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A scientific laboratory without a library is like a decorticated cat: the motor activities continue to
function, but lack coordination of memory and purpose (Ziman, 1968).
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Abstract.
Name: Alexander Paul Kouker

Thesis title: Knowledge and knowers in scholarly publishing: a critical exploration of authors’, editors’
and librarians’ experience and understanding of library-based journal publishing.

Contemporary scholarly publishing occurs within a rapidly evolving scholarly communication ecosystem.
This research study examines the experiences, understandings and perspectives of scholarly authors,
editors and librarians of library-based journal publishing in the humanities and social sciences. It also
endeavours to identify the practices, status, and representations of knowledge in publishing as these
groups move from the disparate worlds of traditional academic library work and traditional and
commercial scholarly publishing into the shared world of reformist library-based publishing.

Using a purposive sampling method, the researcher recruited six journal authors, six journal editors, and
twelve academic librarians. Each participant was interviewed using an original semi-structured interview
schedule.

Situated within the broader social realist paradigm, this study relies on Maton’s relational sociological
framework of Legitimation Code Theory (LCT), which integrates and extends key elements of Bernstein’s
theory of knowledge structures and Bourdieu’s theory of social practices. It applies the specialisation
and semantic codes of legitimation to the collected interview data. Specialisation codes identify
knowledge-knower structures concerning epistemic and social relations to knowledge, while semantic
codes identify the organising principles of a social field of practice.

Regarding the questions of experience and understanding, findings show how participants’ knowledge
practices, cognitive dispositions, and normative social-systemic structures influence decision-making in
the academic journal. Being integral to the scholarly project and its processes, librarians use their
knowledge of publishing and the disciplines to influence attitudes of recognition towards them and to
guestion dominant power dynamics. Concerning motivations of practices and values and representations
of knowledge in publishing, findings evidence a certain ambiguity and tension in participants' responses.
On the one hand, we see scholar participants accepting the knowledge frames of traditional and
commercial publishing ecologies. On the other hand, they are open to alternative and heterodox
knowledge representations. Librarian participants suggest a need to reconceptualise and mainstream
reformist understanding and practice of scholarly journal publishing through the lens of the academic
and research library in collaborative/cooperative partnership with scholars.

The researcher believes the findings of this research study are of interest to scholars, librarians,

administrators, policymakers and funders in higher education and scholarly publishing and could inform
critically reflective thinking and practices at individual and systemic levels.
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Chapter 1 — Research background and context.

1.1 Introduction.

21st-century academic libraries are dynamic environments. The challenges of effectively responding to
complex and ever-evolving library-user needs are fundamentally entangled with the positive
negotiations of developmental opportunity: libraries and their staff are progressing, diversifying, and

specialising at all levels of interaction.

The Research Planning and Review Committee of the Association of College and Research Libraries
(ACRL) (ACRL, 2010) demonstrates this argument. Every other year, ACRL offers insights into higher
education trends that influence the evolutionary path of academic and research libraries. In this context,
| am particularly interested in the push for equitable and sustainable access to the scholarly record® from
the perspectives of research support, information management and associated socio-cultural knowledge
components and developments. One reason is that the issue represents a perennial imperative in the
academic and research library world (Research Planning and Review Committee, ACRL, 2020, pp. 272—-
273; 2018, p. 291), with critical librarianship (Ketchum, 2020) featuring prominently. Initiative-taking and
critically reflexive librarianship practices represent an epistemologically self-reflective stance? aimed at
disrupting long-established socio-cultural knowledge constructs in the library, on campus, and in the

broader academic knowledge production and distribution chain.

To clarify, socio-cultural knowledge and practices refer to learned and shared cognitive constructs,
patterns of behaviours and interactions that define and differentiate social groups from one another
(CARLA, 2022), including scholarly and library communities, as well as individual actors within.
Understanding the workings of socio-cultural knowledge is essential for effectively navigating and
interacting within different social and cultural contexts. In scholarly (or academic) journal publishing, this
type of knowledge encompasses the awareness of norms, practices, values, attitudes or beliefs,
language, traditions, and social structures that shape academic communities and influence the

production, dissemination, and reception of scholarly work (Bourdieu, 1988; Hyland, 2015). It includes

1 Martin Paul Eve (2022) locates and expands on the various associations and meanings of ‘the scholarly record’. This
research focuses on the peer-reviewed version of the scholarly journal article record, including associated processes and
outcomes, both possible and required.

2| perceive epistemological self-reflection in academic and research librarianship as the ability to question existing social,
cultural and technical knowledge, its structure(s), links and connections with the scholarly ecosystem, and how librarians
learn and evaluate new knowledge.



different elements such as insight into social dynamics within academic networks, familiarity with
disciplinary expectations and conventions, the ability to navigate peer review, and the recognition of the
roles that identity, power, and status play in shaping academic-scholarly professional discourse and

practice.

Socio-cultural knowledge of scholarly publishing enables scholars and librarians to understand the
explicit and implicit rules governing the communication and publication of scholarly works and to engage
with the broader academic community. It also includes an understanding of how cultural and social
factors influence what is considered legitimate or valuable social practice within academic fields and in

the academic and research libraries that support them.

This qualitative exploratory study investigated the lived experiences and understandings of six journal
editors, six scholarly authors, and twelve academic librarians involved in the nascent field of alternative,

library-based journal publishing in the humanities and social sciences (Eve, 2012).

This first opening chapter introduces and frames the study's thematic background. Section 1.2 identifies
the nature of scholarly communication and the socio-cultural challenges facing contemporary scholarly
journals. Section 1.3 links to the prior section by locating scholarly communication services that
academic and research libraries usually or, depending on the situational context, exceptionally, provide;
it also describes and explains the subject of this study: library-based journal publishing. Next, Section 1.4
situates the researcher’s professional context and motivation. Section 1.5 outlines the study’s theoretical

and conceptual influences, followed by a formulation of its aims and scope in Section 1.6.

1.2 Scholarly communication and the scholarly journal.

Scholarly communication is a complex social activity in academic institutions (e.g. research universities).
Communicating scholarly knowledge connects the ideas and works of one scholar with those of another,
enabling the information chain essential to research, teaching, and learning. Its presence and practice
affirm the truism that research insights are of little value until they are broadly shared and consumed

(Hill, 2016, p. 366).

The researcher of this study agrees that existing definitions of scholarly communication and publishing
are useful, even if conceptual and contextual emphases differ. For example, Anderson (2018, pp. 5-11)

and Harnad (1991) suggest that scholarly communication is an umbrella term covering the many ways in



which authors share their academic work — articles, books, grey literature — in the digital environment of
the post-Gutenberg galaxy. Notably, the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) definition
of scholarly communication implicitly emphasises the academic and research library’s critical role in
disseminating (sharing) and preserving published scholarly information (ACRL, 2024a). However, despite
the library’s importance in scholarly communication, Ma (2023, pp. 5-6) suggests that the complex work
of librarians is often unnoticed and invisible in providing library patrons access to and education on using

published information resources.

Scholarly communication occurs across a communicative spectrum, stretching from informal to formal.
At the sharp end of informality, it includes a culture of non-mediated face-to-face knowledge sharing
between scholars, who habitually operate inside and outside the institutional setting, to discuss formally
published literature, among other things (Paisley, 1972; Crane, 1972). On the more visible level, it
encompasses the presentation of research findings at academic conferences or the spontaneous
scholarly social networking in loosely organised online fora such as ResearchGate (Deng, Tong and Fu,
2018; Tamrat, 2017) or Academia Stack Exchange (Academia Stack Exchange, 2022). In its most strictly
organised form, scholarly communication stands for formally authored and logically structured scholarly
documents such as journal articles. Academic journal articles are rooted in scholarly and technical
language, cite primary and secondary sources, and are published by academic organisations (EBSCO,
2021; SFU Library, 2021). Articles represent measurable artefacts of communication wrapped in rules-
bound social processes (Cruickshank, 2004, pp. 77-79; Meadows, 1998, p. 7), which also — critically —
influences scholars’ socially and materially self-rated and peer-rated academic status (and opportunities)
in academe (see Section 1.2.1). Here, different actors — scholarly authors, reviewers, publishers,
librarians, and readers — collaborate and interact within fields of shared research interest and
communities of practice, resulting in scholarship outputs that are formally researched, authored, peer-
reviewed, published and discovered (Rowland, 1995; Weimer and Andrew, 2013; Wenger, 2011; Becher
and Trowler, 2001). Within research and education, journal articles are usually written by and for a
scholarly audience — teachers, students, and researchers. Unlike monographs and textbooks, articles
represent shorter and less in-depth works. Specifically, journal articles provide more focused and up-to-

date research insights and discussion, making them distinct from books.



Having identified both the library and the journal as constituent players in scholarly
communication/publishing, it is necessary to locate the political economy dynamics of the scholarly

journals system?3.

31 produced a brief history of the scholarly journal for the interested reader; see Kouker (2026).



1.2.1 ‘Academic capitalism’; or, the question of political economy in the contemporary scholarly
journal.

First introduced by Slaughter and Rhoades (2004, pp. 12-42), the term ‘academic capitalism’ refers to
the entrepreneurial and market-like behaviours of higher education institutions and their staff, as they

compete in a neoliberal and globalised academy.

The discourse of economic capital in academia treats universities as corporate knowledge brokers
embedded in competitive markets, scholars and students as hyper-productive consumers, and scholarly
knowledge creation and scholarly publishing as marketable commodities (Peekhaus, 2012; Lawson,
Sanders and Smith, 2015; Shahjahan and Hill, 2020). Key attributes include the shift towards reductions
in public funding and an increasing reliance on competitive private funding (e.g., student enrolment fees
and institutional-corporate partnerships, etc.), intensive auditing, quantification, competition, and
standardisation (e.g., performance metrics, managerialism#, and bureaucracy), and precarious, short-
term academic labour. One side effect of academic capitalism is the emphasis on generating competitive
advantage in graduate employability (Boden and Nedeva, 2010) over the development of critical agency

and critical action.

Three issues point to the inherent contradictions and challenges of academic capitalism’s claim to
competitive efficiency (Slaughter and Rhoades, 2004). First, the public subsidisation of higher education
institutions stands in direct conflict with the tenets of neoliberal thought and practice (common good
vis-a-vis marketisation and profit). Second, market-based activities in universities often consume more
financial resources than they generate in benefits. A good example is the gradual but steady
replacement of Big Deal subscriptions with transformative agreements® by academic and research
libraries, which library directors consider even more expensive and detrimental to already strained
library budgets (Hulbert, 2023, pp. 35—-4; Harvie et al., 2013, pp. 232-234). Third, capitalist academia
treats the processes and outputs of knowledge production, learning and academic publishing as a

private good, which may constrain discovery and innovation, while “conferring decision-making power

4 Managerialism refers to ‘New Public Management’ (NPM), which draws on neoliberal and managerial theories to attempt
to make the public sector, such as higher education institutions, more efficient through private-sector management
techniques and marketisation (Heery and Noon, 2017).

5> Transformative agreements are structural contracts established between institutions (libraries, national and regional
consortia) and commercial academic publishers. Funds previously allocated for journal subscription deals are redirected to
support open-access journal publishing of the negotiating institutions’ authors. The objective is to reorganise and transform
the economic model of scholarly publishing, shifting it away from a paywalled subscription model toward a system in which
publishers are compensated for facilitating open access (“read-and-publish” deals) (ESAC, no date).



on institutions other than faculty may impinge upon academic freedom” (Slaughter and Rhoades, 2004,
pp. 36—38). The combined effects of these issues risk undermining support for publicly funded higher

education.

However, the advantage of applying capitalist logic and practice in academe rests in its ability to
generate alternative sources of income when public budgets are constrained. To this end, administrative
support for private-commercial activities has steadily professionalised, fostering an entrepreneurial
mindset in the university (Malik, 2026), and research resources are increasingly allocated to projects
based on scientific rank and chance of success in a competitive academic market (Rusu, Mocanu and
Bibiri, 2022). Market-based approaches enable academia to become ‘more effective’ and its outcomes
‘more measurable’. Yet on the downside, the common-good rationale of higher education has been

adjusted, with a new social contract emphasising economic opportunity and commercial development.

Having outlined the nature and consequences of academic capitalism, | will now turn to its pervasive
role in the contemporary, mainstream scholarly journal system, whose commodified, hyper-commercial
character® arguably obstructs comprehensive, large-scale structural reform of scholarly publishing and

influences the behaviours of individual scholars and librarians.

Rayner (2019, p. 265) claims that the mission of commercial academic publishers is to advance scholarly
knowledge creation alongside making the spread of that knowledge profitable. It is argued that a conflict
in this dual mission arises from a systemic perspective when the market is disproportionately influenced
by five commercial publishers — Reed-Elsevier, Springer Nature, Wiley Blackwell, Taylor and Francis, and
Sage Publications — responsible for over 50% of all published journal articles, and generating profit
margins ranging from 19% (Sage) up to 38% (Elsevier) (Drake, Gulliver and Harle, 2023, pp. 1-3; Gadd,
Fry and Creaser, 2018, pp. 1372-1373; Butcher, 2026). Large publishing companies are thus said to
dominate the present-day ecosystem through sheer corporate power, enabled by major market share

and profits, setting the rules of engagement for universities, scholars and library systems.

6 Commodified publishing means treating academic knowledge production and its processes of dissemination as marketable
products with exchange value, previously existing outside the logic of the market; hyper-commercialised publishing
overemphasises profit over equitable knowledge production and access (Jaschik, 2010; Espiosa, 2025, p. iii). The hyper-
commercial publishing model inverts subject and object, alienates labour, and reifies social relations (Marxhausen and
Locascio, 2026, p. 203).



Others argue that across the sciences, social sciences, and humanities, commercial publishing power is
actually propped up through public expenditure benefits and sustained by consistent journal price
inflation, driven largely by corporatised publishing. For example, between 2020 and 2024, the average
journal price for libraries increased by 13.23% (EBSCO, 2023; see also Bjork, 2021). Puehringer, Rath and
Griesebner (2021, pp. 12—-16) identify four pillars of public funding publishers can rely on: 1) subscription
income paid by universities and individual libraries/library consortia; 2) publication fees (article
submission and processing charges (APCs)) covered by universities and library consortia, and,
occasionally, by authors themselves; 3) ‘free’ academic labour in the form of peer review and journal

editorship; and 4) ‘free’ research output (articles).

