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ABSTRACT 

Introduction: Scholarly communication is essential to academic research, enabling the creation, dissemina-
tion, and preservation of knowledge. However, faculty engagement with scholarly communication practices in 
Ghana’s technical universities remains underexplored, especially in institutions with lower research visibility. 
This study investigates the scholarly communication knowledge and practices of faculty members at Tamale 
Technical University (TaTU), Dr. Hilla Limann Technical University (DHLTU), and Bolgatanga Technical 
University (BTU). 
Methods: Guided by the positivist paradigm and using a quantitative survey design, data were collected from 
212 faculty members using proportionate sampling. 
Results: The findings reveal significant institutional differences in faculty familiarity with scholarly journals, 
copyright and licensing issues, and research data management. DHLTU faculty demonstrated stronger engage-
ment with scholarly publishing, while TaTU faculty showed greater awareness of licensing practices. However, 
a general lack of deep understanding of research impact metrics and emerging scholarly communication tech-
nologies was observed across all three institutions. 
Discussion & Conclusion: The study underscores the critical role of academic libraries in shaping scholarly 
communication literacy through training, infrastructure, and policy support. By addressing these gaps, tech-
nical universities in Ghana can enhance faculty research output, visibility, and contribution to the global aca-
demic community. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 

1. Need for targeted training programs in scholarly communication for the fac-
ulty: Institutions should acknowledge the significant disparities in faculty familiarity 
with scholarly communication practices. Libraries, in partnership with other stake-
holders, can lead the development of effective training and support programs aimed 
at closing these gaps, thereby enhancing faculty engagement and expertise. The 
study underscores the necessity of offering library-led and scholarly communication 
office-led training in areas where faculty knowledge is lacking, such as Creative 
Commons (CC) licenses, fair use policies, and copyright transfer agreements. 
Targeted training programs should be designed to meet these specific needs, ensur-
ing that faculty gain a comprehensive understanding of scholarly communication 
practices and their legal and ethical dimensions. Standardized and comprehensive 
training across institutions is essential to ensure all faculty members have a solid 
foundation in these critical areas. 

2. Enhancing faculty development through strategic institutional support: Institu-
tional strategy development: Institutions should refine their strategies to better sup-
port faculty development, especially through the roles played by libraries and scholarly 
communication offices. By focusing on areas where knowledge gaps exist, these insti-
tutional bodies can more effectively provide the necessary resources and training that 
facilitate faculty development, particularly in areas like research data management, 
open-access publishing, and copyright issues. 

3. Emerging trends in scholarly communication: Adaptation to emerging trends: The 
study’s focus on emerging trends and technologies in scholarly communication, such 
as open-access publishing, preprints, and alternative peer review models, highlights 
the need for institutions to keep faculty informed about new developments. Libraries 
and scholarly communication offices should integrate these trends into their training 
and support systems to ensure relevance, enhance research impact, and help faculty 
stay current in the rapidly evolving academic publishing landscape. 

INTRODUCTION 

Scholarly communication has been defined in multiple ways, each reflecting the evolving 
nature of academic research and knowledge dissemination. Björk & Solomon (2013) describe 
it as the process through which scholars create, evaluate, disseminate, and preserve the schol-
arly record. Wolfram (2019) characterizes scholarly communication as the multifaceted sys-
tem by which research outputs are produced, rigorously evaluated, disseminated through both 
formal and informal channels, and ultimately preserved for long-term access to the scholarly 
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community and beyond. More recently, Rieger & Schonfeld (2023) broaden this definition to 
include diverse research outputs such as audiovisual materials, datasets, code, and methodol-
ogies, emphasizing both formal and informal channels. These perspectives highlight scholarly 
communication as a dynamic, multifaceted system that extends beyond traditional 
publishing. 

The importance of scholarly communication lies in its role in advancing knowledge, promot-
ing research visibility, and enabling interdisciplinary collaboration. Harnad & Brody (2004) 
aptly describe it as the “lifeblood of scholarship,” while Gargouri et al. (2010) highlight its 
contribution to enhancing research impact and accessibility. Fitzpatrick (2011) underscores 
its potential in fostering innovation across disciplinary boundaries. Building on these insights, 
this study examines faculty members’ understanding of scholarly communication, specifically 
their knowledge of processes, tools, and practices that enhance research dissemination and 
visibility. Identifying gaps in this knowledge can inform institutional support and 
capacity-building initiatives. 

Scholars have proposed various models for understanding scholarly communication. Tenopir 
& King (2004) identify four key components: knowledge creation, peer review, dissemina-
tion, and preservation. Borgman (2007) expands this to six (discovery, access, use, manage-
ment, preservation, and evaluation), emphasizing their interdependence. Rowlands et al. 
(2011) propose a framework comprising people, objects, tools, and networks, while Lynch 
(2003) focuses on publication, dissemination, and preservation. While Lynch’s model offers 
a foundational understanding, more recent scholarship highlights the relevance of open access, 
digital platforms, and collaborative practices (Harnad & Brody, 2004; Fitzpatrick, 2011). 
This study adopts Lynch’s framework while integrating contemporary elements to provide 
a comprehensive assessment of faculty engagement with scholarly communication. 

Despite the growing importance of scholarly communication, the rapid evolution of digital 
tools and global standards poses challenges. Kirsop & Chan (2005) note that inadequate 
knowledge and skills in this area can limit access to information, hinder collaboration, and 
negatively impact research productivity. In Ghana’s technical universities, these challenges 
are particularly pronounced, yet there is limited empirical data on faculty knowledge, atti-
tudes, and practices related to scholarly communication. 

