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ABSTRACT

Communication (formal/informal) is the key for making society attentive and advance
scholarly communication (SC) worldwide openly. Components of SC (accumulation,
creation, evaluation, publication, dissemination and preservation) are cycling towards
elevation of education, research and innovation. Stakeholders have critical role in managing
the SC cycle. In this study, SWOT analysis is used to evaluate strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities and threats of SC and its components emphasizing the internal and external
ecosystem. Based the SWOT analysis, the stakeholders potentials, resources, drawbacks,
advantages, risks etc. are drawn in order to make strategic decisions to manage system
effectively. Results revealed that accumulation of resource infrastructure facilitations brings
an idea into creativity, reviewed it for quality, originality and publication (stamp of validity)
that was disseminated through various media & modes and preserved for longevity.
Imperatively, the SC carries authenticity and recognition globally. It also shown that an
inactive infrastructure, mentorship and policies often indulge scientific creativity through
misconduct and biased decisions of reviewing make futile or fake publication that will always
spoiling the system. Taking opportunities to create and access resource repositories,
helping to publish research to innovation monetize into products marketing globally with
cloud safe and security. Finally, handicap of intellectual infrastructure vacuum (brain-drain)
pressures the academia to leap into predatory journals crediting no transparency and
accountability.

Keywords: Scholarly Communication; Education, Research and Innovation; SC Cycle;
Components of SC; SWOT.

1. Introduction

Communication is a medium of language disseminated through its formal (making
public) and informal (signs, symbols, verbal, writing, e-mail, pre-prints, etc.)
channels. A formal communication is explicit and more authenticated to record
knowledge, ideas, research findings etc. At the same time, informal communication
is rapidly growing, shaping uncertainty about quality control (Meadows, 2003).
Often, codified and tacit knowledge cyclically combined in the process of interactive
learning and knowledge creation (Howells, 2002). Publishing codified knowledge
(as a resource) carries authenticity and recognition. Therefore, scientific journal
plays a central role in scholarly communication (SC) domain. It is not only a primary
source of formal information, but also structured in scientific way to showcase
research results. It provides a stamp of validity (Tandon, 2014). However,
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“information overload and rapid increases in costs” (Meadows & Buckle, 1992),
quality of content and other legal aspects challenge in the formal communication
system.

Internet and web 2.0 technologies shape the communication more lively and
interactive using social network tools such as blogs, wikis, facebook, twitter, tagging
etc.Each one is having unique applications to post and communicate information,
images, videos etc. for various purposes. Al-Aufia & Fultonb (2014) found that,
“there is perceived usefulness on the impact of social networking tools on patterns
of informal SC.” As of today, the SC becomes easily accessible and available in
many flexible formats due to online transition and the exploration of new publishing
models like open access (Ware, 2015).

2. Scholarly Communication

SC is system, aiming to enhance organizational knowledge triangle— education,
research and innovation (Gannon, 2006). “A scholarly research (which is a by-
product of SC) is created to facilitate inquiry and enhance knowledge” (Sawant,
2012). Core functions of the SC are “registration, certification, dissemination,
archiving, and rewarding” (Ware, 2015). SC is transforming and sharing knowledge
(Parekh, 2009).Indeed, three stages of SC process drawn by the Graham (2000)
are informal networks, public dissemination (conferences and preprints) and formal
communication (research publication). Now, the SC becomes social process where
social networking tools help in discovering sources of research dissemination.
“Transformation of knowledge, so rapid and so dramatic, that there has been very
little opportunity to assess, adjust, and respond to the impact on SC” (Fidishun,
2010). However, “the use and creation of social media does not adversely affect the
use of traditional scholarly materials but, improves its penetration”
(Tenopir, Volentine & King, 2013).

2.1 Definitions

e “SC is all about creation, dissemination and preservation of scientific
knowledge” — Halliday (2001).

e “SC is the system through, which research and other scholarly writings are
created, evaluated for quality, disseminated to the scholarly community, and
preserved for future use.” - Association of College & Research Libraries
(2003).

2.2 History of SC

In the early seventeenth century, new research ideas, observations, experiments
etc. often made available through formal communication channels such as scientific
letters, anagram (a sentence announcing a discovery that was encrypted),
periodicals, even newspapers etc. Broadly, these methods used to communicate
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research, scientific news, establish facts, a priority of discovery (Meadows, 1974).
In the mid-seventeenth century, there was a move for establishing learned societies
such as the Royal Society (founded in London in 1660 and chartered in 1662).
Henry Oldenburg (the first Secretary of the Royal Society) proposed the way of
disseminating and verifying new discoveries in science. “He created the world’s first
scientific journal - “Philosophical Transactions of Royal Society” in 1665 with a
simple goal: apply an emerging communication technology - the printing press - to
improve the dissemination of scholarly knowledge” (Priem, 2013). “Pioneered the
concepts of scientific priority and peer review, which together with archiving and
dissemination of the journal became a model for almost 30,000 scientific journals
today” (Royal Society, 2015). “Since then, structure of the scientific work has been
respected the basic paradigms “introduction, methods, results and discussion — one
of humanity’s oldest formats” (Barraviera, 2015). It was a truly decisive model for
scholars worldwide to exchange ideas, establish originality and assess their works.

