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Abstract 

Institutional repositories (IRs) play an essential role in preserving universities’ 

intellectual output, enhancing access to research, and increasing the visibility of 

scholars and their institutions. IRs are therefore expected to be accepted and 

optimally utilised by scholars. However, the literature reveals that IRs are 

growing at a slower pace than anticipated, and that it has not been easy to 

convince faculty members to contribute their work to IRs. Therefore, this study 

examined the awareness of the faculty and postgraduate students at the 

University of Swaziland (UNISWA) of their IR, and also assessed their attitudes 

to using their IR. The study was underpinned by the post-positivist paradigm, 

and the quantitative research approach was used. The study adopted a survey 

design with questionnaires administered to the faculty and postgraduate 

students. The results of the study revealed that most of UNISWA’s faculty knew 

about the existence of the IR, whereas the majority of the postgraduate students 

were not aware of it. It was established that the most popular sources of hearing 

about the IR were colleagues, institutional emails, and seminars and/or 

workshops. The results further revealed that even though the majority of the 

faculty was aware of the IR, very few contributed their research. The reasons 

cited for the poor uptake of the university’s IR included lack of awareness, few 

or no publications to contribute, and no time to access the IR due to heavy 

workloads. The faculty and postgraduate students also preferred to be assisted 

by librarians in archiving content in the IR. The issues discussed in this article 

have implications for the enhancement of research, practice, and policy in the 

context of developing countries. 
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Introduction 

Kiran and Chia (2009) define IRs as web-based archives of scholarly materials. Singeh, 

Abrizah, and Karim (2013) aver that IRs capture and preserve a university’s intellectual 

output, which eventually contributes to the institution’s visibility. Open access (OA) 

institutional repositories (IRs) were introduced to ease the information access 

constraints that libraries across the world, but even more so in developing countries, 

faced in the 1990s. These constraints included budget cuts, annual increases of journal 

prices above inflation rates, and the devaluation of local currencies. Such constraints 

made it difficult for libraries to maintain their journal subscriptions (Hoskins 2009). In 

the same vein, Christian (2008) asserts that OA IRs were introduced in response to the 

increasing legal and economic barriers imposed by commercial publishers, which made 

it difficult for scholars to access research output and scholarly information.  

Libraries therefore expected IRs to be accepted and optimally utilised to ease the 

scholarly constraints experienced. However, studies have revealed that IRs have grown 

at a much slower pace than anticipated and that it has not been easy to convince faculty 

to make their scholarly work available in IRs (Dubinsky 2014; Dutta and Paul 2014; 

Kiran and Chia 2009; Mark and Shearer 2006). In fact, current IR deposition estimates 

indicate that only 15 to 30 per cent of eligible scholars and researchers deposit their 

work in IRs (Cullen and Chawner 2011). Mark and Shearer (2006) assert that the poor 

uptake of IRs is a worldwide phenomenon and is common where voluntary compliance 

is the norm. This assertion is buttressed by Hazzard and Towery (2017) who also assert 

that merely passing OA policies does not guarantee increased faculty engagement in 

OA initiatives. Tay (2017) further bolsters this assertion through arguing that despite 

the flood of mandates from institutions and funders, most IRs are in fact full of entries 

that contain only bibliographic details and no full texts. 

Just like IRs the world over, the UNISWA IR is under-utilised by faculty and 

postgraduate students, of whom the majority are involved in research. Faculty and 

postgraduate students are not keen to deposit their published work in the UNISWA IR 

(Dlamini 2016). Given that universities around the world, including those in Africa, are 

increasingly establishing IRs in an attempt to promote access to published scholarly 

literature, the extent to which target users utilise IRs needs to be well understood. Since 

IRs cannot exist without the support of lecturers and researchers, the need to look into 

scholars’ awareness levels of and attitudes to IRs cannot be overemphasised (Salo 

2008). Although the issues of faculty’s awareness levels of and attitudes to using IRs 

have been addressed in studies conducted in different contexts (e.g. Christian 2008; 

Dutta and Paul 2014), no study has specifically focused on these issues in the context 

of the UNISWA IR. Thus it is not known if the results obtained in other contexts would 

be applicable in the context of the UNISWA IR. Hence, this study sought to examine 

the levels of awareness and attitudes of UNISWA faculty and postgraduate students 

regarding the use of the institution’s IR. The study addressed the following research 

objectives:  
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 To examine the awareness levels of UNISWA faculty and postgraduate 

students regarding the IR. 