The transformation of Ghana’s polytechnics into technical universities under the Technical 
Universities Act of 2016 was intended to enhance technical and vocational education and 
strengthen research output across the country. This study focuses on faculty members’ schol-
arly communication practices at three technical universities in Ghana: Tamale Technical Uni-
versity (TaTU), which originated as Tamale Polytechnic in 1951 and is located in the 
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Northern Region; Dr. Hilla Limann Technical University (DHLTU), formerly Wa Polytech-
nic, established in 1999 and located in the Upper West Region; and Bolgatanga Technical 
University (BTU), previously known as Bolgatanga Polytechnic, which began as a Technical 
Institute in the early 1990s and was upgraded to a polytechnic in 2003, situated in the Upper 
East Region. These institutions are strategically positioned to support regional development 
through applied research and innovation. However, they continue to face challenges such as 
limited funding, inadequate research infrastructure, and a historical emphasis on teaching over 
research, all of which constrain their research productivity and visibility (Nkrumah, 2022). 

Effective scholarly communication is essential for improving institutional research productiv-
ity and visibility. Adakawa (2022) emphasizes the role of communication strategies in enhanc-
ing research impact across African higher education institutions. Nonetheless, TaTU, 
DHLTU, and BTU rank relatively low within Ghana’s academic hierarchy. According to 
the 2024 4ICU.org rankings, DHLTU ranks 62nd, BTU 50th, and TaTU 53rd. Webomet-
rics similarly places DHLTU at 81st nationally (Webometrics, 2024). These rankings often 
reflect limited scholarly output, potentially due to low levels of faculty engagement with schol-
arly communication practices (Modern Ghana, 2024). 

This study, therefore, investigates the scholarly communication knowledge, attitudes, and 
practices of faculty members in these three technical universities. By exploring these dimen-
sions, the research aims to identify critical gaps and propose strategies to enhance research 
productivity, institutional visibility, and the overall academic performance of Ghana’s techni-
cal universities. 

Objectives of the Study 

The specific objectives of this study are to compare: 

1. Faculty members’ familiarity with reputable scholarly journals across the selected 
Technical Universities in Ghana (TaTU, DHLTU, and BTU). 

2. Faculty members’ knowledge of copyright policies and licensing options across the 
selected Technical Universities in Ghana. 

3. The level of familiarity with best practices for managing research data among faculty 
members from TaTU, DHLTU, and BTU. 

4. The level of familiarity with research impact metrics among faculty members across 
the selected Technical Universities. 

5. Familiarity with emerging trends and technologies in scholarly communication 
among faculty members from TaTU, DHLTU, and BTU. 

4 | eP18318  Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication 

https://4ICU.org


Sanche and Yamson | Assessing the Scholarly Communication Knowledge of Faculty Members 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Scholarly communication has evolved significantly in response to global trends such as open 
access (OA), digital publishing, research data management, and the increasing use of metrics 
to assess research impact. Understanding the knowledge, attitudes, and practices of faculty 
members with respect to these developments is crucial, particularly in the context of technical 
universities where research visibility and output remain integral to institutional growth and 
academic standing. This review synthesizes global, digital-era, ethical, and regional (African) 
perspectives to contextualize the study’s focus on scholarly communication practices among 
faculty in Ghanaian technical universities. 

Global perspectives on scholarly communication knowledge 

Numerous international studies have investigated the scholarly communication practices of 
faculty members, emphasizing the role of knowledge in shaping engagement with contem-
porary dissemination tools and publishing models. Segado-Boj et al. (2021), in a study involv-
ing contributors to Spanish scholarly journals, found that researchers’ awareness and attitudes 
toward OA, copyright, and alternative metrics significantly influenced their publishing deci-
sions and openness to adopting non-traditional dissemination methods such as open peer 
review and altmetrics platforms. Similarly, Van Leeuwen et al. (2012) highlighted the impor-
tance of bibliometric literacy among researchers at Dutch institutions like Leiden University, 
emphasizing that an understanding of citation metrics is vital for maximizing research visibil-
ity and impact in increasingly metric-driven academic systems. These studies underscore the 
need for faculty to possess a foundational understanding of scholarly communication prin-
ciples, including OA policies, impact indicators, and institutional mandates. In the absence 
of such knowledge, scholars may miss opportunities to amplify their work’s reach and con-
tribute meaningfully to collaborative and interdisciplinary research networks. 

Scholarly communication in the digital era 

The digital transformation of scholarly communication has introduced both opportunities 
and challenges. While digital platforms facilitate rapid dissemination and greater access, 
they also require users to navigate complex technological and procedural systems. Matonkar 
& Dhuri (2021) observed that despite increased exposure to OA resources during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, many faculty members still lacked sufficient awareness and under-
standing of how to effectively access and utilize these platforms. This limited digital literacy 
poses a barrier to the optimal use of OA resources and hinders the broader dissemination of 
scholarly outputs. 
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Institutional repositories, for example, offer considerable potential for expanding access to 
research outputs. However, Dallmeier-Tiessen et al. (2011) found that many faculty mem-
bers lack the requisite knowledge to utilize these repositories effectively. This highlights the 
need for structured institutional support in the form of training, technical assistance, and pol-
icy clarity to ensure that digital tools fulfill their promise in enhancing research visibility and 
accessibility. 

Ethical considerations in scholarly communication 

Ethical conduct remains a cornerstone of scholarly communication, particularly as the aca-
demic community navigates issues of data sharing, intellectual property, and publication 
integrity in an increasingly open digital environment. Morain et al. (2022) highlight the eth-
ical challenges associated with sharing research data, particularly in pragmatic clinical trials, 
where issues such as maintaining participant confidentiality and navigating informed consent 
are central concerns. These considerations are especially critical in the context of open science, 
where the push for transparency must be carefully balanced against the ethical obligation to 
protect sensitive information and uphold research integrity. 