In 1970s, the word SC has gained popularity worldwide. Establishment of new
libraries, increasing number of scholars and expansion of publications were
emerged. In the year 1974, “material costs and overheads rose at an annual rate of
something like 30% and circumstances affect publishing generally, and academic
publishing faces a crisis” (Black,1974). The 1979 report of the “National Enquiry on
SC” used as a starting point to elevate at greater level today. During this time, there
are concerns about certain practices of scholarly creation, publication and
copyright. Thus, a new approach of disseminating science was an electronic media
during 1980s. British Library awarded a grant to Loughborough University to
establish an experimental online journal in the areas of computer human factors
with a motto to substitute print (Shackel, 1991). Later, a first refereed scientific
electronic journal (new horizons in adult education) introduced in 1987 to accept,
referee, edit, and archive articles electronically. In the 1990s, electronic publications
became important and their impact was questionable to consider it, a scientific
journal.“Vancouver Group clarified that any electronic publication made available on
the Internet constitutes a publication” (ICMJE, 2015). Since then, print and
electronic journals are flourishing to communicate scholarly content. “In 1995, there
were about 100 electronic journals in the world” (Aboukhalil, 2015). Since then, the
number of referred academic journals from 24,000 to 29,000 in 2014, and is
growing each year (Seethapathy, Kumar & Hareesha, 2016).

1.1 Objectives of the Study
The objectives of the study are as follows:

Describing introduction of SC;
Assessment review of literature;
Using logical methodology;

Role of SC cycle and its components;
Application of SWOT analysis; and
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e Building strategic decisions and conclusions.
2. Literature Review

Literature on communication modes (formal/informal), SC and its cycling process
was widely acknowledged. As stated by Shehata, Ellis and Foster (2015 & 2017),
there are three types of communication modes (conventional, modern and liberal)
and further, three behavioural approaches such as Orthodox, Moderate and
Heterodox that scholars adopt in the SC process. “Internet for communication and
therefore the electronic format has affected scholarly publication, especially
concerning avail ability and accessibility” (Bjork, 2004). “The social and interactive
web is expected to affect the SC process where research dissemination becomes
increasingly informal, interactive, and part of a much larger public than earlier”
(Widen, 2010). Numerous studies (Meadows, 1992 & 2003; Mark, 2007; Cullen&
Chawner, 2011; Romary, 2012; UNESCO, 2015; Finlay, Tsou & Sugimoto, 2015;
Xia, 2017) highlighted about SC and its components such as accumulation,
creation, evaluation, publication, dissemination and preservation, challenging today
in making scientific research worldwide openly.

Indeed, scientific progress is constituted by the accumulation of knowledge (Bird,
2008). According to Xia (2017), “decisive impact on scholarship creation that
requires researchers to be original and innovative instead of merely recording,
reciting, and regurgitating what teachers have lectured.” Evaluation mainly peer-
review system is the best portion of SC, which needs a high quality of attention from
receipt of article by a journal to publication. Tan (2018) highlighted “past, present,
and future of peer review.”*Assessment is a valid tool for managing quality and
reviewers' reports using computational approaches” (Sizo & Others, 2018). “Web
2.0 has affected the way of disseminating of knowledge” (Sawant, 2012). “Semantic
web technologies have influenced the current methods of describing, identifying,
disseminating, and retrieving information” (Bountouri, 2017). “Digital information is
more complex than the print and problems of preserving print materials—acid
papers and embrittlement—will seem trivial by comparison”(Marcum,1996). Further,
it is to understand “the fabrication of these objects better and to find the best
conditions for their storage and display in order to preserve them for future
generations” (Bell, & McPhail, 2007).

Indeed, stakeholders hold critical role in managing the SC cycle. Libraries (cultural
heritage of content) are consumers of SC and they become more active in the
production of scholarly materials (Sullivan, 2013). In the SC system, stakeholders
are central in planning and performing their functions effectively using
organizational strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT) analysis.
It is a “strategic management technique” (Sevkli et al., 2012). “Initially experiment it
in business context” (Samset, 2010). Now it spreads in many sectors. A number of
studies (David, 2009; Helms & Nixon, 2010) stated that the SWOT is a logical
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approach that helps to assess internal and external ecosystem to draw strategic
decisions.

3. Methodology

Scholarly Communication as system influences the academic and publishing
industry. Components of SC and its cycling process with stakeholders’ relationship
intensify the best education, research and innovation. A methodology adopted for
this study is SWOT analysis.“It is a simple, qualitative, generally applicable method”
(Samset, 2010). It is used to describe SC components in four quadrants (strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats) of two dimensions (internal and external).
This technique helps to “plan, assess and predict the provisions for benefiting SC”
(Helms & Nixon, 2010). Limitations of SWOT analysis are “often improperly used to
justify complacency and verify current practices” (Gurel & Tat, 2017).

4. Scholarly Communication Cycle — Components

The SC facilitates and makes the scientific education, research and innovation
progress. The SC cycle (Figure-1) consists of various components such as
accumulation, creation, evaluation, publication, dissemination and preservation.
The process of SC involves “copyright, journal pricing, managing of data sets,
digital preservation and open access” (Mark, 2007). Major issues technical
(functional solutions), economical (includes the future and economic viability of
institutions in the information chain), legal (especially copyright and IPR) and
behavioural (acceptance of digital formats) often challenging the stakeholders to
proceed SC cycle into action (Owen, 2007). As mentioned by the Keenum &
Shubrook (2012) there are areas of originality, structure, language, and ethical
concerns need a lot of attention. “Research on faculty values and needs in SC that
confirm a number of conservative
tendencies in  publishing. These
tendencies, influenced by tenure and
promotion requirements, as well as
disciplinary cultures, have both positive
and negative consequences” (Harley,
2013). Increased intellectual property
rights (IPR) protection is associated with
knowledge accumulation (Ang, 2010).
IPR will increase the rate of innovative
activity through the provision of an
environment conducive to the
accumulation of knowledge (Gould and
Gruben,1996). Although, the future
shape of SC in institutional repositories
(IRs) remains unclear because of its lack of Figure 1. Scholarly Communication Cycle
contribution by the stakeholders.
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4.1Role of Stakeholders