While APCs enable open access to a largely publicly funded good, they are increasingly supplanting
subscription income as a main revenue source for publishers (Butler et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2022). It
could be argued that this alternative approach to income generation in commercial publishing merely
creates another financial barrier for less affluent universities, self-funding scholars, and libraries/library
consortia, thereby limiting the circulation of OA research and perpetuating the structural inequities of
the traditional publishing system. But what is the alternative? There is considerable evidence that well-
indexed, scholar- and values-led library-published journals cultivate barrier-free open access, economic

efficiency, bibliodiversity and infrastructural decolonisation”.

Scholars compete for jobs, visibility, research grants, journal positions, and publications; universities
compete for student applications, well-published academics, visibility, and funding; and even regions and
countries compete with one another as research hubs. Journal publishing metrics (Gulley, 2014) reflect

these dynamics, often serving as a proxy for academic quality, integrity, impact, and success.

Bourdieu (1985) argues that dominant social forms, such as the performative scholarly-journal culture
within capitalist academia, can only be successfully maintained if individual agents and institutional
structures incorporate and internalise their knowledge practices as unquestioned hegemonic truths. A
principal feature in this context is the cultural and material “Publish or Perish” (POP) (Garfield, 1996)

narrative, which epitomises the institutional-competitive pressure asserted on scholars in all academic

7 For an overview and discussion on open access, bibliodiversity and infrastructural decolonisation, see Suber (2012), Toledo
et al. (2019), Berger (2021), and Mills (2025), respectively.



fields, including the humanities (Knéchelmann, 2024) and social sciences (Torneo, 2023), to frequently

publish in peer-reviewed journal publications as a prerequisite for promotion and/or tenure.

While publishing in academic journals ensures recognition as a scholar, the situational POP imperative is
arguably undergirded by 1) a metricised academy, which, problematically®, values quantitative
bibliometric indicators (citation counts, h-index, and journal impact factor) over qualitative indicators
(peer review, inclusive indexing, public engagement and effects, knowledge transfer, teamwork)
(Weingart, 2025, pp. S153-5154); and 2) universities requiring scholars to evaluate their publications not
just primarily by bibliometric measures, but also by their ability to generate institutional revenue

through successful research grants (Abdul-Rahman, Nelles and Vorley, 2025, pp. 5-6).

Despite organised efforts for reform (e.g., DORA, Leiden Manifesto, Open Science Metrics, COARA; see
Herb (2025, pp. 41-49) for overview), inappropriate research assessment regimes and the general
inflation of scholarly publication still cause work and information overload, lower-quality research
performance, deterioration in publication quality, proliferation of predatory journals, bias against
alternative publication practices, and rising levels of academic ill-being (Moosa, 2018, pp. 173-176;
Vostal, 2016). Digital technologies have supercharged the socio-technical publishing imaginaries of many
commercial publishers; yet they have also accelerated the above-noted consequences of the Publish-or-

Perish academic culture.

Equally important to playing by the rules of POP and adhering to the competitive metrics game is the
obligation to publish in prestigious, high-status journals. Borrowing from Bourdieu’s geometrical
metaphor of “a double half-rotation returning to the starting point” (Bourdieu, 1977b, p. 180), the
mechanism of prestige economics is based on a complex exchange process among the scholarly author,
the publisher, and the academy, in which cultural capital is transformed into social capital, a form of
capital which is then recast as symbolic capital. Martin Eve (2014) describes the situation as follows:

A piece of [material] research work is a demonstration of an author’s cultural capital; it is the

product of the skill, knowledge and ability of the author(s). The acceptance of such research by

publishers who possess both material capital (needed to undertake the labour and effectively

disseminate the work) and cultural/[professional] capital (knowledge of publishing and academic

8 For a discussion on relevant concerns, challenges and problems regarding research impact measures, see Alstete, Beutell
and Meyer (2018).



systems) constitutes a payoff in the form of social capital (endorsement and support) for the
author that can be re-converted back into the symbolic capital (prestige/reputation) that is needed

for peer respect and a job/ promotion (material capital) (Eve, 2014, p. 45).

In line with this analysis, it can be argued that ‘successful’ journal publications, defined by the quality of
accumulated material-cultural capital and justified by metrics-based performance indicators, compel
authors to engage with and publish in them. The higher a journal’s perceived success, the greater its
prestige value to authors and their host institutions as a publishing venue for accumulating and
enhancing individual/organisational competitive advantage in a contested academic market. The status
guo bestows uneven socio-systemic and economic power on dominant commercial publishers, who

determine the terms of publication and access for authors and libraries.

Knowledge equity in the mainstream corporatised journal publishing system is, at best, a by-product
rather than an equally important co-product. The prestige economy remains problematically entrenched
(Blackmore and Kandiko, 2011), subliminally presenting extrinsic publishing values, such as economic

and socio-cultural profitability, competitiveness and metricised performance, as intrinsic values.

1.3 Scholarly communication services in the academic and research library: the library as publisher.
Libraries influence scholarly communication flows through established library-based and led service
facets and partnerships. Key examples include supporting scholars in research data management (Joo
and Schmidt, 2021; Palsdottir, 2021), digital and scholarly communication literacy (Fletcher, 2020;
Mackenzie, 2016; Whiting and Wright, 2020), bibliometrics and emerging forms of research assessment
(Carpenter, Lagace and Bahnmaier, 2016; Bladek, 2014), author rights and publishing education
(Schmidt, 2019; Luey, 1996), institutional repositories (Sabharwal, 2021; Armstrong, 2014), research
support (Brown et al., 2018; Kennan, Corrall and Afzal, 2014), faculty education (Wiegand, 2013; Gerber,
2017) and open access (Pinfield, 2015; Thompson and Muir, 2020; Laakso, 2022; Pinheiro, Melkers and
Youtie, 2014).

The following diagram connects existing library activities (acquisition, collection management and
scholarly communication services) to their core constituents — students, teachers, authors, and
researchers (the user universe) — while separating traditional publishing from the library and positioning
it outside the library ecosystem. It illustrates how scholars engage with academic and research libraries

and traditional publishers as part of the broader scholarly communication frame.
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*Traditional for-profit/not-for-profit commercial publishers, including (traditional) university presses.
Figure 1: The academic and research library: information manager and scholarly communication services provider.

The diagram also identifies library-based publishing as an additional facet of scholarly communication
services provided by the library. At this point, it is helpful to clarify and determine the nature of library-

based publishing.

Authoritative voices on library-based publishing offer different naming conventions based on existing
library operational and practice reflections, publishing objectives and library values. These include
‘library publishing services’ or just ‘library publishing’ (Bonn and Furlough, 2015, p. 1); ‘library-facilitated
self-publishing’ (Davis, 2015, p. ii); ‘New University Press’ (NUP) (Adema and Stone, 2017; Keene et al.,
2016); ‘library-led press’ and ‘non-profit, scholar- and library-led publishing’ (Adema and Moore, 2018,
p. 7); ‘academy-owned publishing’ (Schlosser, 2018; Schlosser, 2019); ‘library publishing support
services’ (Bonn, 2014a); ‘academic library-based publishing’ (Moulaison-Sandy and Bially-Mattern,
2018); ‘library- and academic-led open access publishing (Deville et al., 2019), among other variations.
The wide variety of descriptive labelling can lead to conceptual disorientation in this fast-developing field
of library practice. Interestingly, Howard (2013) claims that some traditional publishers misleadingly use
the phrase ‘library(-based) publishing’ to downgrade and marginalise libraries that are successful in the
professional publishing game, as they realise the potential long-term threat such libraries may pose to
corporatised commercial publishers. Agreement on a consensus-invoking description or classification

remains elusive due to the significant differences in the nature, quality and breadth of publishing
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services offered by structurally differentiated academic and research libraries. Consequently, this
researcher proposes that the label ‘collaborative/cooperative library-based publishing’ provides a more
meaningful baseline description for an activity specific to the academic and research library setting. The
semantic emphasis here is on conceptual (mission and values) and physical (the library) locales to
contrast with profit-oriented commercial scholarly publishing. Importantly, ‘collaborative/cooperative’
accounts for the quality of library-based publishers wanting to create and share operational and
structural control in cooperative partnership with other academy-based actors, such as scholars and

administrators.

Scholarly publishing is a rapidly growing area of interest to academic and research libraries. Even though
publishing in libraries is considered, in principle, a long-established practice (Maxim, 1965), the field took
off in earnest with the arrival of digitally networked information environments beginning in the 1990s
(Bailey, 1991) and the formation of the Library Publishing Coalition (LPC) in 2013 (Educopia Institute,
2022a). The LPC is a professional library membership organisation which fosters and coordinates
collaborative socio-cultural and technical knowledge exchange in scholarly publishing to raise the library-
as-publisher profile in the broader library and scholarly communication community (Lippincott, 2016, pp.
188-190). Due to the entrenched inequities® within the contemporary scholarly publishing system, this
researcher also supports the idea that the broader journal publishing field benefits from individual LPC
member libraries' self-reflexive and bottom-up activities to renegotiate the socio-cultural and socio-
structural conditions of the scholarly journal and its dissemination. Incorporating scholarly publishing in
library environments (the library as content creator) amplifies customary roles, including content
curation, collection development, information management and preservation (the library as content
consumer). Publishing services in academic and research libraries materially add to established and well-
recognised librarian competencies, such as cataloguing, intellectual subject indexing, and mediating

access to heterogeneous information sources.

The Library Publishing Coalition also endeavours to communicate clearly that library-based publishing
encompasses a holistic set of activities led by library institutions, supporting the creation, dissemination

and curation of a wide range of scholarly, creative and/or educational works (LPC, 2020). In part, library-

9 Recent empirical research by Ayeni and Lariviére (2025) identifies five systematic and institutional barriers to journal
publishing: (1) unaffordable APCs, (2) precarious career stage and tenure requirements, (3) unequal privileges, (4) gender, (5)
conflicting and unsupportive institutional OA policies. Various authors discuss epistemological and conceptual challenges to
equitable publishing (see chapters 5-8 under the theme ‘Epistemologies’ in Eve and Gray (2020)).
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based publishing emulates the traditional publishing model as it also entails formalised production
processes, issues original work not previously published elsewhere, and certifies published works
through peer review or institutional endorsement. However, library-based publishing departs from the
traditional/commercial publishing model explicitly by integrating library values (discussed in Chapter 2.4)
and accounting for traditional librarianship knowledge. Libraries materially support and enable barrier-
free open access and encourage “informal and experimental forms of scholarly communication” (LPC,
2020). The combination of conscious values enactment (putting core values into practice) and
willingness for reformist risk-taking in publishing puts into question the normative frames of

traditional/commercial and for-profit/revenue-driven scholarly publishing.
The following figure situates scholarly publishing in libraries and its material outputs, including journals,

within the broader publishing field, while accounting for traditional publishers such as society,

commercial, and university presses.
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*University publishing encompasses both for-profit and not-for-profit commercial models. While university publishers and library-based
publishers can both operate under the same structural roof of the university library and share a commitment to the values and goals of
higher education, their identities, core functions and priorities differ.

Figure 2: Locating library-based publishing in the scholarly publishing field.

Engaging with, learning from, and improving the existing socio-cultural knowledge practices of
traditional scholarly publishing offers libraries the possibility to reorganise scholars and scholarly
information. In this sense, library-based journal publishing represents a conscious paradigm shift for
academic and research library services as they move beyond reactive information provision to include

proactive information facilitation.

1.3.1 Social, cultural and technical characteristics of library-based journal publishing.

The scholarly journal is one of the most popular publishing formats for library-based publishers and
forms the locus of research interest in this study. According to the 2022 LPC library-publishing directory,
143 libraries from across the globe publish a mix of different media formats, including 1,275 journal
publications, the majority of which are led by faculty members at a particular institution (Educopia
Institute, 2022b, pp. ix—x). As mapped out below, library-published journals typically exhibit the

following social, cultural and technical characteristics.

13



Socio-cultural, economic and technical components of library-based journal publishing
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service driven: competence-based publishing services, publishing programme j
development, publishing management, teaching and consulting /J

Figure 3: Constituent components of the (typical) collaborative library-based journal.

An interesting example of a library-based journal is the interdisciplinary, peer-reviewed, and
artist/scholar-led publication ‘The International Journal of Screendance’ (1JSD), housed at the Ohio State
University Libraries. The title has been published in the fields of dance, performance, visual art, cinema,
and media arts since 2010 (OSU, no date a; OSU, no date b). Library-published journals, such as 1JSD,
represent current manifestations of reworked socio-cultural and socio-structural dispositions in scholarly
communication and often operate on the margins of mainstream traditional/commercial publishing.
They express experimentation and originality in knowledge innovation, disrupting a research and
education system that otherwise favours, as its organising principle, the hegemonic logic of the
(publishing) market. 1JSD and similar-type publishing projects create an optimistic culture towards

values-driven publishing that distinguishes library-based journals from traditional journals.

One crucial reason why growing numbers of academic and research libraries take up scholarly publishing
is the realisation that frequently commercially acquired collections (monographs, textbooks, journals,
etc.) represent an inversion of value for stressed or limited library budgets. High (and steadily increasing)

acquisition costs constrain ambitious library collection development programmes and, consequently,
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inquisitive library users with complex information needs. Although efforts to change this through
innovation in publishing business models abound at all levels of interaction, the situation continues to be
economically distorted (Lariviere, Haustein and Mongeon, 2015; Boston, 2023, p. 22) and operationally
dysfunctional (Miinch, 2014b, pp. 221-244) for the reformist progress of scholarly publishing. At the
same time, libraries know that the merchant nature of commercial publishing is a construct of
“circumstance rather than a principle” (Legge, 2023) and that the structural switch from print to digital
online modes of communication offers new opportunities to reverse existing access scarcities to
scholarly content. It is this context that permits libraries to model collaborative publishing partnerships
to rearrange existing practices and create new socio-cultural knowledge relationships. The idea is to
push against limited information choice, (un)quiet acceptance of opaque paywalls, and the culture of the
commercial publishing proposal (Bailey, 2017; Ghamandi, 2018). A necessary requirement for libraries to
invest resources and effort into non-commercial, service-driven publishing is the optimisation of the
conditions of scholarly peer review at the scholarly individual (Potvin, 2017) and institutional level
(Miinch, 20143, pp. 64-92; Gilman, 2015). For example, ‘eScholarship Publishing” at UC Merced Library
looks to re-empower organisational structures and individual scholars associated with the University of
California in their assertion of direct control over the creation and dissemination of scholarship outputs
(California Digital Library, 2017; UC Merced Library, no date). Beyond wanting to be recognised as a
reliable channel for traditional-type publications, UC Merced Library aspires to accelerate innovation and
equity in scholarly knowledge dissemination by providing a crucial complement to traditional and

commercial publishing.