Intellectual property concerns, including copyright and licensing, also play a critical role in 
scholarly communication. Morrison (2013) and Bunker (2019) emphasize that academic au-
thors must understand fair use and copyright doctrine, particularly the concept of “transfor-
mative use,” to responsibly employ copyrighted material in their work and uphold the legal 
and ethical standards of scholarly publishing. Furthermore, ethical publication practices, 
including transparency in authorship, avoidance of plagiarism, and strict adherence to peer 
review protocols, are crucial for safeguarding the credibility and integrity of scholarly outputs. 
As Nguyen & Tuamsuk (2025) assert, upholding scientific integrity requires a firm commit-
ment to responsible authorship, prevention of both plagiarism and self-plagiarism, and ensur-
ing the authenticity and originality of research contributions. 

Scholarly communication in the African context 

In Africa, the scholarly communication landscape is shaped by a unique set of challenges, 
including limited access to publishing infrastructure, low visibility of African research, and 
uneven levels of faculty awareness of scholarly communication tools and practices. Ngulube 
(2019) highlights that despite the promise of OA platforms in democratizing knowledge, 
many African academics remain disengaged due to inadequate institutional support, low 
awareness of OA benefits, and persistent infrastructural constraints. Similarly, Ocholla & 
Ocholla (2016) found that while African universities increasingly recognize the importance 
of OA and digital repositories, uptake among faculty remains low, primarily due to insufficient 
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training, limited incentives, and poor integration of scholarly communication practices into 
research workflows. These challenges are compounded by broader systemic issues such as 
underfunding, lack of policy frameworks, and the prioritization of teaching over research. 

Nevertheless, opportunities exist. Adakawa (2022) underscores the need for African higher 
education institutions to strengthen their scholarly communication ecosystems by investing 
in infrastructure, policy development, and capacity building. Doing so could significantly 
enhance the visibility and global impact of African research, particularly from technical uni-
versities striving to assert their relevance in national and regional development agendas. 

METHODS 

This study adheres to the positivist research paradigm, which asserts that all factual knowledge 
is derived from empirical data and that beyond factual data lies pure logic and mathematics. 
Positivism relies on quantifiable observations and statistical analysis, and has long been a dom-
inant approach in business and management research. Collins (2010) supports this view, 
aligning with the empiricist perspective that knowledge arises from human experience. 
This perspective adopts an atomistic ontological stance, seeing the world as composed of dis-
crete, observable elements and events that interact in a consistent and determined manner. 

The research utilized a survey design to collect quantitative data on scholarly communication 
among faculty members at three technical universities in Ghana: TaTU, DHLTU, and BTU. 
The survey focused on faculty familiarity with scholarly journals, knowledge of copyright and 
licensing, research data management, research impact metrics, and awareness of emerging 
trends. The survey instrument was developed from a review of literature on scholarly com-
munication, incorporating insights from studies by Owens & Manolovitz (2021) and Ngu-
lube (2019), addressing aspects such as OA publishing and ethical considerations. Closed-
ended questions and Likert scales were employed to quantify familiarity and agreement, 
with pre-testing ensuring clarity and reliability. The final survey was designed for comprehen-
sive yet concise completion, facilitating effective statistical analysis. 

The study targeted faculty members from TaTU, DHLTU, and BTU. Using Miller & Brew-
er’s (2003) sample size determination formula (n = N/1 + N(e)^2), and considering a popu-
lation size of 451 with a 0.05 margin of error, the sample size was calculated to be 212. This 
formula was chosen due to its simplicity and applicability in social science research. Propor-
tionate stratified random sampling was employed to ensure fair representation of each insti-
tution: TaTU (194/451 × 212), BTU (147/451 × 212), and DHLTU (110/451 × 212). 
Within each university, the researcher obtained a list of full-time faculty members from 
the academic affairs registry. Using these lists as sampling frames, simple random sampling 
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was conducted to recruit participants. This method ensured that every faculty member had an 
equal chance of being selected, thereby enhancing the representativeness of the sample. 

Data were collected using structured questionnaires, which are suitable for systematic and 
computer-based analysis. The data were analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS 26) to ensure accurate statistical evaluation and interpretation. The ques-
tionnaires, distributed personally by the researcher, included closed-ended questions to 
facilitate the collection of quantifiable data. The questionnaires were distributed manually 
to ensure a higher response rate and allow for immediate clarification of any ambiguities. 
This approach was preferred over electronic distribution due to potential internet accessi-
bility challenges and the need to efficiently reach the target sample of 212 participants. 
These questions provided categorical responses that could be easily quantified and ana-
lyzed, supporting statistical interpretation and ensuring that the data collection process 
was both methodical and efficient. Inferential statistics, one-way analysis of variance 
was applied. This statistical test was chosen  because it allows for  the comparison of  
mean differences across multiple independent groups, helping to identify variations in 
key survey responses.  

RESULTS 

A total of 212 copies of the questionnaire were distributed to respondents, out of which 197 
were returned and found valid for analysis. This represents a high response rate of 93%, which 
falls within the acceptable range proposed by Babbie (2020). This section presents the analyses 
of the data collected through the survey questionnaire in relation to the objectives of the study. 
The one-way ANOVA results are displayed in tabular format, with each column representing 
key statistical measures. The “Mean Difference (I–J)” column shows the difference in mean 
scores between each pair of institutions: a positive value indicates that institution “I” has a 
higher mean than institution “J,” while a negative value indicates the reverse. The “Standard 
Error” measures the variability in the estimate of the mean difference. The “Sig.” (P value) 
column indicates statistical significance, where values less than 0.05 suggest a meaningful dif-
ference between the institutions. Finally, the “95% Confidence Interval” provides a range 
within which the true mean difference is expected to lie; if this range does not include 
zero, the difference is considered statistically significant. 