As a system, the SC cannot be appreciated without the role of stakeholders and
their interdependent relationships and responsibilities. In a system, they often
perform tasks and face challenges. The SC is embedded in structures of
relationships with other. (Borgman, 2000).According to Shearer & Birdsall (2005)
“the traditional/formal process of SC consists of four major groups of players
(researchers, publishers, libraries and consumers/users) with different roles”.
“Scholars have a unique role in the process of scientific communication, often
acting as reader, author, and referee, frequently as editor, and also as organizer of
conferences, schools, and workshops that result in scientific publications (Ginsparg,
1996).” “Libraries close connections with other stakeholders in the SC process,
including expertise in digital initiatives, and a commitment to preservation,
content acquisition, editorial management, contract negotiation, marketing, and
subscription management.” (Thomas, 2006). Publishers acquire, manage and
market content, administer royalties, copyright, licensing, piracy and protection,
warehouse operations and relationships among stakeholders. Most funding
agencies understand the fact and they have implemented policies to ensure the
publications that result from the research they fund are freely available (Solomon
2014). Similarly, all communities have equal role to disseminate knowledge whether
it is acquiring skills, writing techniques, logical arithmetic and simulation modelling
etc. (Venkataraman, 1998). Each one plays a fundamental role to adopt ethics,
honesty, integrity and transparency in the system. According to Ann J. Wolpert
(2013), there are “five active stakeholder communities below have contributed to
the system that enables the production of peer-reviewed research literature for the
past 60 years.”

e Funders — grant funds to undertake research,;

e Organisations — host intellectuals, provide infrastructure facilities and
inspire to facilitate academic, research and training.

e Scholars (content creators) — read, write, translate and evaluate and
publish scholarly research for greater visibility without expecting monetary
benefits.

¢ Publishers (make, manage and market content) — invite and accept papers,
do editorial process and invest on publication production, distribution and
copyright transfer globally.

e Libraries (treasure of resources) — historically acquire, organize,
disseminate and preserve content (print and electronic) and facilitate and
provide services to their clients for current and future teaching and research.

4.2 Accumulation of Scientific Knowledge

This facilitates scholars in learning, understanding and resuming/redoing research
& development (R&D) process. There are couple of factors: preparedness and
infrastructure that strongly influence the scholars in the production and diffusion of
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knowledge. Firstly, awareness to create, collect, connect and collaborate
knowledge resources reside in multiple locations, available in flexible formats
stimulating to do hard-core research. Accumulation of creative knowledge and high
external technology search intensity jointly to increase the outcomes” (Choia, Shinb
& Hwangc (2018). According to Fisherman (2012), “culture, economics of
intellectual resources and IPR” are seen as infrastructure to stimulate socially
inclusive and fiscally sustainable society. Therefore, institutional knowledge base is
necessary to increase efficacy (Dierickx and Cool, 1989). Accumulated and
acquired knowledge resources and services intensify the performance of scholars
towards creativity, innovation and technology transfer.

4.3 Creation

Creation originates from cognitive process of human intellectuality, helping to
produce new set of knowledge(Wink, 2007). Factually, creativity is generally less
ordered, structured, and predicted and quite opposite to regular process (Xia,
2017). In order to inculcate culture of creativity and innovations (artistic, designing,
critical thinking, writing, communication, experimentation, etc.), there are three main
paths: individual experience and knowledge acquisition; individual communication
and reflection; and organizational knowledge learning (Li, Liu& Zhou, 2018). At the
same time, institutional efforts, capital and labour enhance the creativity and
innovation. Further, institutions adopt various best practices, policies and strategies
to encourage scientific culture by offering academic incentives including awards,
rewards, cash prizes and promotions. Ultimately, the creativity and innovative works
are protected by IPR laws for a particular period of time.

4.4 Evaluation

Evaluation is an assessment for quality and accuracy. A scholarly publication needs
various stages of evaluation especially in the editorial process. After submission to
a journal, preliminary assessment (style, scope and content) by the editor decides
its qualification for space in a journal including tracking system. Advance
technologies and techniques including artificial intelligence (Al), machine learning
and plagiarism are used to find quality, originality and authenticity check (Sizo &
Others, 2018; Lee et al., 2018). “Peer review is an essential component of scholarly
publishing” (Mulligan, 2005).Three types of the peer review (single blind, double
blind and open) system in general. “Peer review is critical to the journal, and
remains widely supported despite some robust criticism” (Ware, 2015).There are
couple of critics or concepts in the peer-review system such as ‘fit for purpose’ and
‘publish & filter’. Merit based review processes adhere to highest standards with
integrity. Decisions in the manuscript selection process are on purely on
credentials. For instance, Science (one of highest impact factor journals
worldwide),“now accepts less than 7% of the original research papers submitted
and about 80% are rejected during this initial screening stage, because of the stiff
competition for space in the journal”. At the same time, an ensuring mechanism for
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how to find and deal scientific misconduct (whether they are reliable, authenticated
or reproducible, fraud etc.) in SC. However, this criterion includes ethical concerns
related to the checking of references, conflicts of interest, the detection of
plagiarism and redundancies (duplicate content), as well as other issues that
depend on the type of study (Rosenfeld, 2010). Impact factor measures research
output and discloses the credibility of journal. But, sometimes it is “crude and also
misleading” (Nature, 2016). “Publish & perish” is one of the challenges that mount
academic pressure to accelerate publication eventually. Further, “policymakers read
the contents of published papers and not just count them” (Rochmyaningsih,
2017).After the peer review process, the reviewer remarks over the paper. Based
on, the judgment will be awarded by the editor. “It is an explicit judgement which
asks whether the research addresses a relevant and significant issue in its field of
study, and whether it has the ability to advance or positively impact science”
(Drotar, 2008). The judgments whether the paper may be accepted, rejected, revise
and resubmit with minor or major corrections.