 To examine and compare IR awareness levels across UNISWA’s faculties and 

departments. 

 To determine the attitudes of faculty and postgraduate students to the 

UNISWA IR. 

Literature Review 

Salo (2008) opines that lecturers who are supposed to be major contributors to IRs seem 

to be disinterested in populating IRs, and that IRs cannot continue to exist without the 

resolute and persistent support of the lecturers. Chilimo (2016) argues that such 

disinterest in IRs has to do with lecturer’s mind-sets. Therefore, the recruitment of 

content for IRs is dependent on changing the attitudes of lecturers and other authors to 

IRs. Chilimo further expresses the opinion that creating awareness about an IR and 

advocating its use play an essential role in building the trust of lecturers and other 

scholars who are likely to populate the IR. In the same vein, Watson (2007) argues that 

making IRs available does not mean that researchers will automatically be aware of 

them and start archiving their work. In fact, researchers are more likely to use IRs if 

they are aware of their existence and the benefits of using them (Chilimo 2016).  

According to Christian (2008), lack of awareness is a major impediment to the usage of 

IRs. Casey (2012) agrees that the lack of awareness about the strategic importance of 

IRs threatens their long-term sustainability, and Christian (2008) adds that, unless such 

ignorance is tackled, there will be no meaningful IR developments. On the other hand, 

Bamigbola (2014) points out that even though IR awareness levels among faculty 

members from the Federal University of Technology, School of Agriculture and 

Agricultural Technology in Akure, Nigeria were high, only four (7.8%) faculty 

members submitted their research in the institution’s IR from March to April 2013. In 

the same vein, Manchu and Vasudevan (2018) report that even though 83.2 per cent of 

researchers from Calicut University in India were aware of OA IRs, only a few (35.2%) 

deposited their research output in the IR. Similarly, Swan and Brown (2004) found that 

67 per cent of journal authors from the United States and several European countries 

who had never published in OA journals were in fact aware of the OA concept. Christian 

(2008) avers that the low IR awareness levels could be ameliorated through adequate 

advocacy of OA. 

Besides the lack of awareness, other reasons for the poor uptake of IRs have been cited 

by various authors and researchers. These include the fear of violating copyright and 

intellectual property agreements, the fear that posting research in IRs will be regarded 

as prior publication, and the lack of perceived incentives for IR deposits (Mark and 

Shearer 2006). Other barriers to faculty participation in IRs include the perception of 

the redundancy of an IR considering the availability of other modes of disseminating 
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information, the fear of plagiarism, and the preference to archive scholarship in 

disciplinary repositories (Dubinsky 2014). The literature also reveals that the slow 

adoption of IRs by academics can be attributed to inertia on the part of faculty, and a 

lack of knowledge regarding the advantages of OA (Singeh, Abrizah, and Karim, 2013). 

Jantz and Wilson (2008) point out that the poor uptake of IRs by faculty could be 

attributed to the immaturity of IRs (in terms of infrastructure and content) and the 

absence of a coherent articulation of how IRs will advance scholarship. Ferreira et al. 

(2008) found that the uptake of the IR at the University of Minho in Portugal was low 

due to doubts about copyright issues and a lack of knowledge about the advantages of 

OA. Bamigbola (2014) established that the poor uptake of IRs at the Federal University 

of Technology, Nigeria was due to lack of awareness, power supply interruptions, fear 

of plagiarism, copyright violations, and inability to publish works deposited in IRs.  

According to Covey (2011), another obstacle to faculty’s self-archiving in IRs is time. 

If a lot of time is required to self-archive, faculty members are less likely to do self-

archiving. Carr and Harnad (2005) argue that even though some studies dismiss the 

“lack of time” concern as unfounded anxiety since self-archiving is supposedly quick 

and easy, the reality is that even an average of 10 minutes spent on archiving a single 

article can be cumbersome for busy faculty members with a backlog of materials to 

deposit. Quinn (2010) thus recommends the need for librarians to gain an understanding 

of the factors behind the psychological resistance to archiving as this will put them in a 

better position to develop effective strategies for encouraging faculty and students to 

archive in IRs.  