1.4 Researcher background.

My interest in exploring the library-as-publisher phenomenon stems from my work experience as a
humanities and social sciences librarian at a research university and elsewhere prior to that. The classic
role of library systems is to organise and provide access to information resources and to support a broad

constituency of users with varying information needs and expectations.

| regularly attend conferences and workshops on libraries and publishing — | feel inspired by the scope of
librarian knowledge in this relatively new field of library practice. Specifically, a session | attended on
open-source publishing software at the 2018 Library Publishing Forum in Minneapolis, Minnesota
(Educopia Institute, 2018b) demonstrated libraries’ conceptual and applied in-depth knowledge of

journal publishing workflows and structural requirements.
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Librarians are accustomed to collaborating with scholars and listening to their information needs. This
involves, on the one hand, working in partnership to support information-seeking for research and, on
the other hand, learning about and improving the processes of disciplinary knowledge creation and
scholarly publishing (Eddy and Solomon, 2017; Case, 2008; Kenney, 2014, p. 10). As part of this dynamic,
| maintain an open mind towards diversity in library roles and responsibilities, including fostering
inclusive, participatory knowledge practices in the social, cultural and technical contexts of scholarly

publishing.

Encouraging diversity and equity and widening participation through social inclusion in publishing
(Boczar et al., 2018; see in particular pp. 35-46) represents a significant aspect of my professional life as
an academic librarian. My curiosity about the role and importance of cultural, social, and economic
capital in libraries developed momentum from co-developing an economic model to create transparent
and equitable funding for open scholarship services, including journal publishing (Hyland, Kouker and
Zaitsev, 2020). Against this backdrop and due to my role as a librarian, | also conceived and realised (in
partnership with library and faculty colleagues) the idea of integrating hands-on scholarly
communication literacy education through experiential learning in undergraduates. Because many
undergraduate students face complex challenges as library users during their higher education journey,
successfully developing metaliteracy?? skills (or information fluency) (Mackey and Jacobson, 2011)
means cultivating academic success. Hence, the rationale behind the Communications Undergraduate
Journal (CUJ) (cujournal.ie) is to create tangible and impactful learning experiences for students (i.e.,
learning through practice and by example at the collaborative scholar and library-led, student-peer
level). CUJ enables and facilitates students to contribute to their field of study, develop symbolic and
analytical information skills, and experience socio-cultural knowledge of scholarly publishing first-hand

through the library in a collaborative partnership with faculty.

1.5 Contextual research influences: Bourdieu and Thompson.

Beyond learning about the developmental trajectory, challenges, and evolution of the scholarly journal
and reading about the library’s involvement as a publisher of journals, this researcher also consulted
literature that ties in Bourdieu’s theory of practices to help deconstruct fields of publishing. Specifically,

Thompson (2005, pp. 30-46) and Wellington and Nixon (2005) influenced my thinking in conceiving and

10 Jacobson and Mackey (2016) point out that “metaliteracy focuses on adaptability as information environments change and
the critical reflection necessary to recognise new and evolving needs in order to remain adept” (2016, pp. xv—xvi).
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co-developing the CUJ Journal project (cujournal.ie). Although book publishing and journal publishing fall
under the ‘roof’ of scholarly publishing (see Figure 2, p. 13), it is important to make clear that both are
distinct social activities in scholarly communication, arriving with their own knowledge practices,

expectations, and consequences.

Thompson (2005) examined the different kinds of resources (capital) operating in a structured space
(field) of social positions in commercial book publishing, which is conceptually adjacent!? to the scholarly
journal field. Each social position is occupied by organisations and individuals whose movements
(actions) in, and effects (consequences) on, the field are determined by the type, quality, and quantity of
capital at their disposal and the power relations between them. Thompson isolates four kinds of capital
in commercial book publishing: (1) economic, (2) human, (3) symbolic, and (4) intellectual capital. His
work illustrates the functions of habitus (a system of dispositions and structures which generates and
organises social and cultural practices) (Bourdieu, 1990a, p. 54), field, and the various forms of capital to
situate the relationship between structural factors and institutional and individual agency in the lived

experience of the trade-book publishing market.

Regarding scholarly journal publishing in the humanities and social sciences, Wellington and Nixon
(2005) point out that scholars are deeply entangled in the field dynamics of academic-scholarly practice.
Accordingly, they call for a critical stance and analytical reflexivity in all processes that influence and
determine scholarly journal publishing. Through reference to Bourdieu’s concept of the illusio — meaning
one’s sense of investment, interest and commitment to the presuppositions of the collective [publishing]
game (Bourdieu, 1990b, p. 66) — Wellington and Nixon (2005, p. 652) stress that scholars must ask
themselves pressing questions, including, 1) how to uphold critical reflexivity as actors in different fields
of publishing (e.g., book or journal, traditional or reformist non-traditional etc.), 2) how to ensure
scholarly journal publishing is motivated by the values of academic practice, and, 3) how to maintain
journal publishing as a collegial endeavour that respects difference and inclusiveness across socio-
cultural and conceptual and practice-based boundaries. The researcher of this study suggests that the
historically cumulative professional habitus of scholars and librarians offers and mediates choices and

perceptions of experiences in the mutable fields of scholarly publishing and academic librarianship.

11 consciously use the term ‘conceptually adjacent’; it refers to closely related ideas, constructs or subjects that align
theoretically — Thompson applies Bourdieu’s Theory of Practices — or share a similar domain but are not identical.
‘Conceptually adjacent’ connotes concepts that are “next to” each other in terms of meaning, cognitive framework, or
thematic relevance.
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Hu (2018) separately researched cross-disciplinary differences in academic discourse strategies and
related his findings to disciplinary epistemologies. By utilising Basil Bernstein’s (1999) epistemic
dimensions of knowledge structures and Karl Maton’s (2000) social dimension of knowledge production
and organisation, Hu found that scholars’ use of metadiscourse varies and differs in their published
research articles according to disciplinary cultural practices. The unifying analytical tool of Hu’s study is
Bourdieu’s theory of practices, in particular, habitus (Maton, 2012, pp. 48—64) and its interaction with
cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1986, pp. 243—-248). Because libraries (through their service and support of
campus-wide scholarly activity) advise academics and students regarding their information use and
scholarly communication strategies and practices, they feed into and impact the dynamics of publishing

fields and socio-cultural knowledge practices across the disciplinary spectrum.

Leading on from the idea of co-constructed socio-cultural knowledge, it is necessary to point out the
inevitable role of personal habitus in scholarly publishing. Personal (subjective) habitus forms through
making meaning from lived experiences in ‘outside’ literacies found in individuals’ social, educational,
and professional life stories. These contexts predispose people to specific ways of thinking, knowing, and
behaving. At the same time, the habitus of “internalised, ‘embodied’ social structures” (Bourdieu, 19843,
p. 468) can change over time through new experiences and associations generated by alternative latent
behavioural models in fields of practice. However, the social world of the institutional (university)
habitus (Byrd, 2019) exercises a form of legitimised power that interacts with and seeks to control
scholars’ individual habitus and actions. Moreover, instances of institutional habitus influence decision-
making, experiences, actions, and outcomes of scholarly socio-cultural knowledge practices throughout
the higher education system. Institutional dispositions tend to favour stability over (radical or
incremental) change. They are less likely to empower people due to the hegemonies of established
behaviours and knowledge, which are driven by the self-interest of organisational power. The culture of
the dominant group regulates the adaptation of its constituent environment, reflected in the
institutional habitus of the research and publishing curriculum, as well as the professional relationships

and priorities between scholars and librarians.

Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus and capital have been applied in various studies in scholarly publishing.
For example, a recent qualitative study by Xu (2022) applied the concepts of habitus and field to
understand the role of agency in open-access publishing. Gulledge (2011) utilised Bourdieu’s thinking

tools of field, capital, and habitus to make sense of book publishing as a social space subjected to
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opposing forces of stability and friction. Similarly, in 2016, Costa (2016) questioned the norms of
disciplinary tradition in the context of academics’ use of the social web as an agent for reformist change
and innovation, drawing on various Bourdieusian notions, including capital, habitus, field, doxa

(unquestionably accepted values and beliefs) and ‘symbolic power’ (or domination).

This qualitative exploratory study is underpinned by a coalition of theoretical concepts, namely

Bourdieu’s theory of practices and Bernstein’s knowledge code theory.

1.6 Purpose and scope.

This research study investigates individual scholars' and librarians' experiences, understandings, and
practices related to library-based scholarly journal publishing: libraries that publish journals operate
‘subversively’'?, whether intentionally or unintentionally, alongside well-established
traditional/commercial journal publishing structures. It aims to explore and uncover social interactions,
practices, and power relations between individual and organisational stakeholders and, in this way,
draws attention to the status and role of socio-cultural knowledge as part of the library’s evolution from
content consumer to co-opting content creation in the form of the scholarly journal. The implications are
threefold: (1) develop insight and understanding of the social knowledge practices and beliefs of scholars
and librarians who are active in and contribute to library-based journal publishing, (2) provide
theoretical-conceptual and practical impetus towards the development of journal publishing practices
and policies to benefit academic and research libraries, higher education institutions, professional
standards bodies, and the broader scholarly and journal publishing community in the humanities and
social sciences, and (3) stimulate critical-discursive engagement with library-based journal publishing as
an equally valid and valuable practice alongside traditional/commercial publishing from the higher

education community in Ireland and beyond.

1.7 Summary.

This qualitative exploratory study aims to reveal and understand how twelve scholars (editors and
authors) and twelve academic librarians perceive socio-cultural knowledge and practices associated with
library-based scholarly journals at a time when journal publishing in academic and research libraries is

on the rise. Section 1.2 described the nature of scholarly communication and situated the socio-cultural

12 Stevan Harnad suggested in 1994 that unpaid scholars who publish in refereed commercial journals would be better served
by ending this practice and instead embracing the Web to communicate directly with their readership (Harnad, 1995).
Libraries build on and amplify this proposal through the subversive practice of collaborative/cooperative library-based
publishing.
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challenges of the contemporary scholarly journal. This paved the way for considering and incorporating
the perspectives of Schlosser (2018), Bonn (2014a) and Lippincott (2016), among other observers, on the
library-as-publisher construct in Section 1.3, which operates within the broader scholarly publishing
field. The conceptually transferable insights of Thompson (2005) on the different forms and influences of
capital in commercial book publishing, and Bourdieu’s (1984a) ideas on the social and structural divisions
of academic labour were discussed in Section 1.5. Both thinkers have a key influence on the conceptual

and theoretical development of this study.

Based on this contextual background, this study aims to develop a current understanding of how
scholars and librarians experience, understand and practice socio-cultural knowledge in the library-based
journal. While the journal, as a medium and practice of scholarly communication in the humanities and
social sciences, is firmly established in terms of purpose and functions, it is difficult to ascertain the
degree to which journal publishing by libraries influences scholars’ and librarians’ knowledge and
understanding relating to and across different publishing contexts. Library structures (and individual
librarians providing publishing services) will unlikely be able to sustain and advance this fast-developing
project of collaborative content creation between scholars and librarians if experiences, attitudes and
values are not well understood and scholarly communication services are not rooted in well-defined and

evidence-informed socio-cultural and technical knowledge.

After describing the literature search and review method, this study proceeds to review three bodies of
literature in chapter two: (1) an analysis of the changing operating model of the contemporary academic
and research library, (2) an examination of the question of academic freedom and its intersection with
library values and library-based content creation and, (3) empirical literature that provides a framework

for integrating experiences and understandings of library-based publishing by scholars and librarians.
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Chapter 2 — Literature.

2.1 Introduction.

Chapter two draws on previous literature and existing context to assess ideas and information relating to
the changing nature of the contemporary academic and research library. This also includes a critical
engagement with empirical studies that report on the experiences and perceptions of scholars and
librarians in library-based journal publishing. The review aims to support and scaffold the rationale of
this research inquiry, inform the research questions, and provide direction for its design and

implementation.

The first step of this literature report describes and justifies the applied review and literature-search
approach in Section 2.2. Section 2.3 then proceeds to analyse the evolving reality of the library-
conceptual-practical model, which leads to identifying the growing need and demand for integrated new
library responsibilities and services concerning scholarly communication and publishing, along with
adapting and reshaping existing library roles. Next, Section 2.4 reflects on and correlates the issues of
academic freedom and well-established library values with formal content creation (journal publishing)
in the library. As part of this, it also locates the central role and status of library and information science
(LIS) as a scholarly discipline in its own right in the academic/scholarly landscape. Section 2.5 identifies
and discusses empirical research findings regarding the socio-cultural knowledge practices and
experiences of scholars and librarians in library-based journal publishing. In conclusion, Section 2.6
identifies and clarifies underlying issues involving socialisation into journal publishing with academic and
research libraries. Processes of socialisation involve the adoption of values, norms, attitudes, routines

(habits) and knowledge associated with the library-based scholarly journal.

2.2 Literature review methodology.

This project chose a narrative-style literature review. However, before undertaking the literature review
research, it was essential to explore the available approaches to assessing the literature to evaluate the
most effective one. The goal of engaging with the extant literature (i.e., the documented record) on a
particular topic of research inquiry is to acquire aggregate knowledge about what is already known
about that topic. Literature reviewing is a heuristic, iterative, desk-based process that involves choosing a
review design, search method, and appraisal technique (Ridley, 2012). Considering and engaging with
literature from a range of different sources circumscribes the path of the researcher’s primary research

journey as opposed to it being an isolated, stand-alone undertaking in and of itself. Rudestam and
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Newton (2015, p. 63) state that the process of literature reviewing generates coherent arguments that
lead to the description of a proposed study. The activity consists of selecting and synthesising available
documents that contain information, ideas and evidence “written from a particular standpoint to fulfil
certain aims or express certain views on the nature of the topic ... and the effective evaluation of these
documents in relation to the research being proposed” (Hart, 1998, p. 13). The concept of effective

evaluation suggests a range of possible literature review types determined by different, but not always

consistent, naming conventions and methodological approaches.

Literature reviews usually belong to either one of two broad branches. They are typified as systematic or
narrative reviews containing differently refined search and review strategies (Onwuegbuzie and Frels,
2016, pp. 23-28; Sutton et al., 2019, pp. 206—210). The systematic review format aims to investigate all
documented knowledge on a research topic through a comprehensive and reproducible approach to
literature searching and analysis. It is frequently used in the hard sciences and relies on predefined
inclusion and exclusion criteria to ensure methodological transparency and to limit the risk of researcher
bias (Sutton et al., 2019, pp. 210-211; Moher et al., 2009). Yet the quest for effectiveness in the
systematised literature survey makes it difficult to account for more complex search ideas and queries
due to the use of conceptually delimited search terms (Grant and Booth, 2009, p. 102; Ferrari, 2015, p.
231).