4.5 Publication

Publishing is a process of acquiring, planning, packaging, advertising, marketing
the print and digital content. According to Association of American Publishers
(2016), “publishers of 28,000 journals published 2.5 million articles and 5 million
drafts submissions in a year globally and 3% annual growth of active researchers
and number of articles published.” “Publishers invest a large proportion of funds on
designing, graphics, copyediting, proofreading, printing, archiving, digitizing,
distribution, marketing, online hosting etc, but often publishing costs are hidden”
(Rao, 2017). Quality and integrity of publication heightens the business latitudes.
“Public communication is a one of the ways to expand journal readership and
attract advertising revenue” (Nelkin, 1998).

In the publishing industry, there are economic models from subscription to open
access, change the costs of publishing. These models: reader pays
model(subscription model) and author-side pays model(new model) sound
differently. In the subscription model, publishers generate 68-75% revenue from
libraries and often through sub-models such as content bundles (Ware and Mabe,
2012). From the author-side pays model (mainly open access journals), funders
and institutions pay on behalf of scholars and “an average cost article processing
charges (APCs) to an article is $3,500—4,000” (Noorden (2013). “Open access-
publishing model makes the research permanently visible and accessible, with
sustainable development” (Chang, 2006). However, Publishers estimated a profit
margin is at 20-30%. Majority of publishers adopt innovative technologies,
techniques and best practices into system with utmost accuracy and transparency.
However, a few publishers produce predatory journals (also called fast-track
publications, pseudo-journals, and fake journals) that predominantly spread
worldwide aiming to generate income by various means. The main pressure for
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publishing papers in international journals (whether it is commercial/open
access/predatory) is academic evaluation practices in the academic system of a
few countries. Retraction Watch reported that “the number of articles published by
predatory journals spiked from 53,000 in 2010 to around 420,000 in 2014,
appearing in 8,000 active journals and average APC fee is $178.’Finally, a
publisher brings a publication with a layout and design with correct proof editing and
format, references, plagiarism detection, metadata, discovery service and
publishing. Post-published works involve updation and corrections, usage metrics,
citations, IPR protection, archiving, migration and platforms.

4.6 Dissemination

This is a process of delivering scholarly content (print and electronic). Overriding
motto is to publicize research accessible openly. Dissemination of research results
are often objective, connecting people largely. As quoted by Daniel J. Boorstin
“Knowledge is never used up. It increases by diffusion and grows by
dispersion.”Thus, the dissemination of scholarly content benefits socially and
fiscally. Bruce Austin, Director of RIT Press stated that “the inspiration, motivation,
indeed the reason for research, is discovery. But, without dissemination of
research, has no use” (Raffaelle 2014).

In the era of digital transformation, a variety of approaches (either by electronic or
print) to disseminate scholarly content through formal/informal channels by means
of publications, patents, designs, slideshows, e-mail, listservs, audio-video,
webcasts, networks, radio, television, forums, social media etc. (Edwards, 2015).
Dissemination of printed materials limits largely due to cost-benefit analysis.
According to Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, USA, aimed at encouraging
electronic media. As of today, the social media tools (facebook, twitter, youtube,
flickr etc.) played an extensive role to evaluate and disseminate impact of scholarly
content. Increased adoption of Twitter as a channel to disseminate scholarly
literature than other the social network sites (Moriano, 2014). Stakeholders aspire
openness and fairness in content accessibility and dispensability. A legitimate
dissemination of content supports the stockholders to fulfil their motto of social and
economic benefit. “Factually, the IPR laws bring stable, safe and sustainable eco-
system over intellectual products, processes and services for the sole benefit of the
society.”(Rao, 2014).

4.7 Preservation

It is a technique for protecting and safeguarding the treasure of resources
(print/electronic) residing in multiple locations/databases (local/remote). Main
objective of the stakeholders is to preserve collections (paper, books, manuscripts,
photographs, audio-visual, datasets etc.) for longevity, facilitating search and
retrieval. Priority of preserving content is for discoverability, accessibility and
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sustainability. Preservation protects and saves from various threats (environment,
fire, water etc). Three areas concern in digital preservation: technical issues,
organisational issues and legal issues (Moghaddam, 2010).Various types of issues
involved in digital preservations. A document of copyrighted materials
(books/journals/report/digital copy) in flexible formats (doc, pdf, html, e-pub etc.),
stored and preserved in multiple locations and avail/access through multiple
platforms. Mainly three centres (libraries, publishers and archives/repositories) hold
a key to preserve and disseminate digital scholarly content. For centuries, libraries
stored and preserved content (print, digitized and born-digital) for social benefits,
while publishers shown fiscal benefits. Concerning to archives/repositories such as
Portico (JSTOR -2002) and LockSS (1999 by Stanford University) etc., hold and
manage third party content digitally. Model of Portico is a true archive aiming long-
term preservation (expensive digital resources), whereas, LockSS is real-time
archive aiming to access whenever publisher sites are unavailable or during the
period of downtime. However, there is need of series of awareness programs,
standards, policy formulations and legislative framework to digitize and preserve
heritage materials (Kalusopa & Zulu, 2009).