Quinn (2010) asserts that the poor uptake of IRs by scholars could be attributed to the 

fact that some scholars are reluctant to learn and relearn a technology they do not use 

often. In fact, Davis and Connolly (2007) argue that using new technologies, including 

IRs, involves a learning curve and that faculty do not see the need for learning and 

mastering a new system they do not perceive to add value to their work. Instead of 

contributing their research to IRs, some scholars prefer to make their work available on 

personal web pages and departmental websites, which they see as sufficient for their 

professional recognition and development.  

Methodology 

The study was underpinned by the post-positivist paradigm, and a quantitative approach 

was adopted. The post-positivist paradigm was used to obtain numeric data that could 

be analysed statistically and to further enable the objective measurement of variables of 

interest which in this case were those associated with the measurement of respondents’ 

attitudes and awareness of the IR. Since UNISWA’s faculty and postgraduate students 

are spread across three campuses, self-administered questionnaires were used to collect 

data from them.  
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The sampling frame for the postgraduate students was obtained from the university’s 

students’ records office. A list of faculty members was obtained from the university’s 

vice-chancellors’ report of 2015, which is an authentic report on faculty and staff in 

various departments across the university. The population of this study comprised 754 

respondents, which included 450 master’s students, 17 Ph.D. students, and 287 faculty 

members. Table 1 shows the population of the study.  

Table 1: Study population  

 Total number (N) 

Postgraduate students (Institute of 
Postgraduate Studies) 

 

Master’s 450 

Ph.D. 17 

Faculty  

Agriculture and Consumer Sciences 68 

Commerce 16 

Education 36 

Health Sciences 37 

Humanities 30 

Science and Engineering 56 

Social Sciences 34 

Institute of Distance Education 10 

Total population of study 754 

Sources: UNISWA (2015); UNISWA (2016) 

A census was used to select Ph.D. students and faculty from the different UNISWA 

faculties/programmes; they numbered fewer than 100 and 200 respectively. According 

to Leedy and Ormrod (2005), a census is conducted when respondents are fewer in 

number than 100 or 200. Master’s students were categorised according to their 

department (i.e. the Institute of Postgraduate Studies). The Krejie and Morgan table was 

used to determine the sample size for the 450 master’s students who numbered more 

than 100. This resulted in 210 master’s students being sampled. These respondents were 

then proportionately divided into strata according to their academic programmes using 

the formula (nh = (Nh/N) * n), where nh was the sample size for the stratum, Nh was 

the population size for the stratum, N was the total population size, and n was the total 

sample size. Table 2 shows the study’s sample of master’s students.  
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Table 2: Sample sizes for master’s students per academic programme  

Academic programmes Total number (N) Sample size (nh) 

Master’s students   

Humanities   
M.A. History 13 6 

Education   

M.Ed. Adult Education 11 5 

M.Ed. Curriculum and Teaching 79 37 

M.Ed. Education Foundation 143 67 

Agriculture and Consumer Sciences   

M.Sc. Agricultural Education 42 20 

M.Sc. Agricultural Extension 2 1 

M.Sc. Agriculture and Applied Economics 49 23 

M.Sc. Consumer Science Education 9 4 

M.Sc. Crop Science 11 5 

M.Sc. Animal Science 13 6 

M.Sc. Horticulture 5 2 

Science and Engineering   

M.Sc. Environmental Resource Management 61 28 

M.Sc. Chemistry 12 6 

Number of master’s students 450 210 

Source: UNISWA (2015) 

Convenience sampling was used to select master’s students who were easily accessible 

to the researchers. Using convenience sampling was beneficial since the postgraduate 

students were spread across different campuses, making it difficult to access them.  

The quantitative data obtained from this study was coded and analysed using IBM’s 

SPSS statistical software. The results were presented using tables and figures, including 

bars and pie charts.  

A limitation of the research design was the fact that some of the faculty took a long time 

to complete their questionnaires. This required the researcher to make numerous follow-

ups before these respondents successfully completed the questionnaires. Since some of 

the questionnaires for master’s and Ph.D. students were distributed in lecture halls, those 

who were absent could not be reached to complete questionnaires. This limitation was 

addressed by also distributing questionnaires in the library’s postgraduate research 

commons in order to access even those students who were no longer doing course work.  
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Results and Discussion 

The results were interpreted and discussed based on the themes of the study, namely, IR 

awareness levels of faculty and postgraduate students, and their attitudes towards the 

IR.  