In contrast, the narrative-review method is rooted in the constructivist tradition and enables the
exploration and sense-making of research topics that are variously conceptualised (Wong et al., 2013, p.
6). A key benefit of this approach is that it allows for research flexibility and exploration of ideas as they
unfold, which can lead to original and potentially insightful results (Jesson, Matheson and Lacey, 2011, p.
73). Despite its conceptual flexibility, the perceived disadvantages of the narrative review include the risk
of incurring bias, the absence of a comprehensive search protocol, the irreproducibility of review results,
and the lack of systematic synthesis of the literature (Stratton, 2019, p. 349). Critical engagement with
different approaches to literature reviewing is an essential preparatory task since the applied review
style determines the overall trajectory and successful execution of the research project. That is, the
nature and purpose of every study’s research question(s), i.e., quantitative versus qualitative, influence

the choreography and execution of the literature review.
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In this research, the focus was on the qualitative-only approach. The literature review aims to provide a
justification for and a framework of thought on the research topic through critical analysis of
documented knowledge (Snyder, 2019, pp. 334-335; Onwuegbuzie, Leech and Collins, 2012).
Accordingly, this study adopted the conventional narrative review approach to examine the research
topic from multiple literature perspectives (Sutton et al., 2019, p. 206; Ferrari, 2015, p. 232; Denney and
Tewksbury, 2013, pp. 222-223). Seeking and interpreting selected literature in the narrative style
represented a reflexive movement that was contingent upon the qualitative nature of the research

inquiry.

Literature search strategy.

The researcher employed a combination of information-seeking strategies to identify and source
contextually relevant previous literature (Phelps, Fisher and Ellis, 2007). The first step involved
contextual browsing and scanning of sources, initial exploratory searching (scoping) and brainstorming of
thematic key terms and synonyms. This process led to a more focused search of various information

sources by linking indexed subject terms and natural-language keywords.

Applied search strategies incorporated phrase searching, proximity operators, and Boolean logic. The
researcher located published literature by consulting a broad network of information sources, including
multi- and interdisciplinary databases subscribed to by the library (Project Muse, EBSCO Academic
Search Premier, Emerald, JSTOR, EBSCO Communication Source, and Scopus, among others), various
library catalogues, and Google Scholar. The researcher also deployed citation searching and reference
tracking where appropriate. He monitors thematic journal publications and speaks to librarian and

scholar colleagues in the field as an ongoing concern.

2.3 Situating the different natures and conditions of the outside-in versus inside-out library.

As we have seen in Section 1.2, the journal's appearance in the scholarly communication system
necessitated the creation of new information and knowledge management systems and services that
meet the information needs of its users (readers). Above all, these involve creating effective facilitation
and distribution networks through scholarly organisations, publishers, and libraries, including the
continuous production of bibliographies, reviews and abstracting and indexing serials (Vickery, 2000, pp.
123-124). However, in this setting and beyond, libraries mean and do different things to different people
depending on whom one asks. The conventional perspective identifies the function of the library as a

passive place where scholarly research collections are built and maintained to be put to different uses by
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varied patron types, including students, teaching staff and national and international research scholars,
among others (Brophy, 2000, pp. 56—57). Fremont Rider (1885 — 1962), visionary librarian and former
director of Wesleyan’s Olin Memorial Library, embraces this particular version of the academic and
research library as a place where fact and surmise are aggregated and warehoused for scholarly access
and investigation (Rider, 1944, p. 21 & pp. 26-29). This notion feeds into the widespread idea that the
unconscious shared beliefs and values of people working in long-established and historic institutions,
such as academic and research libraries, prevent speedy structural change and advancement.
Traditionally inclined library cultures are habitually accustomed to focusing on stability, quality, and
consistent service rather than developing capacities that push for new ways of doing things. Cultural
uniformity and inertia slow down the production of new knowledge and practices in libraries, usually

resulting in phased innovations and incrementally improved services.

However, the experience of digitally networked user environments forces an emphasis on digital and
online information resources alongside the conventional and familiar print format, requiring
corresponding library structures and services (Johnson, 2009, pp. 103—-108; Li, 2014, pp. 123-276). It
also means that the curation, organisation, and consumption function of the digitally empowered and,
as a result, more capable library involves ontologically and epistemologically more complex processes
that generate new knowledge flows and structural services. These involve reimagining and restructuring
the selection, acquisition, storage and access to more dynamic hybrid information resources, including
online-only formats such as the digital (electronic) journal (Brophy, 2000, p. 43 & p. 77; Gordon Conyers,
2019). While libraries are, by definition, perceived as information-intensive environments, librarianship
can also often be “information poor” (Neal, 2006, p. 1), in the sense that decisions are poorly
understood, communicated and applied in the field because they are not supported by evidence and
research. Definitive change in library culture requires library systems that consciously allow for and
encourage innovative initiatives at all levels of interaction. It includes the development of internal and
external collections supported by specialised innovative services for library users, involving, for example,
the virtual reference desk (Tsang and Chiu, 2022). Libraries that embrace innovation, even if haphazardly
or intermittently enacted, keep pace with development and change in pertinent knowledge and practice

fields.

Effective change management in the (re)organisation and practice of libraries encompasses enabling and

optimising different forms of capital (technical, economic, human, symbolic, intellectual) in tandem with
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co-constructing shared socio-cultural knowledge and understandings between library users (such as
students and scholars) and librarians. Branin, Groen and Thorin (2000, p. 30) pointed out over twenty
years ago that new procedures that made sense for organising library collections thirty years ago have
been turned upside-down by changes in higher education teaching and scholarly publishing. Ongoing
innovation in the technological and social affordances of information has significantly contributed to
creating an inside-out library environment, swiftly replacing the traditional outside-in model. The
outside-in library acquires or licenses information materials from external sources that local users can
access and use in an almost incidental fashion. In contrast, the inside-out library represents a new reality
whereby institutional information in the form of digitised special collections, scholarly research and
learning materials, researcher expertise profiles and the like have become more readily accessible to
users who often present with complex information needs and expectations (Dempsey, Malpas and
Lavoie, 2014, p. 394; Jenkins, 2012). This challenging set of circumstances requires holistic guidelines and
new information and knowledge management approaches that must proactively embrace the rapidly

shifting requirements and opportunities for 21st-century academic and research libraries.

The nature of the inside-out library prompts libraries to 1) effectively adjust to the increasingly dominant
digitally networked content format, 2) expand their collection management focus to include diverse
content, whether owned or not, 3) adopt a cooperative and collaborative mindset concerning library
strategy, programmes, and specific services, and 4) embrace external commercial and non-commercial
partnerships. Critical to library-based publishing are principles three and four, as they encourage libraries
to (pro)actively reshape and reformulate scholarly information flows and communication(s) to facilitate
and protect future research and learning (Hazen, 2010, pp. 14-16). It is valid to argue that the evolution
of the scholarly record not only drives continuous change from outside of the institutional library setting
but also mandates libraries to realign traditional collection management ideas and services by
considering the possibilities of formal scholarly content creation. Strategic action in this direction
requires knowledgeable librarians who can establish and facilitate appropriate delivery mechanisms that

empower libraries and their users in equal measure.

Robust evidence supports the growing demand for scholarly communication services in libraries. For
example, Finlay and colleagues (2015) investigated the prevalence of relevant roles in 598 library job
advertisements posted between August 2006 and June 2014. Their research developed categories of

engagement and identified that over 35% of advertised jobs required applicants to be familiar with
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scholarly communication at the lowest level of engagement (category = Knowledge), whilst, for 13% of
jobs, scholarly communication activities were considered central to the role, including management
positions where socio-cultural and technical knowledge of scholarly communication is dominant
(category = Core) (2015, pp. 8-12). The study suggests further that scholarly communication services
manifest at varying levels of engagement in all surveyed academic libraries (2015, p. 22). Accordingly,
libraries increasingly engage with user communities and individual users who want librarians to be

competent in matters concerning scholarly communication.

This development also influences well-established library occupations, such as subject-based liaison
librarians, who must adapt by integrating scholarly communication roles and responsibilities to meet the
evolving support needs of scholars who navigate and publish scholarly works in various environments,
including analogue, hybrid, and digital-only settings. To this end, Raju (2019, p. 11) provides an
instructive map containing specific knowledge competencies regarding scholarly publishing, including,
for example, awareness of trends and issues in open science and formal and informal scholarly
communication, funder mandates and requirements, and licensing issues related to open access (OA)
(e.g., Creative Commons, etc.). This knowledge is then used to deliver library supports that connect to
the processes of research and publishing, namely creation (e.g., librarians assist with information
seeking), evaluation for quality (e.g., librarians help with identifying journals to submit manuscripts),
dissemination (e.g., librarians advise on copyright compliance), and preservation (e.g., librarians archive
publications in the institutional digital OA repository). Nurturing social knowledge through subject and
technical collaborations between librarians and scholars located in disparate settings contributes to
interrupting epistemological habits whilst also building a trust-based bridge, leading to enhanced

scholarly research outcomes and better publications.

Significantly, some academic and research libraries manage course-based journal publishing initiatives as
a critical engagement activity to develop information literacy and scholarly communication
competencies in students, while also aiming to influence the publishing behaviours of future
professional scholars (Shuttleworth, Stranack and Moore, 2019; Lippincott, 2020). Likewise, Bonn
(2014b) reflects on how library schools can meet the demands of the inside-out library by imparting
social and technical knowledge (2014b, pp. 133-144) on the curation and creation of the scholarly
record to future academic librarians, who will develop and lead diverse and different scholarly

communication supports, including discipline-specific library-based scholarly publishing services. By
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engaging in these activities, libraries and library schools innovate and continually reinvent themselves,
ensuring they remain meaningful and stimulating to their constituents, i.e., students, scholars, and

librarians.

It follows, then, that the emergence of professional or ‘serious’ journal publishing programmes in
libraries indicates a growing phenomenon characterised by collaborative-cooperative and engagement-
centric librarianship, wherein librarians participate in the entire research and publishing process. The
realisation that “faculty work with us because they want to, not because it is mandated or required”
(Kenney, 2014, p. 11) encourages library-structural risk-taking in proactive librarianship thinking and
practice. A closer look at the busy Library Publishing Coalition (LPC) job board for open library posts,
which requires applicants to “directly engage in the creation, dissemination, and/or curation of scholarly,
creative, and/or educational works,” supports this assertion (Library Publishing Coalition, 2026). Earlier
research by Zhang and Chen, (2023, p. 23) found that the American Library Association (ALA, 2026) job
list ranked scholarly-communication-related positions at number twenty out of thirty-seven advertised
job categories in LIS (library and information science). Based on this rationale and existing documented
evidence, the researcher suggests that integrating formal scholarly content creation (publishing) in
libraries is a logical next step for the inside-out library, whose mission, practices, values, and beliefs are

centred on facilitating and empowering scholarly endeavours.

2.4 Connecting the values of traditional academic librarianship to library-based journal publishing.
The 2016 Winter Issue of Library Trends (Berg and Jacobs, 2016) serves as a valuable reminder of the
importance of values informing essential conversations, service priorities, decision-making, and
problem-solving issues in the theory and practice of academic and research libraries. According to Dent
(2005), the philosophical (or intrinsic) concept of value revolves around three interconnected issues. The
first concerns which property of an object is considered ‘being of value’; the second concerns whether
that value resides in the object or in our attitude towards it; the third concerns identifying which objects
are valuable or have value. Values are the things that define the intrinsic and instrumental essence of the
library profession; accordingly, the American Library Association (ALA) identifies twelve core value
statements that ground applied librarianship. These include 1) Access, 2) Confidentiality/Privacy, 3)
Democracy, 4) Diversity, 5) Education and Lifelong Learning, 6) Intellectual Freedom, 7) The Public Good,
8) Preservation, 9) Professionalism, 10) Service, 11) Social Responsibility and 12) Sustainability (ALA,

2025; see Section B: Positions and Public Policy Statements).

27



However, Budd (2008) points to the inherent vagueness of broad sweeping value statements; for
example, the meaning of ‘public good’ depends on the definition of the term public; does it refer to
immediately identifiable library users, “the population in the library’s service area, or something else? If
it is defined as the first, then non-users may be ignored or even further isolated” (2008, pp. 45—-46).
Some commentators note that it is important to remember that without common baseline values,
librarianship does not count as a profession (Sager, 2001, p. 152). Others encourage librarians to
disagree with forcing a consensus: “the codification of values is better left to God, Jefferson, and
Ranganathan®3” (Berry, 2000, p. 6) since “values are derived externally from various worldviews and
beliefs” (Weissinger, 2003, p. 34). The researcher of this research study subscribes to the idea that the

status of overt value statements is, ultimately, contestable.

At the same time, this researcher also agrees with Cossette’s (2009, p. 56) declaration that the library's
ultimate function is to enable intellectual and academic freedom by facilitating universal access to
information. In this, it is helpful to differentiate between and conceptually merge the ideas of intellectual
and academic freedom. Academic freedom can be viewed as a political and legal right, either as a right
of all citizens in a free society or as an exclusive right to protect the professional autonomy of the
academy. Reichman (2016) unites both concepts and proposes a shared foundation of
intellectual/academic freedom, utilising the notion of higher education’s contribution to the common
good. This researcher expressly includes formal content creation in academic and research libraries as a
core library function because it contributes to enabling the common good of universal access to
published knowledge. The positioning of libraries as ‘serious’ publishers, in collaborative partnership
with cross-stakeholders (readers, authors, learned societies, commercial/non-commercial services,
university departments, etc.), may, as time progresses and library-based publishing proliferates, catalyse
a system-wide conceptual and practical realignment of scholarly publishing within the humanities and

social sciences.

After all, the academic field of library and information science sits at the nexus of the humanities and
social sciences disciplines, intersecting with applied (professional) librarianship. Foshay (1962, p. 5)
discerns that all disciplines are characterised by 1) a domain, an area of human experience, or an area of

phenomena for which the person in the discipline takes responsibility, 2) a set of rules that has to do

13 5 R. (Shiyali Ramamrita) Ranganathan (1892—1972); Indian librarian and bibliographer; founder of the Madras Library
Association (madraslibraryassociation.com).
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with how truth is established and how truth is conceived of and stated, within the discipline, and 3)

having a history that may be described and that presumably ought to be known.

The figure below illustrates the central position of ‘Library studies and informatics’ within the disciplinary

web.