5. SWOT Analysis

Since 1960s, the SWOT technique has been practicing to evaluate organisational
structure and performance. The SWOT is a simple strategic method used for
delivering improved decisions. “It is also a powerful tool for sizing up an
organization’s resource capabilities and deficiencies, its market opportunities, and
the external threats to its future” (Thompson et al., 2007). Hence, this method was
chosen in order to address internal and external of positive negative consequences.
The internal forces cover strengths and weaknesses of system including
infrastructure, human resources, finance, output etc. The external forces cover
opportunities and threats for instances ecosystem, economic possibilities, social
cultural, legislative and technological changes and competitors, (Tuncay, 2015).
Simple definitions of SWOT mentioned below:

e Strengths— “capabilities and resources of the organisation” (Thompson et
al., 2007)

o Weaknesses — “deficiencies of the organisation” (Thompson et al., 2007)

¢ Opportunities — “situation or condition suitable for an activity” (Gurel, & Tat,
2017)

e Threats— “situation or condition that jeopardizes the actualization of an
activity” (Gurel, & Tat, 2017)
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Table 1. SWOT Internal and External Forces

Internal Forces

Strengths — Positive

Weaknesses — Negative

¢ Aspiration to communicate
scholarly research

¢ |[nadequate preparedness, plan and
procedure

c ) . ¢ Missing academic standards and
o
= . gﬁ:r?r? for studying, learning, and guidelines
> g e Mediocre experience and
£ ¢ Do and redo research and b
> . experimentation
3 discover resources ¢ Lack of continuously efforts
<C | e Production and diffusion of y
knowledge
o New and originality of research * Mgss copying and copyright wglaﬁon
c findings « Scientific misconduct and plagiarism
O . . .
= | « Research into innovation and ¢ Lack of institutional research base
8 products
¢ Protection of IPR
c | o Assessment for originality and . Ineffegtwe manuscript trac;kmg system
L quality » No evidence-based and biased
@®
=) e Peer-review and impact of journal assess_ment . .
o : . ¢ Inconsistency decisions and services.
i | © Best practices and high standards
< | ® Abstraction of research into reality * :\/Ionopoly. otv el; quhcahon grllces
2 ¢ Acquisition and publishing models * Inappropriate business mode’s
w . . e Lack of funders
ks e Copyright and license agreements « Surrender coovright/licensin
S | « Accountability, citation, Pyrng 9
o recognition, visibility
. ¢ Abundant of information
< | ® Knowledge sharing and : :
IS transferring . Unrellablg and unauthenticated sources
_E o Greater accessibility, flexibility * Inappropriate formats
% and usability
FE Wider publicity and marketability
a
S | Content accessibility & durability ¢ Deficiency in managing content and
% | ® Management and protection of funds
% data ¢ Ineffective discovery and recovery
@ | o Licensing and copyright materials | e Lack of safe and secure server system
a
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External Forces

Opportunities — Positive

Threats — Negative

management

o « Avail and access resources e Damage of academic research culture
© « Intensifies scholar performance ¢ Insufficient resource facilitations and
=]
€ | « Build intellectual research funds ,
3 o ¢ Handicap of expertise and
3 repositories . .
< experimentation
« Novel visualization to do research | ° Intelle_ctgal vacuum (brain-drain)
| o Monetize products, processes ¢ No priority of discovery/research
2 and services ’ o Ineffective real-time and local-need
3 ) : : research
< | e Licensing agreements . .
& « International recognition and ¢ Inadequate policy formulations
collaboration
c « Assess quality and originality ¢ Influenced peer-review and prejudice
2 « Open review and decisions e Fabrication of data and plagiarism
S P . . « No usage metrics
© e Benchmark high standards in
o policies
« Ownership of data e Skyrocketing of journals prices
S | » Award degree, cash incentives » Fast-track publ|sh|.ng
= and promotions ¢ Predatory or fake journals
% e International acclamation and
T visibility
¢ Anticipate maximum returns on
investment
« Publicize content throuah o Difficulty to control social network sites,
5 formal/informal media ’ * Obs_olete ofdigitall mater?als -
® | » Accessibility of local and remote * No mtgrface for discovering digital
E resources (digitized and born materials o .
S digital) ¢ No control over digitization and privacy
(]
g ¢ Mobility to transfer data in flexible
formats
« Management of knowledae ¢ Lose data and no mirror back-up data
c re os?cories 9 ¢ Obsolete infrastructure and metadata
2 | Loigevity and timely accessibility standards
g « Effective interface and discovery e Cyber threats (virus, bugs) and hacking.
@ e Shortage of funds
@ system
a | ® Centralised cloud resource
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4. Strategic Directions

A few directions, helping the stakeholders to their routine SC and publishing
processes:

e Accumulation of knowledge resources including intellectual infrastructure
facilitations encourages SC culture through means of awareness, availability
and accessibility.

e Upliftment of SC (creation and innovation) activities often rely on best
practices, mentoring, experimentation, policies and funding.

e Exercising a stringent evaluation system shapes the SC (research findings)
in more accurate, ethical, legal and high standards in quality, originality and
its impact.

e Publication brings research into reality of ownership, recognition, royalties,
incentives and promotions

e As result, a volume of published research available in various formats and
databases/repositories (local/remote), disseminating through formal/informal
channels including social networking sites for greater mobility, usability,
flexibility, publicity and marketability.

¢ Intent of preservation is to keep scholarly content available, accessible,
transferable, portable, protectable and durable.

5. Conclusion

Communication is tool to disseminate explicit and tacit knowledge combined in the
process of interactive learning and knowledge creation. Legacy of learned societies
exhibit their discoveries and research findings through a scientific journal
establishing stamp of validity and originality. Web.2 technologies disseminate
research accessible openly. SC as system and its components are indivisible,
relying on each other helping stakeholders to facilitate inquiry and enhance
knowledge through series of cycling processes. Therefore, SWOT analysis
undertaken to estimate strength, weakness, opportunities and threats of SC
process. Based on the SWOT analysis, conclusions are drawn for guiding the SC
cycling process. Organisational infrastructure and preparedness are mounting to
accumulate knowledge. Uniqueness in the innovative process is practically
advancing the level of knowledge into publication. Standardized peer-review,
advanced technologies, best policies, practices and ethics in SC bring scholarship
culture and ownership. Publication of research holds citation and recognition
worldwide. Dissemination of research into innovation brings social, fiscal benefits
and globally competitive. Priority to preserve scholarly content (print/digital) is
discoverability, accessibility and longevity. This study also need further research to
meet the SC more fruitful and profitable.