IR Awareness  

Faculty and postgraduate students were asked to indicate if they were aware of the 

UNISWA IR or not. As shown in Table 3, the majority of the faculty (136; 66.2%) and 

69 (33.6%) of the postgraduate students indicated that they were aware of the IR. Very 

few (21; 22.4%) of the faculty indicated that they were not aware of the IR, whereas the 

bulk of the students (73; 77.7%) indicated that they were not aware of the IR. Of the 

faculty, 58 (60.4%) stated that they had looked at the IR site after the researcher had 

told them of its existence. Only 38 (39.6%) postgraduate students had taken a look at 

the IR site after the researcher had told them about it. Therefore, among the respondents, 

most of the faculty knew about the existence of the IR, whereas the majority of the 

postgraduate students did not know about it.  
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Table 3: Respondents’ IR awareness (n = 395) 

Awareness about the IR  

 

Yes No Looked at 

IR after 

briefed by 

researchers 

Total 

 

Teaching 

assistants 

Count 5 0 3 8 

% among teaching 

assistants 

62.5% .0% 37.5% 100.0% 

% among academics 2.4% .0% 3.1% 2.0% 

Lecturers Count 88 14 47 149 

% among lecturers 59.1% 9.4% 31.5% 100.0% 

% among academics 42.9% 14.9% 49.0% 37.7% 

Senior 

lecturers 

Count 22 4 5 31 

% among senior 

lecturers 

71.0% 12.9% 16.1% 100.0% 

% among academics  10.7% 4.3% 5.2% 7.8% 

Associate 

professors 

Count 13 2 1 16 

% among associate 

professors 

81.3% 12.5% 6.3% 100.0% 

% among academics 6.3% 2.1% 1.0% 4.1% 

Professors Count 8 1 2 11 

% among professors 72.7% 9.1% 18.2% 100.0% 

% among academics 3.9% 1.1% 2.1% 2.8% 

Total 

Faculty 

 136 

(66.2%) 

21 

(22.4%) 

58  

(60.4%) 

215 

(54.4%) 

Master’s 

students 

Count 64 69 36 169 

% among master’s 

students 

37.9% 40.8% 21.3% 100.0% 

% among academics  31.2% 73.4% 37.5% 42.8% 

Ph.D. 

students 

Count 5 4 2 11 

% among Ph.D. 

students 

45.5% 36.4% 18.2% 100.0% 

% among academics  2.4% 4.3% 2.1% 2.8% 

Total  

students 

 69 

(33.6%) 

73 

(77.7%) 

38  

(39.6%) 

180 

(45.6%) 

The findings of the current study confirmed the findings of Dolan (2011) who, in 

assessing the awareness of the faculty of West Virginia University of the institution’s 

repository, established that they were highly aware not only of the institution’s 

repository but also of open access practices. The findings of the current study further 

confirmed the study findings of Ogbomo (2015) that the levels of awareness of IRs and 

of the perceived benefits of IRs were high among lecturers from federal universities in 

the south zone of Nigeria. The high IR awareness levels among faculty could be because 

of the internet revolution in universities and the frequent use of the internet for academic 

activities (Emojorho, Oghenetega, and Onoriode 2012).  
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The results of the current study further revealed that the majority of UNISWA’s 

postgraduate students were not aware of the institution’s IR. Similarly, Stanton and 

Liew (2011), who examined Massey University’s doctoral students’ awareness of open 

access and IRs, found that less than half of the surveyed respondents were aware of the 

concept of repositories. Stanton and Liew further interviewed eight of their study’s 

respondents and found that whereas six of them were aware of the concept of IRs, only 

five of them were aware of the existence of the IR at their institution. These authors 

established that while levels of awareness seemed high among interviewees, they lacked 

deeper knowledge about the concept of IRs. Another study by Muneja (2009) assessed 

Tanzania’s University of Dar es Salaam’s library users’ levels of awareness about IRs 

and their interests in the establishment of an IR, and found that very few of the surveyed 

respondents knew about IRs. The lower levels of awareness among students could be 

attributed to the fact that research output was not regarded as a key determinant in the 

academic growth and progression of students (Vlachaki and Urquhart 2010). 