Demographic data 

The demographic characteristics of the research respondents are provided in Table 1. The 
demographic data analyzed for this study are institutional affiliation, respondents’ faculty, 
and respondents’ rank. 
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TaTU DHLTU BTU Total 

Academic Rank 

Assistant Lecturer 11 8 9 38 

Lecturer 39 19 28 86 

Senior Lecturer 21 18 26 65 

Associate Professor 0 0 1 1 

Assistant Librarian 1 2 2 4 

Senior Assist. Librarian 1 2 0 3 

Faculty 

Applied Science & Technology 28 17 22 67 

Business 18 13 16 47 

Applied Art, Design, and General Studies 8 11 12 31 

Engineering 30 19 20 59 

Library 4 1 2 7 

(Source: Field Survey, 2023) 
Table 1. Distribution of study participants 

Table 1 presents the distribution of respondents by academic rank and faculty affiliation 
across TaTU, DHLTU, and BTU. In terms of academic rank, Lecturer rank is the most com-
mon rank across all three institutions, accounting for 86 respondents, with TaTU (39) con-
tributing the highest number. Senior Lecturers also form a significant portion (65 total), most 
notably from BTU (26). Assistant Lecturers are relatively evenly distributed across the insti-
tutions, with a total of 38. A few respondents hold library academic ranks, including Assistant 
Librarian (4) and Senior Assistant Librarian (3). In the context of Ghana’s technical universi-
ties, senior library staff such as Assistant Librarians and Senior Assistant Librarians are classi-
fied under academic staff and hold the rank of faculty members as per the Harmonized 
Statutes for Technical Universities. Only one Associate Professor is present in the entire sam-
ple, from BTU. With regards to faculty affiliation, the majority of respondents are from 
Applied Science & Technology (67) and Engineering (59) faculties. Business and Applied 
Art, Design and General Studies have 47 and 31 respondents, respectively. Library staff, clas-
sified as academic staff or faculty in these universities, contribute seven respondents, spread 
across the three institutions. 

Faculty members’ familiarity with scholarly journals 

The one-way ANOVA analysis, whose results are presented in Table 2, revealed significant 
differences in faculty familiarity with scholarly journals across various dimensions. DHLTU 
faculty were significantly more familiar with established journals than TaTU faculty (mean 
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Dependent 
Variable 

(I) 
Institutional 
Affiliation 

(J) 
Institutional 
Affiliation 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% 
Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Familiarity with 
Established 
Journals 

TaTu DHLTU −.450* .175 .029 −.86 −.04 

BTU .004 .163 1.000 −.38 .39 

DHLTU TaTU .450* .175 .029 .04 .86 

BTU .454* .187 .042 .01 .90 

BTU TaTU −.004 .163 1.000 −.39 .38 

DHLTU −.454* .187 .042 −.90 −.01 

Familiarity with 
Their Scope 

TaTu DHLTU −.063 .180 .935 −.49 .36 

BTU .893* .168 .000 .50 1.29 

DHLTU TaTU .063 .180 .935 −.36 .49 

BTU .956* .193 .000 .50 1.41 

BTU TaTU −.893* .168 .000 −1.29 −.50 

DHLTU −.956* .193 .000 −1.41 −.50 

Familiarity with 
Target Audience 

TaTu DHLTU −.058 .201 .956 −.53 .42 

BTU .586* .187 .006 .14 1.03 

DHLTU TaTU .058 .201 .956 −.42 .53 

BTU .643* .215 .009 .14 1.15 

BTU TaTU −.586* .187 .006 −1.03 −.14 

DHLTU −.643* .215 .009 −1.15 −.14 

Familiarity with Types 
of Articles Published 

TaTu DHLTU −.334 .162 .101 −.72 .05 

BTU .330 .151 .076 −.03 .69 

DHLTU TaTU .334 .162 .101 −.05 .72 

BTU .664* .173 .000 .25 1.07 

BTU TaTU −.330 .151 .076 −.69 .03 

DHLTU −.664* .173 .000 −1.07 −.25 

(Source: Field Survey, 2023) 
Table 2. Faculty members’ familiarity with scholarly journals 

difference = 0.450, P = 0.029) and BTU faculty (mean difference = 0.454, P = 0.042). 
There was no significant difference in familiarity with scholarly journals between TaTU 
and BTU (mean difference = 0.004, P = 1.000). In terms of journal scope, TaTU faculty 
were more familiar than BTU faculty (mean difference = 0.893, P = 0.000), and DHLTU 
faculty were also more familiar than BTU (mean difference = 0.956, P = 0.000), with no sig-
nificant difference between TaTU and DHLTU (mean difference = −0.063, P = 0.935). 
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For target audience familiarity, TaTU faculty were significantly more familiar than BTU 
(mean difference = 0.586, P = 0.006), and DHLTU faculty were more familiar than BTU 
(mean difference = 0.643, P = 0.009), with no significant difference between TaTU and 
DHLTU (mean difference = −0.058, P = 0.956). Regarding article types, DHLTU faculty 
were significantly more familiar than BTU faculty (mean difference = 0.664, P = 0.000). 
No significant differences were found between TaTU and DHLTU (mean difference = 
−0.334, P = 0.101) or between TaTU and BTU (mean difference = 0.330, P = 0.076). 

Faculty members’ knowledge of copyright and licensing issues 

The assessment of faculty knowledge on copyright and licensing issues across TaTU, 
DHLTU, and BTU focused on copyright transfer agreements, CC licenses, and fair use poli-
cies. Data presented in table in Table 3 shows that no significant differences were found in 

Dependent 
Variable 

(I) Institutional 
Affiliation 

(J) Institutional 
Affiliation 

Mean 
Difference 

(I−J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Knowledge of 
Copyright 
Transfer 
Agreements 