62



REFERENCES

A.J. Wolpert, M.L.S. (2013). For the Sake of Inquiry and Knowledge: The Inevitability of
Open Access. The New England Journal of Medicine, 368(9), 785-787.

Aboukhalil,R (2015).The rising trend in authorship. The Winnower. June:1-5
https://thewinnower.com/papers/the-rising-trend-in-authorship. Accessed 20 Oct
2015.

Al-Aufia, Ali S. &Fultonb, C (2014). Use of Social Networking Tools for Informal Scholarly
Communication in Humanities and Social Sciences Disciplines. Procedia - Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 147, 436-445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.07.135

Ang, James B. (2010). Financial Reforms, Patent Protection, and Knowledge Accumulation
in India. World Development, 38(8),1070-1081.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2009.12.011

Association of American Publishers. (2016). The quality, integrity, dissemination and
preservation of scholarly research depends on publishers.Washington, D.C. AAP.
https://publishers.org/sites/default/files/uploads/infographic_scholarly_publishing_pr
ocess_7.25.2016.pdf

Association of College & Research Libraries (2003). Principles and Strategies for the
Reform  of Scholarly = Communication. Retrieved10  November 2017,
fromwww.arl.org/focus-areas/scholarly-communication

Barraviera, B. (2015). CEVAP Journal: the first Brazilian electronic scientific publication
turns 20 years old. Journal of Venomous Animals and Toxins including Tropical
Diseases, 21, 52.d0i:10.1186/s40409-015-0050-7

Bell, Nancy & McPhail, David (2007). Managing change: preserving history.Materials Today,
10(4), 50-56.https://doi.org/10.1016/S1369-7021(07)70050-0

Bird, Alexander (2008). Scientific progress as accumulation of knowledge: a reply to
Rowbottom. Studies in History and Philosophy of Science Part A,39(2), 279-281.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shpsa.2008.03.019

Bjork, B.-C. (2004) Open access to scientific publications — an analysis of the barriers to
change.’ Information Research, 9(2).

Black, Michael H. (1974). National and international publishing in relation to the
dissemination of information in all disciplines. Aslib Proceedings, 26(11), 418-424,
doi:10.1108/eb050478

Borgman, C. L. (2000) ‘Digital libraries and the continuum of scholarly communication.’
Journal of Documentation, 56(4), 412—430.

Bountouri, L. (2017). Digital preservation. InArchives in the Digital Age Standards, Policies
and Tools(pp. 37-50), Oxford: Chandos Publishing.

Bountouri, Lina (2017). Archival integration and dissemination: The trends. In Archives in
the Digital Age: Standards, Policies and Tools (pp. 61-69), Oxford: Chandos
Publishing.

63



Chang, C.C. (2006). Business models for open access journals publishing. Online
Information Review, 30(6), 699-713, doi:10.1108/14684520610716171

Choia, H,Shinb, J &Hwangc, W.S. (2018). Two faces of scientific knowledge in the external
technology search process. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 133, 41-
50, doi: 10.1016/j.techfore.2018.02.020

Cullen, R & Chawner, B (2011). Institutional Repositories, Open Access, and Scholarly
Communication: A Study of Conflicting Paradigms Author links open overlay panel.
The Journal of Academic Librarianship. 37(6), 460-470.

Dierickx, I. & Cool, K. (1989). Asset stock accumulation and sustainability of competitive
advantage. Management Science, 35, 1504-1511.

Drotar, D. (2008). Editorial: How to write effective reviews for the journal of pediatric
psychology. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 34(2), 113-117.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsn142.

Edwards, David J. (Nov-Dec 2015). Dissemination of Research Results: On the Path to
Practice Change, Can J Hosp Pharm. 68(6), 465—469.

Fidishun, D. (2010), “The paradigm shift in scholarly communication: will publications
perish?”, available at: www.personal.psu.edu/
dxf19/blogs/dolores_list_of cfps/2010/03/theparadigm-shift-in-scholarly-
communicationwill-publications-perish.html (accessed 18 November 2011).

Finlay, C., Tsou, A., & Sugimoto, C. (2015). Scholarly Communication as a Core
Competency: Prevalence, Activities, and Concepts of Scholarly Communication
Librarianship as Shown Through Job Advertisements. Journal of Librarianship and
Scholarly Communication, 3(1), eP1236. http://dx.doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.1236

Fisherman (2012), Intellectual infrastructure, New York: Oxford University Press.
Gannon, Frank. (2006). A European Institute of Technology.EMBO reports, 7, 655.

Ginsparg, P. (1996).Electronic Publishing in Science, An invited contribution for UNESCO
Conference, Paris, 19-23 Feb 1996, Retrieved 12 November 2016,
fromhttp://xxx.lanl.gov/blurb/pg96unesco.html.

Gould, D., & Gruben, W. (1996). The role of intellectual property rights in economic growth.
Journal of Development Economics, 48, 323—-350.

Graham, T. W. (2000) ‘Scholarly communication.” Serials, 13(1), 3—11

Gurel, Emet &Tat, Merba. (2017). Swot Analysis: A Theoretical Review. The Journal of
International Social Research, 10(51),994-1006.

Halliday, L. (2001). Scholarly communication, scholarly publication and the status of
emerging formats. Information Research, 6(4), Retrieved 22 December 2011, from
http://InformationR.net/ir/paper111.html

Harly, D. (2013). Scholarly Communication: Cultural Contexts, Evolving Models. Science,
342(4), 81.