The current study expanded its analysis so as to determine IR awareness levels of 

respondents across different faculties. The findings, as presented in Table 4, revealed 

that 70 (34%) postgraduate students from UNISWA’s Institute of Postgraduate Studies 

were aware of the institution’s IR but that many of them (73; 77.7%) were not. As 

regards the awareness levels of IR among academics in their respective faculties, the 

study established as follows (presented from the highest to the lowest): Agriculture and 

Consumer Sciences—35 (17.1%) aware and 1 (1.1%) not aware; Science and 

Engineering—26 (12.7%) aware and 5 (5.3%) not aware; Social Sciences—19 (9.3%) 

aware and 3 (3.2%) not aware; Education—16 (7.8%) aware and 2 (2.1%) not aware; 

Humanities—14 (6.8%) aware and 5 (5.3%) not aware; Health Sciences 14 (6.8%) 

aware and 2 (2.1%) not aware; Institute of Distance Education—7 (3.4%) aware and 1 

(1.1%) not aware; and Commerce—4 (2.0%) aware and 2 (2.1%) not aware.  
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Table 4: Participants’ awareness of IR by faculties (n = 395) 

Faculty of participants Yes No No (looked at  

IR after briefed 

by researcher) 

Total 

Institute of Postgraduate 

Studies 

70 (34%) 73 (77.6 %) 38 (41%) 181 

Agriculture and Consumer 

Sciences 

35 (17.1%) 1 (1.1%) 9 (9.4%) 45 

Education 16 (7.8%) 2 (2.1%) 8 (8.6%) 26 

Health Sciences 14 (6.8%) 2 (2.1%) 9 (9.4%) 25 

Institute of Distance 

Education 

7 (3.4%) 1 (1.1%) 0 (0%) 8 

Science and Engineering 26 (12.7%) 5 (5.3%) 17 (17.7%) 48 

Social Sciences 19 (9.3%) 3 (3.2%) 8 (8.6%) 30 

Commerce 4 (2.0%) 2 (2.1%) 2 (2.2%) 8 

Humanities 14 (6.8%) 5 (5.3%) 5 (5.2%) 24 

Total 205 94 96 395 

 

These findings confirmed the findings of Abrizah (2009) who conducted a study at a 

research-intensive university in Malaysia and established that lecturers in the sciences 

(including medicine, engineering science and computer science) were aware of OA IRs 

and in favour of depositing their research work in repositories. Similarly, Bamigbola 

(2014), in a study assessing IR awareness levels of and challenges faced by academics 

in the faculty of agriculture at the Federal University of Technology in Nigeria, revealed 

that these academics were adequately aware of IRs. In yet another study, Allen (2005) 

examined attitudes of academic staff towards depositing their research in IRs and found 

that OA and IR awareness levels were lower among academics in the humanities, 

compared to their counterparts in the science, technical and medical disciplines. In the 

same vein, Stanton and Liew (2011) found that IR awareness levels among respondents 

from the field of science were higher compared to those from the fields of humanities, 

education, creative arts and business. The high IR awareness levels of academics in the 

sciences is not surprising considering the existence of subject-based repositories 

(including arXiv and Cogprints) in the scientific community (Swan and Brown 2005). 

The respondents of the current study were further probed regarding their sources of 

information about the UNISWA IR. As presented in Figure 1, the combined responses 

from faculty and postgraduate students revealed that 185 (46.8%) were not aware of the 

UNISWA IR. The rest of the respondents who were aware of the IR, had been made 

aware of the IR through: hearing about it from colleagues (132; 33.4%); emails from 

the institution (21; 6.3%); seminars and workshops (19; 4.8%); websites (8; 2%); library 
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committee meetings (8; 2%); lecturers (8; 2%); figuring it out on their own (4; 1%); 

library staff (4; 1%); orientation (3; 0.8%); library skills classes (2; 0.5%); and the 

grapevine (1; 0.3%). According to these findings, respondents’ colleagues represented 

the most prevalent source of creating awareness about the IR, followed by emails from 

the institution, and seminars and workshops. The least prevalent way in which 

respondents became aware of the IR was through finding out about it on their own, 

hearing about it from library staff, and through orientation, library skills classes, and the 

grapevine. 