TaTu DHLTU .142 .207 .772 −.35 .63 

BTU .326 .192 .209 −.13 .78 

DHLTU TaTU 

BTU 

−.142 

.185 

.207 

.221 

.772 

.681 

−.63 

−.34 

.35 

.71 

BTU TaTU −.326 .192 .209 −.78 .13 

DHLTU −.185 .221 .681 −.71 .34 

Knowledge of 
Creative 
Commons 
Licenses 

TaTu DHLTU .192 .174 .513 −.22 .60 

BTU .506* .162 .006 .12 .89 

DHLTU TaTU −.192 .174 .513 −.60 .22 

BTU .314 .186 .211 −.12 .75 

BTU TaTU −.506* .162 .006 −.89 −.12 

DHLTU −.314 .186 .211 −.75 .12 

Knowledge of 
Fair Use 
Policies 

TaTu DHLTU .794* .213 .001 .29 1.30 

BTU .490* .198 .038 .02 .96 

DHLTU TaTU −.794* .213 .001 −1.30 −.29 

BTU −.304 .227 .375 −.84 .23 

BTU TaTU −.490* .198 .038 −.96 −.02 

DHLTU .304 .227 .375 −.23 .84 

(Source: Field Survey, 2023) 
Table 3. Knowledge of copyright and licensing issues 
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knowledge of copyright transfer agreements among the three institutions. Faculty at TaTU 
and DHLTUshowed similar levels of knowledge, with a mean difference of 0.142 (P = 0.772), 
and the comparison between TaTU and BTU also indicated no significant difference (mean 
difference = 0.326, P = 0.209). Likewise, the difference between DHLTU and BTU was not 
significant (mean difference = 0.185, P = 0.681). 

In contrast, significant differences emerged in knowledge of CC licenses and fair use 
policies. TaTU faculty demonstrated significantly greater knowledge of CC licenses 
compared to BTU (mean difference = 0.506, P = 0.006), but there was no significant 
difference between TaTU and DHLTU (mean difference = 0.192, P = 0.513). Similarly, 
significant differences were observed in knowledge of fair use policies, with TaTU 
faculty showing more knowledge than both DHLTU (mean difference = 0.794, 
P = 0.001) and BTU (mean difference = 0.490, P = 0.038). However, no significant 
difference was found between DHLTU and BTU (mean difference = −0.304, 
P = 0.375). 

Faculty members’ knowledge of research data management 

Faculty knowledge of research data management (RDM) was assessed across TaTU, 
DHLTU, and BTU, focusing on data sharing policies, data repositories, data citation prac-
tices, and the importance of openly sharing research data. Table 4 indicates that significant 
differences were found in familiarity with data sharing policies, with TaTU faculty being 
less familiar compared to BTU (mean difference = −0.560, P = 0.004). No significant dif-
ferences were observed between TaTU and DHLTU (mean difference = −0.070, P = 
0.756) or DHLTU and BTU (mean difference = 0.080, P = 0.844). For data repositories, 
TaTU faculty were more familiar than DHLTU (mean difference = 0.584, P = 0.012), 
while DHLTU faculty were more familiar than BTU (mean difference = −0.610, P = 
0.015), with no significant difference between TaTU and BTU (mean difference = 
−0.021, P = 0.911). 

In contrast, there were no significant differences in familiarity with data citation prac-
tices (TaTU vs. DHLTU: mean difference = −0.077, P = 0.779; TaTU vs. BTU: 
mean difference = 0.085, P = 0.745; DHLTU vs. BTU: mean difference = 0.162, 
P = 0.421) or the importance of openly sharing research data (TaTU vs. DHLTU: 
mean difference = −0.095, P = 0.695; TaTU vs. BTU: mean difference = 0.053, 
P = 0.837; DHLTU vs. BTU: mean difference = 0.148, P = 0.485), indicating a con-
sistent level of understanding about these aspects among faculty members at all three 
institutions. 
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Dependent 
Variable 

(I) Institutional 
Affiliation 

(J) Institutional 
Affiliation 

Mean 
Difference 

(I−J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Familiarity 
with Data 
Sharing 
Policies 

TaTu 

DHLTU 

DHLTU 

BTU 

TaTU 

BTU 

−.303 

−.560* 

.303 

−.257 

.185 

.173 

.185 

.198 

.235 

.004 

.235 

.398 

−.74 

−.97 

−.14 

−.72 

.14 

−.15 

.74 

.21 

BTU TaTU .560* .173 .004 .15 .97 

DHLTU .257 .198 .398 −.21 .72 

Familiarity 
with Data 
Repositories 

TaTu 

DHLTU 

DHLTU 

BTU 

TaTU 

.584* 

−.025 

−.584* 

.203 

.189 

.203 

.012 

.990 

.012 

.10 

−.47 

−1.06 

1.06 

.42 

−.10 

BTU −.610* .217 .015 −1.12 −.10 

BTU TaTU .025 .189 .990 −.42 .47 

DHLTU .610* .217 .015 .10 1.12 

Familiarity 
with Data 
Citation 
Practices 

TaTU 

DHLTU 

DHLTU 

BTU 

TaTU 

BTU 

.109 

.091 

−.109 

−.018 

.219 

.204 

.219 

.234 

.873 

.896 

.873 

.997 

−.41 

−.39 

−.63 

−.57 

.63 

.57 

.41 

.54 

BTU TaTU −.091 .204 .896 −.57 .39 

DHLTU .018 .234 .997 −.54 .57 

Familiarity with 
Importance 
Research Data 
Openly 

TaTu 

DHLTU 

DHLTU 

BTU 

TaTU 

BTU 

−.109 

.088 

.109 

.197 

.204 

.190 

.204 

.218 

.854 

.889 

.854 

.638 

−.59 

−.36 

−.37 

−.32 

.37 

.54 

.59 

.71 

BTU TaTU −.088 .190 .889 −.54 .36 

DHLTU −.197 .218 .638 −.71 .32 

(Source: Field Survey, 2023) 
Table 4. Faculty’s knowledge of research data management 

Faculty members’ familiarity with research impact metrics 

The study assessed faculty familiarity with research impact metrics across TaTU, DHLTU, and 
BTU, focusing on citation analysis, journal impact factors, author-level metrics, and altmetrics. 
The results are contained in Table 5, which indicates no significant differences in familiarity with 
citation analysis among the institutions, with mean differences of −0.054 between TaTU and 
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Dependent 
Variable 

