increased or decreased during the decade?
The output in the course of the last decade shows (Figure 2) the most and the least productive years

Number
5

respectively: 2015 — 210 publications, and 2010 — 77 only. For some reason, the most recent year (2016)
is also low, but we expect this data to change when the full indexing cycle is complete.

Figure 2: Total publications per year: LISTA and SCOPUS, 2007-2016

3.4. How is the research output represented by LIS subjects?
Author keywords were analysed from both databases (SCOPUS and LISTA). In the event that the au-

thor keywords were not indicated, the titles were used for the creation of keywords. In both databases,
‘South Africa’ was on the top, suggesting a significant focus on case studies, followed by e-government,
libraries, Africa, Botswana, and Information Literacy in LISTA, and Information Literacy, Africa, and
ICTs in SCOPUS. The topics were very diverse, from the traditional (e.g. school libraries, records man-
agement, Internet, ethics, public libraries, information behaviour, etc.) to more current (e.g. knowledge
management, information management, informetrics, open access, digitization and research data man-
agement, to name a few).

Table 2: Top Author keywords — SCOPUS and LISTA



Scopus: Author Keywords
South Africa
e-government ;

Libraries

Africa

Botswana

Information Literacy;
Sub-Saharan Africa
Records management
Internet

Information and communication technologies (ICT);
Knowledge management
Ethics;

Information management
Public libraries
HIV/AIDS;

eSchool;

Information science
Information seeking
Kenya

E-learning;

Information behavior
Information services;
Librarians

Academic libraries;
Information;
Informetrics

Digital divide;
government;

Information retrieval,

Open access;

Count
86
34
27
26
21
21
20
19
18
18
17
14
14
14
13
12
12
12
12
11
11
11
11
10
10

O O O O

LISTA: Author Keywords
South Africa

Information Literacy
Editorial

Africa

information and communication technologies;
Reviews

school libraries;
Information behavior
Informetrics

public libraries;
knowledge management
Information seeking
Libraries;

information needs;
Information Management;
information;

Sub Saharan Africa;
academic libraries
Records management;
university libraries
Librarians;

Universities

research;

Collaboration;

Internet

Knowledge society.

HIV/ AIDS;

Information services;
Legal deposit

Open access;

3.6. What is the nature of research collaboration?

Research collaboration by LIS academics has been well reported in recent studies (Maluleka &
Onyancha, 2016; Maluleka, Onyancha & Ajiferuke, 2016; Ocholla, Ocholla & Onyancha, 2013) and
noted its significant growth, dimensions and complexities. Similar trends are observed in an Australian
study (Wilson et al., 2011). The findings of this study revealed that the majority of the researchers within
the stated time frame preferred to publish collaboratively (Table 3). The most popular way in both
databases was through collaboration between two authors, followed by single authorship, and publica-
tions with three authors. The highest number of collaborators in LISTA was 16 authors, and 26 authors in

SCOPUS.

Count
96
33
29
28

26
25
23
23
23
22
21
21
20
19
19
19
18
18
16
15
15
14
13
13
13
12
12
12
12



Table 3: Number of authors in SCOPUS and LISTA

1 Author 137 219
2 Authors 189 306
3 Authors 118 128
4 Authors 36 13
5 Authors 7 2
6 Authors 1 0
8 Authors 1 0
16 Authors 0 1
26 Authors 1 0

South African LIS collaborations (based on authors’ affiliations provided in SCOPUS) are reflected
in Figure 4, which shows that the University of Pretoria’s (UP) biggest collaborator for the given time
frame was the University of Cape Town (UCT) with 26; followed by the University of Zululand
(UNIZULU) with 5 and other organizations with 4 respectively. Stellenbosch University (SU) collabo-
rates effectively with University of Pretoria (UP) and other organisations (8) University of Zululand
(UNIZULU) — with University of South Africa (UNISA) with 7 and University of KwaZulu Natal (3).
Most collaboration occurred within the LIS department or inter-departmentally within the same institu-
tion.

Table 4: South African LIS collaborations, 2007—2016

International collaborations (Figure 5) seem to be scarce, with only a few institutions having done so
from 2007 — 2016. The collaborations mainly occurred because of employing special personnel in their
departments (e.g. Extraordinary Professor), or sometimes collaborating with academics from foreign
institutions. The University of Pretoria (UP) topped the list of international collaborations, such as with
the USA (29), Netherlands (8), and Denmark (6).