Figure 1: IR awareness sources (n = 395)  

Similarly, Bamigbola’s (2014) study indicated that the majority of faculty from 

agricultural disciplines in a Nigerian university had been informed about IRs through 

their colleagues. The findings of the current study validated the study findings of Nwosu 

and Ogbomo (2013) who reported that most lecturers from the federal universities in 

South-South Nigeria heard about IRs through academic staff/colleagues, and others 

through internet browsing. Halder and Chandra (2012) confirmed that the most 

prevalent IR awareness sources among IR users from Jadavpur University in India were 

colleagues, teachers/lecturers and the library website. Likewise, the least popular 

sources were the internet and bulletin boards. Fewer lecturers from federal universities 

in South-South Nigeria became aware of the IR through workshops, bulletins and flyers. 

The variations in the preferred IR awareness sources could be attributed to IR users’ 

varying information processing habits. 
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Attitudes towards IR Usage 

Respondents were asked if the UNISWA library provided enough training to enable the 

effective usage of the IR. The findings presented in Table 5 indicate that the majority 

(69; 60%) of faculty and 46 (40%) postgraduate students disagreed that the training was 

sufficient. Very few (23; 71.8%) of faculty, and only 9 (28.1%) among the postgraduate 

students agreed that the training the UNISWA librarians provided was sufficient. A 

number of respondents, including 46 (76.6%) of faculty and 14 (23.4%) of the 

postgraduate students, neither agreed nor disagreed that the library provided enough 

training.  

Table 5: Adequacy of training (n = 395)  

Adequacy of training: The library 

provides adequate training on IR 

usage. 

Never 

used IR 

Disagree Neutral Agree Total 

Teaching 
assistants 

Count 3 3 2 0 8 

% among teaching 
assistants 

37.5% 37.5% 25.0% .0% 100.0% 

% among academics 1.6% 2.6% 3.3% .0% 2.0% 

Lecturers Count 59 46 28 16 149 

% among lecturers 39.6% 30.9% 18.8% 10.7% 100.0% 

% among academics 31.4% 40.0% 46.7% 50.0% 37.7% 

Senior 

lecturers 

Count 9 11 6 5 31 

% among senior 

lecturers 

29.0% 35.5% 19.4% 16.1% 100.0% 

% among academics 4.8% 9.6% 10.0% 15.6% 7.8% 

Associate 
professors 

Count 3 4 8 1 16 

% among associate 

professors 

18.8% 25.0% 50.0% 6.3% 100.0% 

% among academics 1.6% 3.5% 13.3% 3.1% 4.1% 

Professors Count 3 5 2 1 11 

% among professors 27.3% 45.5% 18.2% 9.1% 100.0% 

% among academics 1.6% 4.3% 3.3% 3.1% 2.8% 

Total 

Faculty 

 77 

(41%) 

69 

(60%) 

46 

(76.6%) 

23 

(71.8%) 

215 

(54.4%) 

Master’s 
students 

Count 105 43 13 8 169 

% among master’s 
students 

62.1% 25.4% 7.7% 4.7% 100.0% 

% among academics 55.9% 37.4% 21.7% 25.0% 42.8% 

Ph.D. 
students 

Count 6 3 1 1 11 

% among Ph.D. 
students 

54.5% 27.3% 9.1% 9.1% 100.0% 

% among academics 3.2% 2.6% 1.7% 3.1% 2.8% 

Total 

Students 

 111  

(59.1%) 

46  

(40%) 

14  

(23.4%) 

9  

(28.1%) 

180  

(45.6%) 

These results are bolstered by findings of a study conducted by Okite-amughoro, 

Makgahlela, and Bopape (2014) who assessed the usage of electronic information 

resources for academic research by postgraduate students from Delta University in 

Nigeria and established that these students failed to retrieve relevant information from 

electronic resources due to insufficient training. The findings of the current study 

support the findings of a study that was carried out by Namugera (2014) and investigated 
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users’ awareness, perceptions and usage of library services at Makerere University in 

Uganda. Namugera’s study revealed that a considerable number of respondents were 

not aware of library user training services, even though such training was included in 

the university’s orientation programme for new students every academic year. 

Namugera asserts that the poor attendance and awareness of library training 

programmes could be because the training schedules often coincide with lecturers’ and 

students’ work plans. 

The respondents (faculty and postgraduate students) in the current study were further 

asked if they submitted their research for inclusion in the IR. Many (313; 79.2%) of the 

respondents indicated that they did not contribute to the institution’s repository, whereas 

72 (18.2%) indicated that they contributed to the IR but did so infrequently, and very 

few (10; 2.5%) indicated that they frequently contributed content to the IR (see Figure 

2). Even though the majority of faculty indicated that they were aware of the IR, very 

few of them contributed their research to the UNISWA IR.  