(I) Institutional 
Affiliation 

(J) Institutional 
Affiliation 

Mean 
Difference

(I−J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval  

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Familiarity 
with Citation 
Analysis 

TaTu DHLTU −.054 .198 .960 −.52 .41 

BTU .170 .184 .629 −.27 .60 

DHLTU TaTU .054 .198 .960 −.41 .52 

BTU .223 .212 .543 −.28 .72 

BTU TaTU −.170 .184 .629 −.60 .27 

DHLTU −.223 .212 .543 −.72 .28 

Familiarity 
with Journal 
Impact 
Factors 

TaTu DHLTU −.112 .193 .832 −.57 .34 

BTU −.276 .180 .275 −.70 .15 

DHLTU TaTU .112 .193 .832 −.34 .57 

BTU −.165 .206 .703 −.65 .32 

BTU TaTU .276 .180 .275 −.15 .70 

DHLTU .165 .206 .703 −.32 .65 

Familiarity 
with Author 
−Level 
Metrics 

TaTU DHLTU −.303 .200 .288 −.78 .17 

BTU −.334 .186 .175 −.77 .11 

DHLTU TaTU .303 .200 .288 −.17 .78 

BTU −.031 .214 .988 −.54 .47 

BTU TaTU .334 .186 .175 −.11 .77 

DHLTU .031 .214 .988 −.47 .54 

Familiarity with 
Altmetrics 

TaTu DHLTU .274 .213 .403 −.23 .78 

BTU .439 .198 .071 −.03 .91 

DHLTU TaTU −.274 .213 .403 −.78 .23 

BTU .165 .227 .748 −.37 .70 

BTU TaTU −.439 .198 .071 −.91 .03 

DHLTU −.165 .227 .748 −.70 .37 

(Source: Field Survey, 2023) 
Table 5. Faculty’s familiarity with research impact metrics 

DHLTU (P = 0.960), 0.170 between TaTU and BTU (P = 0.629), and 0.223 between DHLTU 
and BTU (P = 0.543), indicating uniform familiarity. Similarly, familiarity with journal impact 
factors showed no significant differences, with mean differences of −0.112 between TaTU and 
DHLTU (P = 0.832), −0.276 between TaTU and BTU (P = 0.275),  and  −0.165 between 
DHLTU and BTU (P = 0.703), suggesting comparable understanding across all institutions. 
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The analysis of author-level metrics also revealed no significant differences, with mean differ-
ences of −0.303 between TaTU and DHLTU (P = 0.288), −0.334 between TaTU and BTU 
(P = 0.175), and −0.031 between DHLTU and BTU (P = 0.988). Lastly, familiarity with alt-
metrics was consistent, with mean differences of 0.274 between TaTU and DHLTU (P = 
0.403), 0.439 between TaTU and BTU (P = 0.071), and 0.165 between DHLTU and 
BTU (P = 0.748), reflecting similar levels of knowledge about alternative impact measures 
across the universities. 

Knowledge of emerging trends and technologies in scholarly communication 

The comparison of faculty knowledge across TaTU, DHLTU, and BTU on various 
research-related topics reveals several insights as presented in Table 6. For knowledge 
of preprints and preprint servers, no significant differences were found, with mean 
differences of −0.180 between TaTU and DHLTU (P = 0.710),  −0.286 between 
TaTU and BTU (P = 0.370), and 0.106 between DHLTU and BTU (P = 0.900), indi-
cating similar familiarity across institutions. Regarding alternative peer review models, 
TaTU and DHLTU showed no significant difference (mean difference = −0.102, P = 
0.858). The difference between TaTU and BTU approached significance (mean dif-
ference = −0.404, P = 0.065), while DHLTU and BTU had no significant difference 
(mean difference = −0.302, P = 0.309), suggesting varied but not statistically significant 
knowledge levels. 

For open research data, no significant differences were observed, with mean differences of 
0.168 between TaTU and DHLTU (P = 0.703), 0.291 between TaTU and BTU (P = 
0.299), and −0.122 between DHLTU and BTU (P = 0.849), indicating similar under-
standing across the institutions. In terms of knowledge of hybrid journals, there were 
marginally significant differences. TaTU and DHLTU had a mean difference of 0.402 
(P = 0.097), suggesting a potential difference, while the difference between TaTU and 
BTU was not significant (mean difference = −0.044, P = 0.968), and DHLTU and 
BTU showed a mean difference of 0.445 (P = 0.081), indicating some variation in 
understanding. 
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Dependent 
Variable 

(I) Institutional 
Affiliation 

(J) Institutional 
Affiliation 

Mean 
Difference 

(I−J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Knowledge of 
Preprints and
Preprint 
Servers 

TaTu DHLTU −.180 .228 .710 −.72 .36 
 BTU −.286 .212 .370 −.79 .21 

DHLTU TaTU .180 .228 .710 −.36 .72 

BTU −.106 .243 .900 −.68 .47 

BTU TaTU .286 .212 .370 −.21 .79 

DHLTU .106 .243 .900 −.47 .68 

Knowledge of 
Alternative 
Peer Review 
Models 

TaTu DHLTU −.102 .193 .858 −.56 .35 

BTU −.404 .179 .065 −.83 .02 

DHLTU TaTU .102 .193 .858 −.35 .56 

BTU −.302 .206 .309 −.79 .18 

BTU TaTU .404 .179 .065 −.02 .83 

DHLTU .302 .206 .309 −.18 .79 

Knowledge of 
Open 
Research 
Data 

TaTU DHLTU .168 .210 .703 −.33 .66 

BTU .291 .195 .299 −.17 .75 

DHLTU TaTU −.168 .210 .703 −.66 .33 

BTU .122 .224 .849 −.41 .65 

BTU TaTU −.291 .195 .299 −.75 .17 

DHLTU −.122 .224 .849 −.65 .41 

Knowledge of 
Hybrid 
journals 

TaTu DHLTU .402 .193 .097 −.05 .86 

BTU −.044 .180 .968 −.47 .38 

DHLTU TaTU −.402 .193 .097 −.86 .05 

BTU −.445 .206 .081 −.93 .04 

BTU TaTU .044 .180 .968 −.38 .47 

DHLTU .445 .206 .081 −.04 .93 

(Source: Field Survey, 2023) 
Table 6. Emerging trends and technologies in scholarly communication 
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DISCUSSION 

This section discusses the findings of the study in accordance with the objectives presented 
earlier. 