CAD disciplines \\
Creative arts and

design Social sciences

Economics, Sociology,
Anthropology, Political science,
International relations,

Mixed HSS disciplines Management and business
Humanities Law, Cultural studies, studies, Finance, Accounting,
Music, Drama, International and comparative Social policy, Social work,
History of Art, History, studies, Library studies and Education, Planning,
Philosophy, Literature informatics, Linguistics Demography, Actuarial science,
studies, Modern languages | M Operational research

/Archaeology**, \

Architecture*

Geography*, Health studies, Psychology*, Information

\\\ systems*, some parts of Mathematics/statistics )
\

STEM disciplines
Sciences, Technology, Engineering, Medicine

— —
*Assumed 25% in social sciences and 75% in STEM discipline grouping. ** Assumed 50% in humanities and social sciences and 50% in STEM
disciplines.
Figure 4: The fuzzy boundaries of academic small worlds (LSE Public Policy Group, 2008, p. 16).

In essence, the academic small world of a discipline can be perceived as a way of knowing, of creating
knowledge from the perspectives of research, teaching, and the widespread sharing of newly created
knowledge through formal publication and other means. While the properties of discipline-based social
systems are determined by traditional core principles embedded in and transmitted by discourses of
socialisation (appropriation of inner nature) and production (appropriation of outer nature) (Habermas,
19883, p. 8), these can be swayed by transitional and new interpretations and approaches (Abbott, 2001,
pp. 3—33). That is, the project of establishing clear boundaries within and between one discipline and
another is ambiguous and contestable from the perspectives of how theories are perceived, how

methodologies are applied, and how manifestations of scholarly knowledge can be handled, shared and
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published. Parcelling disciplines into discrete academic fields, subjects, and practices is, consequently,

neither straightforward nor universally accepted among many scholars and librarians alike.

Being part of and within the flow of disciplinary fields means academic and research libraries (applied
librarianship) are equally motivated to share in and contribute to a values-led approach to scholarly
publishing. Living the values of equality, inclusion, and diversity (EDI) in library-based publishing (Boczar
et al., 2018, pp. 35-46) speaks to the principles of social equity and participation in higher education. In
framing this stance, the UNESCO World Report on Knowledge Societies declares that scholarly
knowledge is a public good created for the welfare of society and the global knowledge economy
(UNESCO, 2005). More recently, and in keeping with achieving the United Nations' seventeen Sustainable
Development Goals Framework (SDGs) by 2030 (United Nations, no date b; United Nations, no date c),
the International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA) seeks to generate impacts
“that demonstrate to external audiences the contribution of libraries to development in all of its
dimensions” (IFLA, 2019). Signing up to the aspirations of the UN’s SDG Publisher Compact (United
Nations, no date a) means to publicly commit to, shape and act out inclusive, equitable and sustainable
social, cultural and technical knowledge practices in scholarly publishing. Crucially, this includes the
active acquisition of content for the safeguarding and promoting of diversity in educational and research
environments. Commercial for-profit publisher signatories, by virtue of their business model, prioritise
revenue generation for economic shareholder value over reducing fundamental inequalities. In other
words, the raison d'étre of for-profit, shareholder-led scholarly publishing models runs counter to SDG 4
(‘Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all’)
and SDG 10 (‘Reduce inequality within and among countries’). Particularly, the ‘Big Five’ (RELX/Elsevier,
SAGE, Springer Nature, Taylor & Francis, and Wiley), the commercially most impactful and prominent
scholarly (journal) publishers, struggle to uphold and defend their SDG pledge (IPA, no date)
authentically as they continue to co-opt scholarship and its labour for excessive commercial gain, as

opposed to helping create a genuine level playing field in education and research communication.

In stark contrast, many contemporary libraries stand for enabling values-led creation and communication
of all forms of peer-reviewed scholarly output, including niche research with limited popular academic
appeal and limited commercial viability. For example, Devin Soper of Florida State University (FSU)
Libraries points out that Florida State Open Publishing (FSOP) (FSU, no date) provides a space for

marginalised and underrepresented scholarly work, in addition to making higher education more
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accessible and inclusive through open-access publishing (Claasen and Soper, 2023). A concrete instance
from a similarly minded library-based publisher is the interdisciplinary ‘Journal of Muslim Mental Health’,
which fills a “void in the Muslim mental health literature” (Michigan Publishing, no date). Remarkably,
the title was previously published by the commercial for-profit publisher Routledge (Taylor & Francis
Online, 2020) and is now supported and maintained by Michigan Publishing Services (University of
Michigan, 2020). While changing publishers can occur for a range of reasons, including commercial or
structural ones, enabling and maintaining access to published scholarly research in an under-
communicated field requires a values-based, inclusive publishing model. The overriding rationale is that

diversity and justice will follow where there is equity and transparency in scholarly (journal) publishing.

Cooperative-collaborative publishing services within and through the library stimulate scholars to think
about implementing incremental (or perhaps even radical) reform within the context of their own
publishing efforts and as part of critically reflective scholarly practice and library use, involving learning
from the dilemmas of experience. An essential by-product of this effort is librarians’ use of scholarly
communication pedagogy to educate themselves and others about scholarly publishing processes and
provide a forum for discussing concerns about different publishing challenges, choices, practices and
their implications. Targeted learning resources and hands-on experience professionalise librarians
(Brown et al., 2013; Educopia Institute, 2023; Keener, 2014) while competency inventories and library-
run training sessions support and educate journal editors, reviewers, scholarly authors and students

(Reed, 2023; Hoover, 2022; Roinila and Ala-Kyyny, 2022).

Although it may have become clear to the reader that the academic and research library offers a distinct
service proposition as a journal publisher (i.e., in terms of functional/practical rationale and declared
core values), questions must be asked about the veracity of what is still widely seen as a minor subfield
in competitive (and ‘serious’) journal publishing. Recent surveys by Ithaka (Blankstein and Wolff-
Eisenberg, 2019, p. 57; Blankstein, 2022, p. 62) report that the majority of scholars decide independently
on the perceived quality and symbolic status of any given journal without seeking advice from librarians
to help determine how best to publish successfully and sustainably. However, this researcher knows
from experience and anecdotal information that many scholarly authors learn retrospectively, through
engagement with librarians, how to identify and critically assess different decision variables that affect
their publishing in journals. Regardless of existing discipline-based socio-cultural knowledge about

publishing and habitus-specific practices, authors can experience confusion concerning practical and
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ethical issues in journal publishing. These include, for example, misunderstanding the conditions of
publishers’ copyright transfer agreements, struggling to identify funding sources to cover article
processing charges, or illegally sharing published work in online scholarly social networks, among other

things.

Many scholars also struggle with adopting and implementing reformist!4 publishing practices, even as
the incentive system of the traditional publishing rewards culture readjusts and shifts. Thus, to be able to
build symbolic capital and value in all publishing functions and to act as both co-certifier and co-
regulator of the journal without impinging on academic freedom and autonomy, libraries grasp the
chance of the moment and engage with scholars to co-create new social knowledge in and for publishing
at individual, institutional and system-wide levels. In other words, focusing on a values-led approach to
the journal in terms of economic affordability, equity, and inclusion, leveraging journal publishing
pedagogies, and being embedded in the institutional, academic, and disciplinary worlds empowers
libraries to influence current and future scholars and librarians to adopt a gradual reformist,

‘transformational’ stance.

2.5 Six earlier studies on libraries as journal publishers.

Based on the literature search approach outlined earlier in Section 2.2, this researcher drew on six
exemplar studies that report empirical investigations into the lived experiences and understandings of
scholars and librarians engaged in traditional and library-based publishing. The studies, listed below and
differentiated by the targeted study population, were conducted between 2012 and 2022 and employed

various methodological approaches, including surveys, individual interviews, and focus groups.

Scholarly author/editor studies:
e Ask the Editors: Assessing the Publishing Needs of Faculty Editors (Hunter et al., 2022)
e Informing library-based digital publishing: Selected findings from a survey of scholars’ needs in a

contemporary publishing environment (Senseney et al., 2019)

14 There is no such thing as progressive (publishing), only reformist (publishing). Reform(ist), in the context of this study, can
mean both attempts to improve social institutions, policies and behaviours without altering their fundamental composition,
or change (which does attempt to alter what is fundamental). However, there is uncertainty about how long a change must
persist before it becomes a new tradition (Downie, 2005). Orwell (1946) cautions about the misleading and outright
deceptive use of language: “Statements like Marshal Pétain was a true patriot, The Soviet press is the freest in the world, The
Catholic Church is opposed to persecution, are almost always made with intent to deceive. Other words used in variable
meanings, in most cases more or less dishonestly, are: class, totalitarian, science, progressive, reactionary, bourgeois,
equality” (1946, p. 6).
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e What Do Editors Want?: Assessing a Growing Library Publishing Program and Finding Creative
Solutions to Unmet Needs (Lovett and Rathemacher, 2019b)
Librarian studies:
e Academic Library-Based Publishing: A State of the Evolving Art (Moulaison-Sandy and Bially-
Mattern, 2018)
e What'’s in a Name? Exploring identity in the field of library journal publishing (Whyte Appleby et
al., 2018)

e Library Publishing Services: Strategies for Success: Final Research Report (Mullins et al., 2012)

On the surface, all six studies seemed to have sufficiently addressed the phenomena of interest to this
research — the lived experiences and understandings of participants’ situated socio-cultural knowledge
practices, needs, and contexts in library-based journal publishing. One of the studies (Whyte Appleby et
al., 2018) investigated explicitly the question of librarians’ identity involved in library-based publishing,
whereas all other studies (Hunter et al., 2022; Senseney et al., 2019; Lovett and Rathemacher, 2019;
Moulaison-Sandy and Bially-Mattern, 2018; Mullins et al., 2012) addressed questions of perceived
stakeholder needs, requirements and practices. However, the studies collectively missed the opportunity
to adequately engage with the broader evolution literature on the culture, values, and different
knowledge practices of the academic and research library (librarians) in the context of scholarly
communication and library-based scholarly journal publishing, as well as those of scholars in traditional
scholarly journal publishing. Despite providing some insight into the socialisation of librarians and
scholars into library-based publishing, theoretical and methodological limitations existed in each of the

six studies. The following summary provides a critical examination of the six studies.

Critical digest of the six studies.

Hunter et al. (2022) explored what publishing services and platform features faculty editors (i.e., scholars
with journal editorial responsibilities) in the humanities and social sciences find most valuable in their
work with commercial publishers and how satisfied they were with commercially provided publishing
support services. The survey also asked about their knowledge of alternative approaches to publishing,
including library-based publishing, and their self-perceived attitude towards engaging with these. The
study’s design was cross-sectional, involving a sample of 515 faculty editors that generated forty-four
responses (8.5%). Despite the carefully composed participant sample, evident transparency in the

selection process and personalised participant recruitment strategy, the response rate was low and
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limited to faculty editors employed by two institutions (Florida State University and University of Central
Florida). This raises questions about the sample's representativeness as part of the broader population
of scholarly journal editors. The study’s primary motivation was to develop a perception-of-importance
ranking snapshot of different publishing service types and identify related challenges as perceived by
survey respondents. In addition, the study focused broadly on gauging existing awareness of alternative
(open access) publishing models and practices without explicitly and critically juxtaposing the values and
differences of practices of library-based journal publishing with traditional/commercial publishing. That
is, there was no closer exploration of editors’ existing socio-cultural knowledge and experience from
working with volunteer-run and library-based presses, and there was no investigation into editors’ role
perceptions as part of that vis-a-vis traditional/commercial publishing. Notably, there was no
examination of how faculty editors experience scholarly journal publishing based on social theory. After
all, over 60% of faculty editors reported that they ‘likely’ or ‘very likely’ would utilise library-based
journal publishing services. Conversely, most survey respondents expressed a lack of awareness of non-
traditional (e.g. library-based) publishing, even though previous research elsewhere (see Togia and
Korobili, 2014, pp. 229-230) indicates that scholars are broadly positive towards systemic change in the

structures and processes of the scholarly journal.

In a similar study, Senseney et al. (2019) reported on the findings of a subset of questions as part of a
larger research survey undertaken by ‘Publishing Without Walls’ (PWW Research Team, 2017), which
aimed to understand the needs of humanities scholars in contemporary print and digital publishing for
developing a sustainable library-based publishing model. The original survey was disseminated broadly
to scholars across the humanities disciplines and multiple institutions. Their analysis focused on the
research themes ‘access to publishing support services’, ‘access to content’ and ‘access to audience’. The
answers identified particular challenges in digital publishing that survey respondents consider most
important (technical, editorial, and financial support) and primary motivations for getting published
(encouraging dialogue about one’s area of research interest; contributing new scholarly knowledge to
the field). However, no questions were included about expectations and experiences specific to
alternative or library-based publishing venues. Instead, by employing secondary analysis and cross-
tabulation of selected data, the researchers speculate that scholarly research with the dual aim of real-
world application and reaching a broad readership may serve as the most productive and promising
focus for library-based publishers’ acquisition strategies. Furthermore, the analysed questions

emphasise the role of technological affordances and processes in publishing but leave aside the issues of
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potential system-wide socio-cultural consequences generated by new publishing knowledge through
moving from traditional publishing to the library-based model. The result of 250 survey responses is a
good starting point for investigating alternative publishing practices, but it is too low to inform and
design comprehensive library-based publishing models in the humanities and social sciences. Like Hunter
et al. (2022), this study also does not apply a theoretical framework to describe and explain the analysis
of survey responses. This is a significant weakness if the objective is to contribute to understanding,
explaining and reducing the social and cultural boundaries embedded within contemporary mainstream

publishing models. Theory informs practice, and practice informs theory recursively.

Lovett and Rathemacher (2019b & 2019a) assessed the digital journal publishing programme at the
University of Rhode Island Libraries (URI) (URI, 2025), deploying focus-group interviews with nine editors
and assistants from five journals in the social sciences and technology fields. Overall, the study’s
participants reported being passionate about their journals, noting particularly the broader benefits of
open-access publishing to researchers individually and their disciplinary communities. This case study is
thematically pertinent in that it aims to find answers to questions that focus on interviewees’ socio-
cultural knowledge and technical-practical experiences and needs in managing and maintaining a journal
hosted by the library’s DigitalCommons@URI (URI, no date) publishing platform. Findings claim that
participants value the assistance and ongoing professional support of librarians (Lovett and
Rathemacher, 2019b, p. 283), as well as value the concrete benefit of the open access format, as it
affords the ability to connect with other scholars and communities globally (2019b, p. 284). Although the
results are insightful, the study missed the opportunity to include influences and experiences relevant to
scholarly authors who previously published in these journals. Fundamentally, the researchers did not go
beyond descriptive analysis by probing responses more deeply and drawing on socialisation theories to
ground claims and beliefs. While it is reasonable to assume that transferable knowledge and distinct
lived experiences from working with traditional publishers exist among interviewees, this was not
explored for their effects on URI’s publishing programme from both operational and strategic

perspectives.