 

 

Figure 2: IR contributions (n = 395)  

Comparable results were obtained in a study by Bamigbola (2014): very few of the 

faculty from the Federal University of Technology in Nigeria submitted their research 

for inclusion in the university’s IR. Most respondents had not submitted their scholarly 

works in the IR but used it to search for information, whereas fewer respondents neither 

submitted their research to the IR nor used the IR to search for information. The 

similarities in the IR contribution trends reported in the above studies, which were 

conducted in diverse contexts, could perhaps be attributed to challenges that scholars 

faced, which included lack of time, lack of skills or training in IR usage, as well as poor 

internet connections in these developing countries. 

In the current study, faculty and postgraduate students were probed about the reasons 

for using the IR frequently or infrequently or not at all. They cited lack of awareness 
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(104; 26.3%), few or no publications to contribute (119; 30.1%), not being well-

informed (55; 13.9%), and lack of time to access the IR due to a heavy workload 

(37; 9.4%). Other respondents indicated that they preferred scholarly journals (12; 

3.0%), they lacked skills (12; 3.0%), no one requested their publications (9; 2.3%), they 

were discouraged by the slow internet (9; 2.3%), they had not considered sharing their 

work (8; 2.0%), and they did not own copyright (6; 1.5%). A few respondents cited 

reasons such as: they did not find the IR useful (4; 1.0%); they were not sure if the IR 

was properly managed (2; 0.5%); IR submissions were not mandatory (2; 0.5%); there 

were no options to upload their work (2; 0.5%); and they contributed research to their 

own departments (1; 0.3%). The reason cited by those who used the IR frequently 

(13; 3.3%) was their wish to share their research and make it easily accessible to 

colleagues. Table 6 shows respondents’ reasons for frequently or infrequently 

contributing to the IR. 

Table 6: Respondents’ reasons for frequency of IR contributions (n = 395)  

Reasons Frequency Percentage % 

I am not aware of the IR. 104 26.3 

I do not have enough publications. 119 30.1 

I am willing to use it but am not well-informed.  55 13.9 

I have no time for research—hectic work 

schedule. 

37 9.4 

IRs promote easy access to works by 

colleagues. 

13 3.3 

I prefer scholarly journals. 12 3.0 

I lack skills for using the IR. 12 3.0 

No one asked for my publications. 9 2.3 

I am discouraged from using the IR by the slow 

internet. 

9 2.3 

I have not considered contributing my work. 8 2.0 

Copyright for my work belongs to publishers. 6 1.5 

I do not find the UNISWA IR useful. 4 1.0 

I am not sure if the IR is properly managed. 2 0.5 

IR submissions are not mandatory. 2 0.5 

There is no option to upload my own work. 2 0.5 

I contribute research findings to my 

department. 

1 0.3 

Total 395 100 

The findings of the current study confirmed the results of a study conducted by Foster 

and Gibbons (2005) who examined the factors encouraging or impeding professors’ IR 

submissions and likewise found that faculty’s contributions were driven by the wish to 

enable their colleagues to find, use, and cite their work. Foster and Gibbons identified a 

number of factors that hindered IR submissions, for example, fear of copyright 
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infringements and the lack of time for the additional work required during the document 

submission process. In the same vein, Dubinsky (2014) cites reasons for scholars’ 

reluctance to contribute to IRs, which include concerns about copyright infringements, 

lack of peer review, and doubts about the inherent value of IRs. Likewise, Davis and 

Connolly (2007) have identified the following reasons for poor IR submission: lack of 

awareness; IR regarded as redundant as other modes of research dissemination are 

available; copyright fears; plagiarism concerns; and preference for submitting research 

in disciplinary repositories.  

Faculty and postgraduate students participating in the current study were asked to state 

their preferred method of submitting their research outputs to the UNISWA IR. Most 

respondents (279; 70.6%) preferred submitting their work through librarians in charge 

of the IR, whereas fewer respondents (111; 28.1%) preferred self-archiving their work. 

Only a few (5; 1.3%) faculty members and postgraduate students preferred having both 

options available (see Figure 3).  