Helms, M. M.Nixon, J (2010). Exploring SWOT analysis — where are we now?: A review of
academic research from the last decade. Journal of Strategy and Management,
3(3), 215-251, https://doi.org/10.1108/17554251011064837

64



Howells, J. R. L. (2002). Tacit knowledge, innovation and economic geography. Urban
Studies, 39(5-6), 871-884.

International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (2015). http://www.icmje.org/. Accessed
20 Oct 2015.

Kalusopa,T. & Zulu, S. (2009). Digital heritage material preservation in Botswana: problems
and prospects.Collection Building, 28(3), 98-107,doi: 10.1108/01604950910971125

Keenum, A & Shubrook, J (2012). How to peer review a scientific or scholarly article.
Osteopathic Family Physician, 4(6),176-179.

Lee, P.-J., Hu, Y.-H., & Lu, K.-T. (2018). Assessing the helpfulness of online hotel reviews:
A classification-based approach. Telematics and Informatics, 35(2), 436—445.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TELE.2018.01.001.

Li, M.Liu, H. & Zhou, J. (2018). G-SECI model-based knowledge creation for CoPS
innovation: the role of grey knowledge. Journal of Knowledge Management,
22(4),887-911. doi: 10.1108/JKM-10-2016-0458

Marcum, D (1996). The preservation of digital information. The Journal of Academic
Librarianship. 22(6), 451-454. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0099-1333(96)90006-3

Mark, T. (2007), “National and international library collaboration: necessity, advantages”,
LIBER Quarterly: The Journal of European Research Libraries, Vol. 17 Nos 3/4, pp.
1-7.

Meadows, A.J. & Buckle, P. (1992). Changing Communication Activities in the British
Scientific Community. Journal of Documentation, 48(3), 276-290.
doi: https://doi.org/10.1108/eb026898

Meadows, A.J. (1974) Communication in science. London: Butterworths.

Meadows, J. (2003) ‘Scholarly communication.’ In International Encyclopedia ofinformation
and Library Science. J. Feather & Paul Sturges (eds.). London: Routledge, 565—

Meng H. Tan (2018)Peer Review—~Past, Present, and Future Medical and Scientific
Publishing, 55-68.

Moghaddam, G.G. (2010). Preserving digital resources: issues and concerns from a view of
librarians. Collection Building, 29(2), 65-69.d0i:10.1108/01604951011040152

Moriano, P.Alessandro, E.F. &Menczer, F.F. (2014). Dissemination of scholarly literature in
social media, ACM, 20XX.

Mulligan, A. (2005). Is peer review in crisis.Oral Oncol. 41(2),135-41.

Nature (27 July 2016)Time to remodel the journal impact factor.Nature, 535 (7613), 466
https://www.nature.com/news/time-to-remodel-the-journal-impact-factor-1.20332

Nelkin, Dorothy (1998). Scientific journals and public disputes. The Lancet, 352(S25-S28).

Noorden, R.V. (2013), Open access: the true cost of science publishing, Nature,495(7442),
426-429, doi: 10.1038/495426a.

On impact [editorial] Nature. 2016 Jul 27;535(7613):466. doi:10.1038/535466a.

Owen,J.M. (2007). The Scientific Article in the Age of Digitization. Netherlands: Springer,
(p.8).

65



Parekh, R.A. (2009). Knowledge sharing: collaboration between universities and industrial
organisation. Paper presented at the International Conference on Academic
Libraries (ICAL), Delhi, 5-8 October.

Ponte, D & Simon, J (2011).Scholarly Communication 2.0: Exploring Researchers' Opinions
on Web 2.0 for Scientific Knowledge Creation, Evaluation and Dissemination.
Serials Review, 37(3),149-156.

Powell, Kendall (11 February 2016). The waiting game. Nature,530,149.

Priem, J. (28 March 2013). Scholarship: Beyond the paper. Nature, 495, 437—440.
doi:10.1038/495437a

Raffaelle, Ryne (2014). Scholarly Dissemination.The Rochester Institute of Technology
Research Report, 13(Spring/Summer), 1-30.

Rao, M. Koteswara. Academic Publishing: Role of University Libraries in the Scholarly
Communication System. Proceedings of the International Conference of Academic
72 Libraries 2009. October 5 -8, 2009: Globalizing Academic Libraries: Vision 2020.
Ed. Delhi University Library System. New Delhi: Mittal Publications, 2009. 389-395.

Rao, Y.S. (2017). C5 model for the consortium management: SWOT analysis.Library
Management,38(4/5), 248-262. doi: 10.1108/LM-09-2016-0073.

Rao, Y.S. (2014). Intellectual Property Rights in India: Significance of Patents. Paper
presented in the National Conference SCIPR during 4-5 August 2014 at School of
Planning and Architecture, Vijayawada, 121-134.

Rochmyaningsih, D. (2 February 2017).The developing world needs more than numbers.
Nature, 542, 7.

Romary, Laurent (2012). Scholarly Communication.In Mehler, Alexander&Romary, Laurent
(Eds.)Handbook of Technical Communication (pp.379-402).

Rosenfeld, R. M. (2010). How to review journal manuscripts. Otolaryngology - Head and
Neck Surgery, 142(4), 472—486. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0tohns.2010.02.010.

Royal Society. (2015). 350 years of scientific publishing. Accessed 13 December
2015.https://royalsociety.org/journals/publishing-activities/publishing350/

Samset, K. (2010), Early Project Appraisal: Making the Initial Choices, Palgrave MacMillan,
New York, NY.

Sawant, Sarika. (2012). Transformation of the scholarly communication cycle. Library Hi
Tech News, 29(10), 21-24. https://doi.org/10.1108/07419051211294482.