In considering the socialisation of libraries as original content creators (publishers), Moulaison-Sandy
and Bially-Mattern (2018) analysed a survey (see Moulaison-Sandy and Le Beau, 2015), involving thirty-
three U.S. librarians at the American Library Association (ALA) 2015 midwinter forum themed on

‘Libraries as Publishers: Next Steps in Self-Publishing?’ At the time of the study, nineteen respondents
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belonged to academic and research libraries, while the remainder worked in public and special libraries.
Referring to publishing in academic and research libraries as a form of ‘self-publishing’ — a term
borrowed from people in traditional publishing to describe authors who pay all the costs of the
publishing process (editing, formatting, publication) — the researchers established that just seven of the
nineteen academic librarians worked at libraries administering a publishing programme. Of these, only
two were somewhat established in the functional-operational sense. The majority (ten) were only
curious about the idea of incorporating scholarly publishing as a core library service. Consequently, the
reported findings on socio-cultural knowledge and technical-practical considerations (e.g. cost to
hire/train staff; the nature of new publishing-related services to implement; usefulness to users (if we
build it, will they come?)) were based mainly on imagined/projected practice expectations as opposed to
actual socialisation and enculturation experiences as part of providing competitive scholarly journal
publishing services in academic life. Some academic librarians expressed concerns about symbolic
legitimacy and library-role ambiguity if library-based publishing services were to be realised vis-a-vis
customary, library-typical roles. An important finding for most librarians relates to concerns expressed
over existing knowledge gaps in the professional publishing field. However, although the researchers
presuppose and instantiate that librarians offer transferable skills and experiences required to adopt
professional publishing successfully, this has neither been effectively empirically measured nor

theoretically modelled.

Whyte Appleby et al. (2018) explored how librarians relate to their journal publishing programmes based
on the type and scope of provided publishing services. The researchers drew on previous literature and
empirical work to deconstruct and characterise observed ambiguities in the service boundaries of
‘journal publishing’ versus ‘journal hosting’ and found that perceived differences operate along a
spectrum and a tiering of work and support. They conducted eight semi-structured interviews and
surveyed sixty-seven librarian respondents to learn empirically about the socialisation and production of
library-based journal publishing and the formation of library identity. Unlike the earlier study by
Moulaison-Sandy and Bially-Mattern (2018), discussed above, this research demonstrates the challenge
of identifying, positioning and interpreting the complex work libraries do by integrating journal
publishing as a central library service. However, in doing so, the authors considered only in passing the
influences and effects of traditional library-professional practice (i.e., managing and maintaining
institutional repository services in the library setting) on librarian (re)socialisation through the uptake of

formal scholarly publishing. They also did not examine relevant self-perceptions of existing librarian

36



technical and socio-cultural knowledge of traditional scholarly journal publishing. Further, there was no
empirical assessment of the impact of scholarly authors’ interpretations in their interplay with library
structures and individual librarians delivering and providing journal-publishing services. However, in
considering semantic associations with different publishing activities and services in the library, the
researchers inadvertently link in with the broader processes and issues of librarian identity and
knowledge construction in the context of 215t-century library organisational transitioning/refocusing and
collaborative discursive learning well discussed elsewhere in the literature (see, e.g., Hansson and
Johannesson (2013) in the context of supporting scholars’ publishing, and Bolin (2023, pp. 15-25) in the
context of libraries’ refocused strategies and operations). Based on the perceptions of the study’s
librarian participants, the researchers learnt that libraries operate along a publishing continuum, which is
influenced by different types of labour required as part of a complex and fast-evolving scholarly
publishing environment. They concluded that the process of self-identification as a publisher was not
guantifiable or generalisable, thus raising new avenues for exploratory research and discovery of the

field.

Mullins et al. (2012) reported on a yearlong, multi-method study project (survey, case studies,
workshops), that assessed the professionalisation and socialisation requirements of active and aspiring
library-based publishing programmes at academic institutions of various sizes and types. A key strength
of this project was the fusion of different data collection methods and the inclusion of diverse
participant groups (library directors and practically experienced librarians). Themed workshops discussed
guestions about technology infrastructure, librarian training, library policies and collaborative knowledge
processes to obtain insight into the strategic and operational imperatives required for sustainable
publishing. Although this research yields empirical findings that can inform the planning and
implementation of publishing programmes in academic and research libraries, it does not ground these
in any constructivist social theory to understand, explain and predict publishing-related phenomena with
the view to expanding the boundaries of socio-cultural knowing and understanding therein. Notably, the
researchers established that many libraries are expected to support traditional and non-traditional
(innovative) publishing models. This means librarians must arrive equipped with corresponding and
continuously developing technical and social knowledge of scholarly journal publishing spanning

different and overlapping practice fields.
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The six empirical studies reviewed above (Hunter et al., 2022; Senseney et al., 2019; Lovett and
Rathemacher, 2019b; Moulaison-Sandy and Bially-Mattern, 2018; Whyte Appleby et al., 2018; Mullins et
al., 2012) offer instructive insight into a period of research conducted since 2012 to investigate the
experiences, understandings and perceptions of scholars and librarians of scholarly publishing services in
the library. All these studies aim to expose and elaborate on the needs and activities of scholars and
librarians involved in traditional, alternative and library-based scholarly publishing. However, none of the
studies captured perceptions of new knowledge acquisition as part of people’s back-and-forth role
movement between traditional library work (librarians), traditional publishing (scholars) and library-
based publishing (scholars and librarians). All studies have tended to focus on the overall socialisation of
librarians and scholars in the professional discourse of library-based or traditional publishing,
respectively, as opposed to sufficiently investigating the motivations, practices, experiences and values
of library-based publishing itself, including possible parallel effects on the broader institutional
publishing landscape. Only Mullins et al. (2012) considered, in passing, the converging interplay of
professional socialisation between scholars and librarians at the crossroads of traditional and library-
based publishing. There was also no coverage of scholar and librarian perceptions of their relationship
with each other during the evolution and socialisation processes from traditional to library-based
publishing practice and vice versa. Given that the attribute of collaborative collective effort towards
evolutionary reform in scholarly publishing is a presupposed condition, none of the examined studies
explored the socio-cultural knowledge dynamics between scholars and librarians in library-based
publishing. The basic supposition of all six studies reviewed is that traditional publishers dominate the
trajectory of scholarly publishing under most circumstances. Insofar as this may be true or false, the
studies did not explore the social and practical knowledge relationship between scholars and librarians
in its effect on publishing overall. This research addresses this salient gap by combining the views of

scholarly journal editors, authors, and academic librarians.

There appears to be limited attention on what scholars and librarians have learnt from their role in
library-based publishing, how they create new socio-cultural knowledge through this work and how
other agents value and use this knowledge in existing scholarly publishing settings. The studies also do
not adequately investigate or acknowledge scholars’ and librarians’ self-perceptions of the roles acquired
through the experience of library-based publishing or previous socio-cultural knowledge gained from
traditional publishing and existing librarianship practice. As Whyte Appleby and colleagues (2018) have

shown in their research, librarians struggle to ascribe a single definable role identity through their
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publishing work due to the diversity, variety and complexity of services and practices libraries provide
and are involved in. It is, therefore, worthwhile to learn more about librarians’ and scholars’ self-
perceptions of the socio-cultural knowledge stemming from their roles in and contributions to library-
based publishing. The six studies on scholars’ publishing needs and librarians’ perceptions of the
requirements for successful publishing in and through the library did not engage with these concerns

and concepts.

Beyond the earlier discussed six studies that investigated scholar and librarian engagement with library-
based publishing, Ducas, Michaud-Oystryk, and Speare (2020) conducted a census-style survey among
two hundred and five librarians working in Canadian research-intensive universities to elicit data about
traditional, new and emerging professional roles in libraries, including digital scholarship and scholarly
communication. Their findings build on earlier semi-structured interview research by Burpee and
Fernandez (2014), who established that librarians see themselves as essential service providers and
impactful leaders in the reformist evolution of scholarly communication and publishing. Although Ducas
et al. (2020) did not focus on library-based publishing per se, an important element of the authors’
rationale was the recognition that increasing numbers of academic librarians professionally engage in
scholarly communication-type roles (e.g. consultation on alternative publishing models and funder
mandates and policies), which influence change in knowledge, understanding, and practices of
publishing. The research discovered that librarians who perform both traditional (e.g. reference,
instruction, cataloguing, etc.) and new professional roles consider themselves to have more impact on
the broader academic enterprise concerning scholarly communication and supporting scholars.
However, whilst the study described confidence in librarians performing their duties and how new role
experiences affect perceptions of different ways of knowing in applied and conceptual librarianship, the
precise meaning and nature of the knowledge involved were not researched. The significance and nature

of librarian social and cultural knowledge in scholarly communication roles were assumed.

Presently, there seems to be no previous research that has examined the issue of socio-cultural
knowledge and experience in library-based scholarly journal publishing through an integrated social-
constructionist and interpretive approach involving both librarians and scholars. This study explores how
librarians and scholars describe socio-cultural knowledge and understanding acquired from their
engagement with and experience of library-based publishing. The librarian participants of this study

provide insight into their experiences and understandings as journal-publishing services providers,
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whereas scholars (authors and editors) offer their perspectives as service users. All study participants
arrived from different backgrounds and varying professional and academic seniority levels, resulting in

diverse experiences, understandings, perceptions and socio-cultural knowledge frames.

Matters arising from the empirical literature.

While reading and analysing the six empirical studies on library-based publishing needs and experiences
from the perspective of individual scholars and librarians, this researcher noticed the lack of reference to
and discussion of the broader literature on the evolution of alternative and, specifically, library-based
publishing models. Although different publishing-related socio-cultural concerns and issues, such as
metricised scholarship assessment (e.g. scholarly quality rating by proxy using the journal impact factor
(Hunter et al., 2022, pp. 11-12)) and the increasingly important challenge of economic sustainability in
non-commercial open-access publishing models (equity and comprehensive readership access (Mullins
et al., 2012, pp. 2—-3)) are raised, none of the studies gauged librarians’ and scholars’ knowledge
perspectives on non-traditional scholarly publishing projects in relation to how they may or may not
differ or realign in this regard. The studies do not delve deeper into the processes of professional
knowledge (re)socialisation in scholarly publishing, nor do they attempt to theorise this phenomenon.
Library-based journal publishing has so far been very marginally theorised and explored only by implicitly
referring to Wenger’s (1998) social learning theory of ‘communities of practice’ within a narrow subset
of existing empirical and conceptual literature (see, for example, Burpee and Fernandez (2014, p. 14)

and, more recently, Skinner (2015, p. 135)).

In addition, this research argues that the six studies do not sufficiently engage with the relevant
procedural and substantive social and cultural knowledge issues concerning the move of humanities and
social sciences scholars and librarians to library-based publishing. Much of the literature on library-based
publishing focuses on variously describing, explaining, evidencing, and justifying the perceived critical
need for success in alternative operating models of the scholarly journal. However, it is equally
important to explore the complex relationship between discourses of traditionalist (or orthodox)
publishing principles and practices, and the partially heterodox-reformist behaviour that scholars and
librarians engage in together through collaborative library-based publishing. For example, although
Whyte Appleby et al. (2018) provided an insightful investigation into the construction of librarians’ socio-
cultural identity formation in library-based journal publishing, this was done without considering the

formative influences and integral role of scholars (journal editors and authors). Given the general
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emphasis in all six studies on actors’ publishing requirements and expectations, the absence of
problematising the effects and consequences of established socio-cultural knowledge practices, norms
and values (i.e., discourses and actions) in the conditions of building alternative publishing relations is a

notable omission.

The six studies also do not effectively consider the steady push against established socio-cultural
boundaries in scholarly publishing, triggered by the inclusive nature and practice of library-based
publishing from the perspective of academic departments, the library, disciplines, methodologies,
ideology, axiology, and individuals’ changing and evolving knowledge, practice and learning behaviours.
In many ways, as sketched out earlier, academic and research library structures represent well-integrated
knowledge bases with subject and information management skills, providing research support and
scholarly publishing literacy services. Librarians (and scholars) can exercise constructive leverage and
influence through project-based librarian-scholar-student partnerships on and across campuses,
nationally and internationally. Moreover, they can encourage new knowledge creation by employing
threshold concepts pedagogy to challenge and enlarge thinking, understanding, and transform practice
in a discipline (Meyer and Land, 2003; ACRL, 2016). A threshold concept deployed in research,
scholarship, and publishing practice is akin to a passageway or portal that opens new and previously
inaccessible ways of thinking about something and whose comprehension can lead “to a transformed
internal view of subject matter, subject landscape, or even world view” (Meyer and Land, 2003, p. 412).
However, the liminal space of a threshold concept, such as library-based publishing, can also be
perceived as ‘troublesome knowledge’ that can be counter-intuitive, conceptually difficult, tacit, absurd,
or even subversive at face value (Meyer and Land, 2003, p. 413). Beyond recognising needs,
requirements and the possibilities and complexities of identity in scholarly journal publishing, this
researcher would have liked to have seen in the six studies an empirical, theoretical and discursive
perspective of how the introduction of troublesome socio-cultural knowledge affects and interferes with

both library-based and traditional scholarly journal publishing.

In turn, this raises the broader question of how distant (or abstract) the conception, pedagogy, and
authority of the contemporary library in scholarly publishing are from the socio-cultural knowledge,
perspectives, practices, and lived experiences of agents in traditional scholarly journal publishing.
Outside and inside of library-based journal publishing, examples of different approaches and practices

demonstrate transition pathways that highlight potential actions scholars can (and do) take. As critically
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engaged actors, scholars (can) recognise leadership roles and leverage points, communicate concerns
about commercial journals, engage in collective action, withdraw free peer review and editing from
commercial (for-profit) journals, support healthy publication ethics and discuss switching to ethical
publishing with journal publishers, and encourage ethically principled behaviour by focussing on
scholarship outputs, not journal reputation (Racimo et al., 2022, pp. 9-16). Equally, organised
organisational actors (e.g. library-based publishers in partnership with academic departments) can
collaborate by instituting publications oversight boards that review and approve/reject the applications
of journal editors to ensure professional, ethical and sustainable scholarly practice in publications
(Harrington and Haggarty, 2022, pp. 202-204). Scholars and librarians who endeavour to learn
collaboratively about socio-cultural knowledge of, and attitudes and practices toward, traditional and
library-based journal publishing will develop better capacities for self-empowerment and more
reflective, intentional, agentic action. Success in this may lead to structural reconfiguration, re-
alignment, or partial substitution of the social, cultural, material and economic conditions determining

the scholarly journal system.