 

Figure 3: Users’ preferred IR submission styles (n = 395)  

Similar findings were observed in a study by Dubinsky (2014) which examined 214 

academic institutions that used the IR software of the Digital Commons network and 

which found that the majority of the respondents submitted their research through 

library staff whereas fewer respondents indicated that their IRs were populated through 

a combination of mediated deposits (submissions through librarians) and self-archiving. 

The results of the current study, together with the findings of Dubinsky’s study, clearly 

showed that the majority of the respondents preferred submitting to IRs through 

librarians. This could be because they do not have the time to self-archive their research 

output or they lack the necessary IR submission skills.  

When asked to state the reasons for preferring to submit their material to the IR through 

librarians, the respondents of the current study indicated the following: librarians had 

expertise in knowledge organisation (153; 38.7%); respondents lacked skills in using 
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the IR (75; 19%); respondents did not have the time to deposit documents on their own 

(38; 9.6%); respondents trusted librarians not to lose information during the document 

submission process (14; 3.5%). Some respondents preferred submitting research to the 

IR on their own for the following reasons: it was more convenient (49; 12.4%); it 

enabled them to better understand the UNISWA IR system (37; 9.4%); they had the 

technical skills and know-how (20; 5.1%); they felt at ease doing it themselves since 

they did not trust anyone to handle their scholarly work (2; 0.5%). The remaining 

respondents preferred having both options available as they could choose which method 

would make the submission process faster and easier (4; 1%), and they could be assured 

that copyright regulations were not violated (1; 0.3%). These results are displayed in 

Table 7. 

Table 7: Reasons for specific archiving preference (n = 395)  

Reasons  Frequency % 

Librarians have the required expertise. 153 38.7 

I have no technical skills/I need training. 75 19 

Doing it on my own is more convenient.  49 12.4 

I have no time to do it myself. 38 9.6 

Doing it myself will enable me to understand the IR 

system. 

37 9.4 

I have the technical know-how and can do it myself. 20 5.1 

To ensure that no information is lost 14 3.5 

Combining both would make work easier and faster. 4 1 

I do not trust anyone with my scholarly articles. 2 0.5 

I was not aware of the IR. 2 0.5 

To ensure copyright laws are not violated 1 0.3 

Total  395 100 

These findings supported the findings of Singeh, Abrizah, and Karim (2013) about 

factors affecting the archival of research output by faculty. These factors are, for 

instance, no time for the arduous job of entering complicated bibliographic data in 

metadata forms, investigating publisher’s permission policies, and digitising paper 

documents. Dubinsky (2014) notes that some IR administrators do not allow faculty to 

self-archive their research outputs due to concerns about the consistency and quality of 

the submitted metadata, appropriateness of content, and copyright permissions. 

Dubinsky further points out that IR administrators also do not allow faculty to self-

archive their research due to their lack of interest, willingness, or time for IR 

submissions.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

The findings of the current study indicated that even though IR awareness levels were 

high among UNISWA faculty, they did not contribute their research to the IR. The 



 

17 

conclusion that can be drawn from this finding, a conclusion that is in line with an 

assertion by Ammarukleart (2017), is that high rates of faculty awareness about IRs and 

faculty’s understanding of the importance of IRs do not guarantee their participation. 

The results of the study further revealed that there were differences in IR awareness 

levels among UNISWA faculty and postgraduate students across disciplines. This 

finding is important as it could assist librarians in identifying disciplines where they 

need to strengthen their IR promotion efforts. The results of the study also revealed that 

the majority of the respondents thought that UNISWA provided insufficient IR training, 

and that users preferred to be assisted by librarians in archiving and/or submitting IR 

content. 

In view of the findings of the study, the following recommendations are proffered: 

 Librarians need to raise IR awareness levels through advocacy campaigns.  

Librarians need to create a clear communication plan for advocacy campaigns 

in order to ensure that OA messages and the benefits of establishing and 

managing IRs are effectively disseminated to IR users. Librarians need to 

particularly increase their IR marketing efforts in the UNISWA faculties and 

departments with lower IR awareness levels. 

 IR training should be done frequently in order to guide users on how to 

effectively search, retrieve and submit information. The training sessions 

should be provided to all potential IR users, particularly new members of staff 

and students. 

 Librarians should assist faculty with the submission of content to the IR to 

minimise any challenges they might come across when self-archiving and/or 

depositing articles in the IR.  

 Librarians should consider allowing IR users to use both the self-archival and 

the librarian-mediated approaches in depositing content in the UNISWA IR. 
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