Table 5: SA LIS International collaborations 2007-2016
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Conclusion

LIS research publication output among the universities is influenced by several understandable fac-
tors (Cloete, 2014) such as transformation that inform quality research/education, policy and capacity
building. While this may be true, it doesn’t stand to explain why of the 132 names of LIS academics from
the twelve SA universities found on the university websites, only 62 (47%) (SCOPUS) and 71 (53%)
(LISTA) research publications were indexed in the databases. This may suggest that half of them do not
publish in scholarly journals indexed by these databases at all among other unknown reasons. Most South



African LIS academics publish their work in SA peer referred government (DHET) approved journals.
Unfortunately, some of these journals are not indexed in the international databases. It was noted that
LISTA indexes more SA LIS peer referred journals than SCOPUS, which is understandable as it is
dedicated to LIS research. South African LIS academics publish in both local and international LIS
scholarly journals, with most publications in local journals such as Mousaion, South African Journal of
Libraries and Information Science, Innovation, and the South African Journal of Information Manage-
ment. SAJLIS (the oldest and top LIS journal in South Africa) topped the list in our previous study as
well (Ocholla & Ocholla, 2007). The top international journals were: Library High Tech (LISTA — 45;
SCOPUS — 31), Information Development (LISTA — 33; SCOPUS — 37), African Journal of Library
Archives and Information Science — AJLAIS (LISTA — 48; SCOPUS - 21); and LIBRI (LISTA — 33;
SCOPUS - 31).

The LIS research publication trend from 2007 — 2016 showed an insignificant increase in publica-
tions, with minor ups and downs in the course of this period. We noticed a surge in publications indexed
by LISTA in 2015 for reasons that are not known to us at this time, but expect more SCOPUS indexed
publications in the future due to changes in the research publication subsidy policy (DHET, 2015). The
subject coverage of LIS publication is diversifying and shifting slowly from traditional LIS research
subjects to emerging technology driven domains, which is encouraging. However, further analysis of the
research areas, revealed that while a number of traditional library topics were still popular (such as school
libraries, public libraries, etc.), there was less exploration of new domains (e.g. research data manage-
ment, digital duration, open access). This needs to be improved, as LIS academics should be leading in
identifying and exploring new Library and Information Science research areas. It was also noted that case
studies seem to be common.

LIS research collaboration in South Africa has received significant attention recently (Maluleka &
Onyancha, 2016; Maluleka, Onyancha & Ajiferuke, 2016). Related studies agree that co-authorship does
lead to higher academic productivity (Ductor, 2015). As noted in Figure 3, most LIS researchers publish
collaboratively. This includes institutional collaboration (e.g. within a department, or with other depart-
ments such as Computer Science), national collaboration (with other SA universities), and international
collaboration. Institutional collaborations are at the top of the list, followed by national collaboration.
Some institutions (such as University of Pretoria) have very strong international ties, which can be
explained by the employment of special categories of staff (e.g. Extraordinary Professor from another
country) or international postgraduate students studying at those institutions. Internal collaboration is
largely between Masters and PhD students and their research supervisors, which appears to be encouraged
for capacity building or research development (Maluleka, Onyancha & Ajiferuke, 2016). Inter-
institutional (Table 4) and international (Table 5) collaboration is minimal, although other types of
collaboration, such as between LIS academics and practitioners (Chang, 2016), does exist.

Notable challenges include the fact that institutional websites are not updated regularly, and a great
deal of important information is missing. Some institutions do not even have a list of currently employed
staff and their positions (including categories such as Research fellow, Emeritus Professor, Extraordinary
Professor, etc.). It is important not to lose touch with retired academics who are still actively involved in
supervision, research and publishing (especially those who are using institutional affiliation), as this gives
a university better visibility and research output. This would also clarify the issue of the number of
publications by specific departments/schools. Searching LISTA for authors’ names was difficult (some-
times up to 6 entries for one author), and without browsing an author index first, it would not be possible
to identify and search all the names correctly. Often, a number of important details in the bibliographic
records were missing, such as the affiliation of the authors, author keywords, and complete names — it
should not be an issue for LIS academics to provide all this information correctly. Some authors use
double affiliation, often with other countries, which generates further confusion.

We recommend that all researchers should have one researcher ID (e.g. Orchid ID) that should be
linked to all the databases. Unfortunately a number of service providers use their own researcher ID,
which confuses the researchers. LISTA needs to improve the flexibility with data selection and import.
Furthermore, South African publishers and editors should pursue the inclusion of their journals in interna-
tional databases such as SCOPUS to improve the visibility of authors and institutional research output on
the international arena. This study provides an agenda for discussions regarding LIS academics’ research



development and capacity building, quality research, indexing, and LIS schools’ visibility. We have
reported only part of the data collected thus far for this paper.
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