Faculty members’ familiarity with scholarly journals 

The present study revealed significant differences in faculty members’ familiarity with schol-
arly journals across the three institutions. Faculty at DHLTU reported a higher level of famil-
iarity with established journals than their counterparts at TaTU and BTU. While the study 
did not explore the root causes of these disparities in depth, the findings align with previous 
research that has observed similar institutional-level differences in academic journal 
familiarity. 

For instance, Schwartz et al (2005), in their study titled “US Doctoral Students’ Familiarity 
with Accounting Journals: Insights into the Structure of the US Academy,” found considerable 
variation in doctoral students’ awareness and understanding of core accounting journals across 
different academic institutions in the United States. Their research attributed these discrep-
ancies to structural differences in doctoral training programs, faculty mentorship, and the 
research culture prevalent in individual institutions. The study emphasized that exposure 
to scholarly journals was not uniform and depended heavily on the institutional environment 
and the level of academic support provided. 

This comparative insight supports the interpretation that the observed differences in faculty 
journal familiarity in the current study may stem from contextual institutional factors such 
as access to library resources, availability of training on scholarly communication, and over-
all academic culture. Schwartz et al.’s (2005) findings highlight how academic structures 
and institutional priorities shape scholarly engagement, reinforcing the importance of insti-
tutional investment in scholarly infrastructure to bridge familiarity gaps across academic 
settings. 

Faculty members’ knowledge of copyright and licensing issues 

The study identified significant differences in faculty members’ knowledge of CC licenses 
and fair use policies across the three institutions. Specifically, faculty at TaTU demon-
strated greater familiarity with these concepts compared to their counterparts at DHLTU 
and BTU. This disparity indicates that TaTU faculty are more informed about copyright 
and licensing issues. In contrast, faculty at DHLTU and BTU demonstrate limited aware-
ness in this area, pointing to a clear gap. These findings are supported by the study 
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conducted by Menzli et al. (2022), titled “Investigation of Open Educational Resources 
Adoption in Higher Education Using Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation Theory.” Their 
research, which examined faculty attitudes toward Open Educational Resources 
(OER), revealed that many faculty members experienced challenges in understanding 
the nuances of CC licenses and copyright frameworks. The study found that such knowl-
edge gaps served as a barrier to the effective adoption and use of OER in higher education. 
Moreover, the level of familiarity with these legal and ethical concepts varied across in-
stitutions and was influenced by factors such as access to professional development op-
portunities, institutional policies promoting OA, and the presence of support structures 
for academic innovation. 

The alignment between the current study and the findings of Menzli et al. (2022) emphasizes 
the role of institutional context in shaping faculty knowledge and practices related to copyright 
and licensing. Faculty at institutions with more exposure to OER training or a stronger culture 
of OA are more likely to be knowledgeable about CC licenses and fair use policies. Thus, 
targeted interventions such as capacity-building workshops and institutional policy reforms 
could help reduce the observed disparities and promote more equitable engagement with open 
educational practices. 

Faculty members’ knowledge of RDM 

The study found significant differences in faculty familiarity with data sharing policies and 
data repositories, with faculty at TaTU demonstrating lower levels of awareness compared to 
their counterparts at the other institutions. This may be due to institutional characteristics, 
including the availability of infrastructure, training opportunities, and library support for 
RDM. Carlson et al. (2011) and Tenopir et al. (2015) highlight that successful RDM prac-
tices are often associated with strong institutional support, particularly from academic 
libraries. Libraries play a pivotal role in curating data repositories, delivering training on 
data management plans, and advising researchers on data sharing and long-term preserva-
tion. Institutions with established, library-led RDM support structures tend to report 
higher faculty engagement with data management practices. To enhance research produc-
tivity and compliance with data sharing requirements, institutions such as TaTU and BTU 
could benefit from strengthening their RDM infrastructure and library-based training 
programs. 

Faculty members’ familiarity with research impact metrics 

The study found that familiarity with research impact metrics does not significantly differ 
across the three institutions, suggesting a widespread surface-level awareness, yet a lack of 
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substantive engagement with these evaluative tools. This aligns with  Bornmann  & Marx  
(2015), who argue that while normalized citation impact metrics are increasingly central 
to research evaluation, their effective use requires a deep understanding of disciplinary 
differences and methodological nuances. The authors emphasize that many researchers, 
even when aware of such metrics, lack the training necessary to interpret them meaning-
fully or to apply them in ways that accurately reflect their scholarly contributions. To 
address this, Bornmann & Marx (2015) implicitly recommend the provision of biblio-
metric training and the development of clear, standardized guidelines for metric interpre-
tation. This would help to bridge the gap between awareness and informed usage, 
enabling researchers to engage with citation-based indicators more critically and effec-
tively. As such, institutional strategies must go beyond promoting awareness to include 
targeted capacity-building initiatives that enhance bibliometric literacy across academic 
communities. 