Science (2018). The Science Contributors FAQ.
http://www.sciencemag.org/site/feature/contribinfo/fag/index.xhtml, Retrieved
14.08.2018

Seethapathy, G. S., Santhosh Kumar, J. U. & Hareesha, A. S. (10 December 2016). India’s
scientific publication in predatory journals: need for regulating quality of Indian
science and education. Current Science, 111(11), 1759-1764.

Sevkli, M., Oztekin, A., Uysal, O., Torlak, G., Turkyilmaz, A. and Delen, D. (2012),
Development of a fuzzy ANP-based SWOT analysis for the airline industry in
Turkey.Expert Systems with Applications, 39(1), 14-24.

66



Shackel, B. (1991).BLEND-9: Overview and appraisal. Boston Spa, England: British Library.

Shearer, K. & Birdsall, W. (2005). A researcher’s research agenda for scholarly
communication in Canada.New Review of Information Networking, 11(1), 99-108.

Shehata, A, Ellis, D. & Foster, A. (2015). Scholarly communication trends in the digital age:
Informal scholarly publishing and dissemination, a grounded theory approach. The
Electronic Library, 33(6),1150-1162. doi: 10.1108/EL-09-2014-0160

Shehata, A., Ellis, D. & Foster, A. (2017). Changing styles of informal academic
communication in the age of the web: Orthodox, moderate and heterodox
responses. Journal of Documentation, 73(5), 825-842. doi: 10.1108/JD-06-2016-
0083

Shen,C &Bjork, B.C (2015). ‘Predatory’ open access: a longitudinal study of article volumes
and market characteristics. BMC Med., 13, 230. doi:10.1186/s12916-015-0469-2

Sizo, A and et al. (2018). An overview of assessing the quality of peer review reports of
scientific articles. International Journal of Information Management, In press,
corrected proof, Available online 20 July 2018

Solomon,D. J. (16 Sept 2014). The impact of digital dissemination for research and
scholarship. Ecancermedicalscience. 8, ed44. doi:10.3332/ecancer.2014.ed44

Sullivan, (2013). The evolution of scholarly communication programs. In Isaac Gilman (Ed.),
Library Scholarly Communication Programs: Legal and Ethical Considerations(pp.
3-14)Oxford: Chandos Information Professional Series.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-1-84334-717-0.50001-5

Swan, A., & Brown, S. (2005).0Open access self-archiving: an author study. Cornwall:Key
Perspectives Limited.

Tandon, Rajiv (2014). How to review a scientific paper. Asian Journal of Psychiatry, 11, 124-
127. D0i:10.1016/j.ajp.2014.08.007

Tenopir, C.,Volentine, R &King, D.W. (2013) "Social media and scholarly reading", Online
Information Review, 37 (2), 193-216.https://doi.org/10.1108/0IR-04-2012-0062.

Thomas, Sarah E. (2006) "Publishing solutions for contemporary scholars: the library as
innovator and partner", Library Hi Tech, 24(4),563-573.
https://doi.org/10.1108/07378830610715428

Thompson, A. A., Strickland, A. J. & Gamble, J. E. (2007). Crafting and Executing Strategy-
Concepts and Cases, (15th Edition), USA: McGrawHill/Irwin.

Tuncay, Musa (2015): SWOT Analysis in Strategic Management and a Sample Application
in Public. International Research Journal of York University, 2(3), 276-301.

UNESCO (2015). Scholarly Communication: open access for researchers. United Nations
Educational, Scientific  and Cultural Organization: Paris, France
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002319/231938e.pdf

Venkataraman, G. (1998) The spirit of a giant. Current Science
http://www.iisc.ernet.in/currsci/nov251998/articles38.htm

Ware, M. and Mabe, M. (2012), The STM Report: An Overview of Scientific and Scholarly
Journal Publishing, 3rd ed., STM International Association of Scientific, Technical
and Medical Publishers, The Hague.

67



Ware, Mark (2015).International Encyclopaedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences
(Second Edition)Journals, Scholarly, 862-868. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-
8.41037-8

Widen, G. (2010). New modes of scholarly communication: implicationsof Web 2.0 in the
context of research dissemination. In Dewey, Barbara (Ed.), Transforming Research
Libraries for the Global Knowledge Society (pp. 133-146), Oxford: Chandos
Publishing.

Wink, R. (2007). Creativity and openness: the interrelationships between outsourcing
knowledge business services and metropolitan regions. In P. Cooke & D. Schwartz
(Eds.),Creative regions: Technology, culture and knowledge entrepreneurship (pp.
260-279). London: Routledge.

Xia, J. (2017) Creation and Dissemination: How?. Scholarly Communication At the
Crossroads in China (pp. 33-62), Oxford: Chandos Publishing.

Zhuanga, E.Chenb, G &Fenga, G. (2011). A network model of knowledge accumulation
through diffusion and upgrade.Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and its Applications.
390 (13),2582-2592.

Further Reading

Digital preservation: https://www.libraries.rutgers.edu/rul/staff/collection dev/reports/lockss-
clockss-portico.shtml

Fjallbrant, N. Scholarly communication - historical development and new possibilities.
Retrieved June 03, 2018 from
http://internet.unib.ktu.lt/physics/texts/schoolarly/scolcom.htm

http://www.portico.org/digital-preservation/services/preservation-approach

https://retractionwatch.com/2015/09/30/most-predatory-publishing-occurs-in-asia-africa-
report/

https://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/daniel_j_boorstin_1621107?src=t_diffusion

ICMJE, 2015 http://www.icmje.org/recommendations/archives/2008 urm.pdf

Key Perspectives Ltd: Truro. Retrieved 12 December 2011 from
http://www jisc.ac.uk/uploaded_documents/Open%20Access%20Self%20Archiving-
an%20author%20study.pdf

Manuel, Thomas (25.01.2017) https://thewire.in/102950/predatory-journals-ugc-research/

68