2.6 Issues for scholars and librarians: socialisation into library-based journal publishing.

It stands to reason that the movement from traditional/commercial publishing (a familiar environment)
to publishing with libraries (an unfamiliar environment) affects the professional identity and status of
socio-cultural knowledge in scholars and librarians when navigating the expanse of both fields. Hence,
this research study aims to describe and make sense of the experiences and understandings of scholars
and librarians regarding their socio-cultural knowledge practices in library-based journal publishing.
Despite the clarity of purpose of academic and research libraries taking up formal and peer-reviewed
journal publishing, many individual scholars and librarians may struggle to identify with and commit to
the relative heterodoxy of the library-as-publisher construct. After all, library-based publishers operate in
a well-established and crowded traditional journal publishing space. For library-based publishing to
happen successfully and sustainably, new ontological and epistemological alignments must be
rationalised within the context of existing socio-cultural knowledge, behaviours, practices, and values of

the host disciplines of scholars and their places of employment (universities, research institutes, etc.).

Insofar as libraries contribute to the traditional scholarly communication system as content creators
(publishers) in their own right, Skinner (2015) perceives them as change agents, or legitimate peripheral
participants, who operate in established communities of practice (Lave and Wenger, 1991; Bourdieu,

1989). Publishing in and with academic and research libraries places both librarians and scholars as sort
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of ‘outsiders’ in a community of practice (Wenger, 2011), where their identities, legitimations, and
statuses are negotiated when engaging with the norms and expectations of traditional publishing as the
established community of practice and library-based publishing as the emerging/crossover community

of practice.

One way of considering the question of an actor’s identity therein can be through the concepts of social
(collective) representation and social positions (Campos and Lima, 2017, p. 41). Durkheim contends that
institutional structures are exteriorised social constructs (library, educational, research and scholarly
publishing systems) that impose constraints on behaviours at all levels of human activity (Riley, 2006, pp.
304-305). In contrast, negotiations of identity represent the need for individuals to understand what is
happening to them and why and what it is they are doing (Bruner, 1990). If and when librarians and
scholars engage in library-based scholarly journal publishing, they must cope with and deal with
significant changes in cross-cultural social practice as part of their moving back and forth between one
system of practice and perception (Bourdieu, 1989, p. 19) (the traditional/commercial journal publishing
environment) to another (the library-based journal publishing environment). This effort requires
continuous (re)socialising into the roles, practices, patterns and requirements of both fields to be able to
settle into an acceptable identity as part of the social norms that apply to publishing in and outside of
the library (Hahn, 2008, p. 7; Bourdieu, 1989, p. 14). It is important to emphasise that individuals do not
receive change passively; instead, they actively shape the socialisation processes and identities of
publishing (Giddens and Sutton, 2021, pp. 157-158; Klain-Gabbay and Shoham, 2019, pp. 6—9; Holzman
and Lippincott, 2019, p. 391). Put differently, theories of socialisation — or social production — help
explain the shifting dynamics between structures (one's milieu) and agency (one's personal condition)
(Jandri¢ and Hayes, 2019; Bourdieu, 1989; Hans Joas, 1987). This means that questions (and choices)
about the workings of socio-cultural structures and social agency arise for librarians and scholars when

crisscrossing the fields of traditional and library-based publishing.

Although involvement with the project of library-based publishing as part of the inside-out library can be
perceived as a potential threat to acquired stable socio-cultural knowledge practices in
traditional/commercial publishing, some scholars intuitively grasp the opportunity for new experiential
learning and acquiring embodied and cognitive knowledge (Holbrook, 2015, pp. 43-54; Thompson,
1991; Turner, 2015, p. 59). Johnston and Boczar (2019) make the case for libraries that instil embodied

publishing competencies in scholars through intersecting library-based publishing services with scholarly
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publishing literacy education. They tacitly draw on the principle of Bourdieu’s habitus of social practices
and link in with the intellectual virtue of phronesis (i.e., the practical wisdom of doing the right thing
(Breier and Ralphs, 2009, pp. 480—-481; Klamer, 2017, p. 27; Friedman, Whitworth and Brownstein,
2010)), as a rationale for scholars to gain the perceptive abilities and hexis (i.e., a political narrative,
turned into a subconsciously attained permanent state of affairs of feeling and thinking (Bourdieu,
1977a, pp. 93—-94)) necessary for reform in socio-cultural attitudes and practices in scholarly journal

publishing.

Changes in field-based social behavioural interactions and practices bring into focus the role of existing
power struggles between competing interest groups in the scholarly communication system, particularly
regarding structural constraints (e.g. restricted access to citation data and high open-access fees) and
commercial control over published academic work (McKenzie, 2019), copyright, and the wider use of
research (Ren, 2017). Thus, this research study also raises questions about existing organisational power
dynamics and seeks to contribute to identifying opportunities for librarians and scholars to achieve their
individual practical and strategic objectives through the library-based journal. The debate extends to
exploring applied scholarly communication knowledge and issues in contemporary publishing, which
takes place in a journal environment that has been in crisis for many years and is under pressure from
change, driven by a reformist (open science) research and publishing agenda. These mainly pertain to
demands for securing academic freedom, choice and transparency in the processes of research and
scholarly publishing, along with maintaining intellectual property rights for researchers in resistance to
the commercialisation of scholarly information that converts public funding into excessive private profit
(Tennant, 2018, pp. 5-6). It is in this context that Pradt Lougee (2007, pp. 326—327) asserts that libraries
(librarians) are gradually shifting from stewards of information goods to becoming collaborators and
even social catalysts for more sustainable alternative practices in scholarly publishing within interest-

based communities.

Fairclough et al. (2004) discuss in the introductory article to ‘Critical Discourse Studies’ how language use
and actions by agents may become visible as particular forms of discourse through either ideological,
rhetorical or strategic critique. Whereas ideological critique centres on the consequences of discourse on
social structures of power, rhetorical critique influences others in individual texts or conversations.
Strategies of strategic critique focus on the role of discourse as a concerted strategic device deployed by

groups of social agents to shift social systems and orient them toward specific actions and consequences
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(Fairclough et al., 2004, p. 5). In the context of the broader scholarly journal field, deliberative and,
ideally, transparent socio-cultural dialogue should reflect the competencies and tangible achievements
of real cohorts of social agents as opposed to some ideal communication situation where the “forceless
force of plausible reasons” and better argument succeed (Habermas, 1988b, pp. 102—-111). Accordingly,
in scholarly journal publishing, it is useful to draw out the tacit and yet taken-for-granted role, use, status
and effects of socio-cultural knowledge in the relationship between scholars and librarians operating
collaboratively in agile and competent academic and research library environments. This research seeks
to discover how scholars and librarians use language in the context of socio-cultural knowledge in

journal publishing and how differences and synergies in attitudes and perceptions (can) materialise.

2.7 Summary.

Divided into five parts (Sections 2.2 — 2.6), Chapter Two first identified and justified the narrative
approach used to review the literature in the context of this qualitative exploratory study. As part of this,
the search for previous literature was consciously broad and iterative by design. Search results show that
scholarly journal publishing in academic and research libraries encompasses a wide array of concerns,
ranging from debates on universal standards in and socio-cultural knowledge about journal publishing to
librarian technical skills and responsibilities, including studies on the link between the experiences and

understandings of traditional and library-based publishing among both scholars and librarians.

This researcher firstly examined the changing nature of the traditional academic and research library
from being primarily a stable aggregator and organiser of published print and electronic information
resources (the outside-in library) to becoming a 24/7 digitally networked user environment where
scholarly research collections and other institutional outputs meet library users with more complex
information needs and service expectations (the inside-out library). However, this paradigmatic change
in the library field, triggered by technological and social progress, requires librarians to become more
skilful, creative and open-minded in their approach to providing library collections and attendant
professional services. Essential for library-based publishing, if it is to rearrange scholarly publishing at
large, is a (pro)active, inclusive and collaborative practice that moves beyond risk avoidance to
incorporate cognitive and behavioural risk-taking. This assessment was followed by a discussion that led
to the recognition that creating new and partially heterodox library services (alternative, library-based
journal publishing) requires reassessing and realigning established but, ultimately, contestable library
values. As a result, this researcher suggests that the library's central role is to enable, by any means

possible, the common good of universal access to the published scholarly record. Further, since library
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and information science are a field of study that draws on and connects with many other scholarly
disciplines, they fundamentally inform the development of professional (applied) librarianship from
theoretical/conceptual and reimagined practical perspectives. This is one crucial reason academic
librarians are, and ought to be, familiar with discipline-based values, norms and practices of scholarly
communication. Consequently, it is reasonable to advance the idea — based on this study’s critical
engagement with existing literature and emerging trends — that librarians must contribute to debates on
alternative innovative and sustainable socio-cultural, economic and technical knowledge practices in
scholarly journal publishing and push for and co-implement structural reforms by working with scholars,

students, policy and rule makers, and traditional publishers in different ways.

This literature review then continued with an analysis of six previous empirical studies that investigated
various aspects of scholars’ and librarians’ practices, needs, experiences, and social knowledge in library-
based journal publishing. Lovett and Rathemacher (2019b & 2019a) used the interpretive qualitative
method of focus group interviews to demonstrate that participating journal editors and editorial
assistants value the socio-cultural knowledge of professional librarians in support of their collaborative
publishing endeavour. In assessing the responses of seventy-five librarians through a mixed-methods
approach (interview and survey), Whyte Appleby et al. (2018) learnt that the nature and scope of library-
based publishing activities influence their self-identification and knowledge constructions as publishers.
However, the processes and outcomes involved cannot be quantified or broadly generalised. Notably,
none of the six studies (nor any other studies identified as part of the broad literature search and
screening process) uses theoretical frameworks to explain and develop a deeper understanding of
library-based journal publishing. Given the growing appearance and fast-developing dynamics of the
collaborative peer-reviewed journal in academic and research libraries, this is an opportune time to
empirically and theoretically explore these troublesome socio-cultural knowledge practices that scholars

and librarians engage in.

The following Chapter Three explores and elaborates on the selected qualitative inquiry methodology, its
data collection method and the analytic approach applied in this research study. In this sense, it
endeavours to explain and justify the methodological approach and presents the model used for data

analysis. It also seeks to evaluate its applicability to this research.
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Chapter 3 — Methodology and methods.

3.1 Introduction.

This descriptive and interpretive qualitative study explores the lived experiences, perceptions and
understandings of six journal editors, six scholarly authors, and twelve academic librarians involved in
library-based journal publishing, a phenomenon increasingly proliferating and diversifying in academic
and research libraries. The traditional outside-in library represents a clearly delineated organisational
construct regarding its ascribed role and functions. It typically focuses on acquiring/licensing, organising,
and lending published information resources, including educating library users on their use. In contrast,
within the contemporary inside-out library context, library-based publishing is classified, explained and
interpreted differently depending on conceptual and practical circumstances and perceptions (see
Section 1.3 of this research report). Understanding and interpreting the knowledge practices in a
relatively nascent professional library service requires exploring the perceptions of scholars (editors and
authors) and librarians who contributed to it and were active in scholarly journal publishing at the time
of this study. This research study employed the semi-structured interview method as its primary data

collection strategy.

The first part of Chapter Three comprises three sections that outline the study's methodological design.
This was not a mere technical exercise, but rather a dialectical process informed by theory. The
researcher initially reflected on some methodological concepts and considerations in social research
(Section 3.2), followed by a description of the study’s applied methodological design and interview
approach (Section 3.3). Section 3.4 then discusses and details the underlying theoretical framework. Of
specific interest to this study were scholars and librarians who operate(ed) as social agents in the field of

library-based journal publishing.

The second part of this chapter provides an account of the research techniques used to implement and
action the methodology. To this end, Section 3.5 reflects on the nature of qualitative data and its
analysis, discussing matters of trustworthiness and rigour in qualitative inquiry. Section 3.6 describes
ethical approval and permissions, and Section 3.7 explains the recruitment of research participants. The
next Section, 3.8, presents this study’s research questions. Section 3.9 illustrates the applied data
collection method, considers the interviewer-interviewee relationship and describes the data
transcription procedure. The final Section, 3.10, first discusses the theoretical implications of data

analysis, followed by an outline of the practical approach applied to data coding, which resulted in five
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main categories and various themes (see Appendix M). Here, the researcher also provides a rationale for
using Legitimation Code Theory (LCT), focusing on the applied specialisation and semantic codes of

legitimation in selected interview extracts.

3.2 Methodological design considerations.

Research in the social sciences aims to clarify and answer questions based on sound methodology. Both
Durkheim and Weber stipulate that any such research must involve theoretical concepts and adhere to
methodological principles to explain sociological phenomena and establish logical causal relations
(Taube, 1966, p. 145). Although the research methodology landscape offers a rich tapestry of ever-
growing approaches (Clark et al., 2021), four philosophical concepts (Creswell and Poth, 2018, pp. 19—
22) are core to every research endeavour and, therefore, require clarification. These include: ‘ontology’,
which questions the nature of reality; ‘epistemology’, which asks what counts as knowledge; ‘axiology’,
which considers the principles and values of research; and ‘methodology and methods’, which identify

the conceptual and practical paths of action in research.

Similarly, Blanche and Durrheim (2014, pp. 6—7) speak of organised systems of thinking and
understanding (research paradigms) that embed the researcher within either positivist, interpretivist or
constructionist theoretical and philosophical frameworks. For example, positivist research designs draw
on the idea that the nature of reality (ontology) is externally stable and predictable, which leads the
researcher to adopt an objective epistemological stance and a rigid methodology that deploys
standardised approaches to data collection and analysis (e.g., a randomised controlled experimental
design to test the effectiveness of social media as an educational intervention, see Junco, Elavsky and

Heiberger (2013)).

This study endeavours to access and interpret the socially constructed lived experiences of scholars
(authors and journal editors) and librarians in the field of scholarly journal publishing at a particular
point in time. Specifically, it explores how individual study participants experience, perceive, understand
and interact with the social world of library-based scholarly journal publishing and what it means to
them. Thus, the qualitative interpretive perspective most closely aligns with the nature and demands of

this study.

While qualitative research designs (e.g., ethnography, grounded theory, narrative inquiry) may utilise

different data collection methods (e.g., focus groups, document analysis, interviews), they commonly
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engage in complex and constantly shifting interpretive practices (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000, p. 7). One
important reason for this is that the researcher is the primary medium for data collection and analysis
(Merriam and Grenier, 2019, p. 5), which brings advantages, such as the ability to adjust interview
guestions and to conduct a preliminary analysis of participant answers during data collection. However,
it also increases the risk of creating biases that must be identified and monitored. Matters of interest to
the purpose of this study arose from the experiences and insights reported by scholars and librarians
involved in scholarly journal publishing. Librarians have always had direct or indirect involvement with
scholarly publishing and the journal ecosystem, either as scholars, facilitators, or content curators in

academic and research libraries.