Knowledge of emerging trends and technologies in scholarly communication 

The study found no significant differences in faculty knowledge of emerging trends and tech-
nologies in scholarly communication across the three universities. This may be due to the 
generally limited depth of understanding and engagement with these trends among faculty, 
rather than institutional differences. While developments such as OA publishing, preprints, 
and alternative peer review models are increasingly discussed within academic circles, faculty 
knowledge of these trends appears to remain largely superficial. This finding aligns with Nich-
olas et al. (2017) and Tenopir et al. (2016), who observed that although awareness of new 
scholarly communication practices is growing, it often does not translate into meaningful 
adoption or change in behavior. The persistence of this awareness–adoption gap may be attrib-
uted to inadequate training, institutional support, or incentives. As noted by Cox & Pinfield 
(2014), academic libraries play a pivotal role in fostering the transition from awareness to 
practical implementation by providing relevant services, education, and infrastructure. 
The shallow but uniform familiarity observed across the institutions studied may partly be 
due to the absence of such targeted support. 

Advancing knowledge and understanding 

This study contributes to the existing body of knowledge by highlighting the variations in 
scholarly communication practices across different technical universities in Ghana. Although 
the study did not directly assess library services, the findings suggest that libraries may play a 
critical role in shaping faculty familiarity with scholarly journals, copyright and licensing, data 
management, impact metrics, and emerging technologies. This interpretation is informed by 
prior literature (Tenopir et al., 2015; Cox & Pinfield, 2014), which underscores the central 
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role of academic libraries in supporting scholarly communication. By identifying gaps in fac-
ulty knowledge and institutional disparities, this study provides actionable insights for aca-
demic leaders and policymakers aiming to enhance research productivity, visibility, and 
global impact. 

Moreover, this research advances our understanding by contextualizing the challenges faced by 
faculty in less-resourced institutions like TaTU and BTU. Strengthening the role of libraries 
through enhanced training and infrastructure development could significantly improve schol-
arly communication practices and outcomes. Future research could build on these findings by 
exploring the specific institutional and library-related factors that most effectively support 
faculty in navigating the evolving landscape of scholarly communication. 

CONCLUSION 

This study examined faculty members’ familiarity with scholarly journals, copyright and 
licensing issues, RDM, and research impact metrics across three technical universities in 
Ghana. The findings revealed significant differences in familiarity levels, with faculty at 
DHLTU generally more knowledgeable about established journals, likely due to stronger 
institutional research support and access to digital resources. Faculty at TaTU exhibited 
greater awareness of CC licenses and fair use policies, suggesting the presence of effective train-
ing initiatives. However, familiarity with the types of articles published remained consistent 
across all institutions. 

While institutions with more robust research support showed higher faculty engagement with 
scholarly communication, this study did not directly assess the role of library services in influ-
encing these familiarity levels. Nonetheless, existing literature strongly suggests that academic 
libraries play a key role in facilitating access to resources and training. Future research should 
explore whether library-led initiatives, institutional policies, and faculty motivation contrib-
ute to variations in scholarly communication practices. Additionally, gathering data on specific 
training programs and library services would offer deeper insights into their effectiveness in 
enhancing faculty awareness and engagement. Understanding these dynamics will be crucial 
for developing targeted interventions and best practices that promote a more informed and 
active academic community, ultimately strengthening research visibility and productivity 
within Ghanaian technical universities. 
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APPENDIX: QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

I am researching the topic “Assessing the Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices of Faculty Mem-
bers towards Scholarly Communication at Tamale, Dr. Hilla Limann and Bolga Technical 
Universities”. I shall be grateful if you could spend some time completing the following ques-
tionnaire. All information provided shall be treated confidentially. 

Thank you. 

Yours sincerely 

Section A: Demographic Data 

1. What is your institutional affiliation? 

a). Tamale Technical University [ ] 

b). Dr. Hilla Limann Technical University [ ] 

c). Bolga Technical University [ ] 

2. Please indicate your specific Department. 

.......................................................................................... 

3. What is your field of study? 

........................................................................................... 

4. What is your faculty rank? 

a). Professor [ ] 

b). Associate Professor [ ] 

c). Senior Lecturer [ ] 

d). Assistant Lecturer [ ] 

e). Other (please specify) ................ 
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Section B: Levels of Awareness and Knowledge of Some Scholarly Communication 
Aspects 

5. Familiarity with reputable Scholarly Journals: 

Please indicate your level of familiarity with reputable scholarly journals in your field of study 

Journal Attributes Not Familiar 
at All 

Somewhat 
Familiar 

Moderately 
Familiar 

Very 
Familiar 

Extremely 
Familiar 

Established Journals 

Their scope 

Target audience 

Types of articles they 
publish 

6. Knowledge of Copyright and Licensing: 

Please specify your knowledge of copyright policies and licensing options under scholarly 
communication. 

Licensing Options Very Limited 
Knowledge 

Limited 
Knowledge 

Moderate 
Knowledge 

Extensive 
Knowledge 

Expert 
Knowledge 

Copyright Transfer 
Agreements 

Creative Commons 
licenses 

Fair Use Policies 

7. Familiarity with Research Data Management 

Please indicate your level of familiarity with the following aspects of research data management. 

Data Management 
Aspects 

Not Familiar 
at All 

Somewhat 
Familiar 

Moderately 
Familiar 

Very 
Familiar 

Extremely 
Familiar 

Data Sharing Policies 

Data Repositories 

Data Citation Practices 

Importance of Open 
Research Data 
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8. Familiarity with Research Impact Metrics 

Please indicate your level of familiarity with the following research impact metrics. 

Research Impact 
Metrics 

Not Familiar at 
All 

Somewhat 
Familiar 

Moderately 
Familiar 

Very 
Familiar 

Extremely 
Familiar 

Citation Analysis 

Journal Impact 
Factors 

Author-Level 
Metrics 

Altmetrics 

9. Familiarity with Emerging Trends and Technologies 

Please indicate your level of knowledge regarding the following emerging trends and technol-
ogies in scholarly communication. 

Emerging Trends and 
Technologies 

Very Limited 
Knowledge 

Limited 
Knowledge 

Moderate 
Knowledge 

Extensive 
Knowledge 

Expert 
Knowledge 

Preprints and Preprint 
Servers 

Alternative Peer 
Review Models 

Open Research Data 

Hybrid Journals 
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