3.3 Methodology.

The response to the question of which methodology suitably fits a research study depends on the
researcher’s own worldview or epistemic positionality and the approaches through which it is possible to
learn about a social field of practice (or activity). This research seeks to uncover the experience of study
participants' perceived reality within a social sphere of activity in which they participate. Its
methodological design involves an interactive and intersubjective outlook based on the qualitative
interview method. It does not pursue distant and statistically oriented findings, facilitated by, for
example, a positivist questionnaire that uses primarily closed-ended questions and quantifiable answers.
Rather than being overly systematised and objectively detached, the researcher is a conscious and

rational co-constructor in the data collection and knowledge creation processes.

This epistemological orientation raises two fundamental questions: 1) is meaning imposed on the object
by the observer (subject), which leads to human knowledge created independently of objects in the
world (subjectivism), or 2) is meaning constructed out of the interplay between the observer (subject)
and the object (practice), which leads to contextual human knowledge and understanding (social
constructionism)? The answer to this conceptual quandary in the context of this study lies in the
understanding that its findings were shaped by the relationship between the interviewee and the
researcher, i.e., they are grounded in social interaction germane to the interpretive qualitative
methodology. Scholars and librarians are both experiencing subjects who, in the social constructionist

sense (Schwandt, 2007, pp. 197-200), deploy ontological consciousness!> on the objects and processes

15 The idealist ontological stance in qualitative research assumes that the nature of reality and lived experience are never
value-free and are instead shaped by socially constructed meanings; reality does not exist independently of our individual
experiences and beliefs.
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of scholarly journal publishing, which exist inside and outside the academic and research library. Their
experiences, understandings and perceptions in journal publishing are based on structural and
interactional social-cultural phenomena that lack substance or meaning unless they are intentionally
engaged with, reported on, and thematised in the construction of knowledge. Specifically, the meanings
of the phenomena of interest to the researcher develop from the interactions between the subjects

(scholars and librarians) and experienced practices (scholarly journal publishing).

This study adopted an integrated social-constructionist and interpretive perspective, employing the
personal interview method with selected study participants. Interpretive or phenomenological
interviewing places emphasis on detailed descriptions of specific experiences of the individual, whereas
the social constructionist method strongly values the interview as a co-productive conversation and is
less concerned with a neutral stance and consistency across interviews (King and Hugh-Jones, 2019, pp.
124-131). For this reason, this researcher proposes that this study can also be understood as an
interpretation of the individual interview between the researcher and study participant(s) if the “reality
of [first-hand] primary [lived] experience” (Lemke, Kelly and Roth, 2006, p. 83) mediated by the

interviewee is beyond the researcher's immediate grasp.

This researcher sought to discover, describe, and make sense of the observations, perceptions and lived
experiences of scholars and academic librarians involved in library-based journal publishing.
Consequently, the makeup of this study in the creation of new knowledge is not compatible with the
positivist paradigm but instead guided by and designed within the interpretivist/constructionist

epistemological tradition.

3.4 Theoretical framework.
While the previous two sections outlined the study's methodological orientation and conceptual
approach to data collection, this section examines three formal theoretical lenses used for analysing the

role of socio-cultural knowledge practices in library-based publishing.

3.4.1 Bourdieu’s theory of social practices.

Ever since Pierre Bourdieu (1977a) published his seminal theory of practice to deconstruct and
understand the sociological problem of agency and structure, it has enjoyed considerable use in various
educational and social science research settings, including scholarly communication and academic

publishing. Several conceptual terms or thinking tools, such as field, habitus and capital, are utilised to
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describe and explain the ontology and epistemology of a social world in which social human actors
(agents) are defined by their relative power positions within that space or field of practices (Bourdieu,
1985b, p. 724). A social space (field) is usually predetermined by particular social norms (rules) that
reflect its objective socio-structural constitution. As part of their overall conduct, individual agents and
collective groups of people consciously or subconsciously adopt discourses and actions in navigating
fields of social power relations, which are produced and reproduced in different situational contexts and
are based on different forms and combinations of existing power, i.e., accumulated capitals that
represent the processes within, and products of, a field. Social actors possessing specific forms of capital
occupy a more favourable field position and can usually produce more of that capital (Thomson, 2012, p.
67). Instrumental to practice is the interrelationship between habitus — people’s everyday behaviour —
and field, as well as the effects of doxa (taken-for-granted or unquestioned truths) and hysteresis

(dislocation and disruption) on both field and habitus.

The agency of individual habitus (one’s way of being or internalised interpretive framework of the social
world) functions through contextually specific and different forms of capital (economic, symbolic, social,
etc.) that people, as social actors, bring to their respective professional and personal environments.
Every social field, such as higher education and scholarly publishing, operates within the constraints and
boundaries imposed by the limitations of social structures that influence and dominate accepted cultural
practices. The formation of habitus is embodied through an individual’s actions, thoughts, and
perceptions, which are informed by acquiring various forms and sources of capital over time and brought
to action within the social structures, groups, and fields where the individual resides. As a result, habitus
accounts for individual cognitive orientations, motivations, behaviours, and experiences within fields of
social practice. When actors enter the confines of a particular social field, they must ascertain which
attributes of human behaviour are deemed legitimate. Put differently, to thrive in the competitive
contest over different sources of power (capital), people must develop a “feel for the game” (Bourdieu,
1990Db, p. 66) that is being played out within the field. The competent player receives rewards, such as
acknowledgement, influence and status, which can be considered a social ‘good’ containing intrinsic

value as part of the wider economy of field-based socio-cultural goods.

Scholarly journal publishing is a highly structured field of social relations where status openly relates to

comparisons of librarians and scholars regarding their traditional competencies, expected role

responsibilities, professional credentials, and perceptions of librarians/scholars engaged in library-based
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publishing. Yet, underneath the public manifestation of these taken-for-granted attributes identified in
librarians and scholars, knowledge in the form of intellectual, symbolic, and human capital is developed
through learning and practice in scholarly publishing. Capital and status operate within and are
exchanged in fields of scholarly publishing, thereby contributing to shaping and moulding the structures

and practices of the given field.

Maton (2006) stresses that for every knowledge structure, a knower structure also exists, i.e., social
fields reflect structures of knowledge and knowers, where certain knowledge items are considered more
legitimate than others. Legitimate knowledge is determined and regulated by those actors whose
attributes benefit from privileged understanding. The nature and quality of capital actors hold in a field
affect their recognition and position in that field. Like all social fields, library-based publishing is a field of
practice where all its actors compete for resources and status by using available and relevant sources of
capital. This study explored the role of knowledge practices and tacit knowledge capital in library-based

journal publishing from the perspective of librarians and scholars.

3.4.2 Bernstein’s theory of knowledge structures.

Bourdieu perceives a field of practices as an objectively structured space of social relations in which
agents compete over unequally distributed material and symbolic resources, namely multiple different
forms of capital. In the case of library-based publishing, this also includes status, socio-cultural power
and knowledge in academic publishing and information management. In contrast, Bernstein’s (2000;
1999a) theoretical framework of knowledge outlines how knowledge discourse structures inform
practice and are a conduit for power relations within a social field. It accounts for the reality that human
knowledge is laden with contextually relevant socio-cultural and historical associations, rather than
being reductive to purely methodologically essential statements of organised ideas and facts (Castells,
2000, p. 17; Popper, 1973, p. 29). In the Bernsteinian sense, knowledge possesses properties and powers

of its own.

Building on Durkheim’s earlier work, Bernstein posits that knowledge boundaries create structural
differences between social fields and between everyday practical (common-sense) knowledge and
theoretical/conceptual (formal) knowledge. Bernstein developed the concepts of ‘classification” and
‘framing’ to describe representations of knowledge constructs in fields of social practice, including
scholarly publishing. Classification (Bernstein, 2000, pp. 30—32) — the ‘what’ of knowledge — refers to and

examines the strength of boundaries between different categories or domains of knowledge, i.e., in our
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case, the degree to which the activities of librarians and scholars are separate from each other in the
domain of academic journal publishing. Classification interrelates with power because it determines
what matters and is important, and who and what is included or excluded. Domains of knowledge tend
to have strong knowledge classifications (that is, social divisions of labour) if the degree of knowledge
insulation (that is, the space between knowledge domains) is high. Some people suggest that the
different discourses of library and information science and traditional academic publishing may be
considered a strong social division of labour of discourse. However, changes in knowledge insulation can

lead to weaker (or stronger) knowledge classifications.

Framing (Bernstein, 2000, pp. 36—38) — the ‘how’ of knowledge — regulates the strength of knowledge-
related interactions in particular socio-epistemic contexts, as well as the locus of control over who can
select, pace, sequence and evaluate knowledge acquisition. Acts of framing refer to the ways in which
agents are controlled by decision-makers — the ‘carriers’ of power — or other power-wielding authorities
in the field, which here include libraries/librarians undertaking publishing and scholars engaging in both
library-based and traditional publishing. Knowledge framing is considered weaker where boundary
controls'® between knowledge of traditional publishing, library-based publishing and subjective
experience are loosened, as this allows agents (librarians and scholars) to develop greater control over

the processes and classifications of publishing.

The expansion of library and information science (LIS) as a multi- and interdisciplinary region’, and of
applied academic library work into (library-based) scholarly publishing (content creation) is fraught with
challenges since radical development of the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of scholarship and library practice requires
multi-level change in the interrelating relationships between agents and structures in the scholarly
publishing ecosystem (Fyfe et al., 2017; Smits and Pells, 2022). One of the difficulties for LIS and applied
academic librarianship is to agree on which singulars should anchor claims to authority and legitimacy in
the academy. Advocates of library-based publishing note that academic libraries hold essential
knowledge about disciplinary publishing norms, scholarly practices and cultures through their regular

work with academics and editors (Skinner et al., 2014), whilst at the same time, their lack of deep

16 Boundaries separate one environment (epistemic, ontological) from another. They control and separate what and who
belong, and what and who do not belong, thereby creating “categories of social actors” (Lamont and Molnar, 2002, p. 170),
including objects, concepts, and activities.

17 Disciplinary regions (Fachbereiche) involve combining disciplinary singulars that operate in fields of external practice.
Singulars represent distinctive scholarly practices and intellectual procedures, as well as introjective (unconscious) identities
embedded in specialised knowledge discourse (Bernstein, 2000, p. 52).

53



disciplinary knowledge — not being “too close to the subject” (Canty and Watkinson, 2012, p. 458) —
represents a distinct advantage in realising and sustaining scholarly publishing effectively. In this sense,
strong classification and framing within the different disciplines support the development of the region
of librarianship. In contrast, individual ways of knowing and personal ethics are considered central to the
discipline of LIS and applied librarianship. For example, subject and scholarly communication librarians
closely involve themselves with and focus on the lived experiences of scholars’ professional academic
practice and scholarly communications (the ‘knower’ perspective) (Basco, Avila and Norris, 2019).
Accordingly, the experience of applied librarianship can be very subjective and somewhat weakly framed

in Bernstein’s terminology.

These issues form the backdrop to the intertwined professional lives of scholars and librarians, both in
library and in scholarly practice within and beyond the university, and characterise the hidden features
of contemporary library-based publishing. Scholars and librarians need to navigate their way through the
complexities and choices of the scholarly publishing environment. However, librarians possess a unique
vantage point: they hold comprehensive knowledge as content curators, information managers and
content creators. Even if aspects of this knowledge are perceived as weakly framed, it still represents
knowledge regardless. The question for librarians and scholars is how to make sense of it in their
engagement with library-based and traditional forms of scholarly publishing. Fundamentally, both groups
embody the issues and debates concerning the knowledge foundations and trajectory of library-based
publishing.

3.4.3 Legitimation Code Theory: a practical theory for analysing knowledge practices in library-based
publishing.

The macro and micro perspectives of Bourdieu’s theory of practice provide a useful framework for
bringing to light crucial aspects of the social universe of scholarly publishing and specific fields of social
practice within it. However, the dynamics of capital (material and symbolic resources) and habitus (the
learned behaviours, preferences, and dispositions of actors) that shape and govern the norms of a social
field (the rules of the game) are, in the strict sense, intersecting conceptual tools. Likewise, Bernstein’s
knowledge code theory is valuable for understanding the nature, origins, and structures of knowledge
and how it is constituted and reproduced through social practice and interactions. Yet, within the context
of applied empirical research, neither Bourdieu’s nor Bernstein’s theory by itself is adequately capable of
accounting for how knowledge influences structural field conditions, as well as how agents employ day-

to-day language and practice to negotiate social action therein (more or less) successfully.
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In addition, Bourdieu and Bernstein both understand the role of knowledge as part of interactions
between social agents differently. Bourdieu conceives social fields as sites of struggle over resources and
limited available status where the dominant organisational and relational routines structure knowledge
practices, i.e., field theory thematises questions of ‘who’, ‘where’, ‘when’ and ‘how’. In contrast,
Bernstein’s code theory conceptualises that knowledge practices — the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of knowledge —
have a structuring effect on field-based knowledge structures. Strongly classified knowledge entrenches
social divisions of labour (the traditional publishing practices of the disciplines). In contrast, weaker
classified knowledge reflects knowledge of experience (the disciplines publishing in
collaborative/cooperative and egalitarian partnership with academic and research libraries). Some
scholars have discussed the opposing theoretical approaches of Bourdieu and Bernstein to structure,
agency, and knowledge. Particularly, Harker and May (1993) delineate the socio-philosophical origins of
both theories, with Bernstein adopting an essentialist/structuralist agenda (things are what they are) and
Bourdieu arguing that people and their surrounding conditions are implicitly entangled (things are what

people say they are).

Even so, Maton (2013) suggests that the inherent conceptual differences between Bernstein and
Bourdieu can be bridged by a social-realist position built on the rationale that, effectively, semantic
structures describe the workings of social fields where agents use knowledge to justify their actions and
status within the field. In this sense, knowledge is socially produced (Bourdieu) and real (Bernstein) as it
contains both social and epistemological forms of power (Maton, 2014b, pp. 9-10). To put it another
way, knowledge is an object in a social field of practice; it exposes relations of power and claims to truth

that can be assessed in their own right.

Maton (2016, p. 10) further suggests that social actors’ particular uses of language in relation to
knowledge (claims to legitimacy) embody social practices within social fields, including traditional and
library-based publishing. Interrogating the legitimacy of knowledge means asking questions about what
can be known and by whom. Agents justify their active and experiential knowledge claims, beliefs and
practices by using the language of legitimation (Maton, 2000). Such language denotes strategic attitudes
or tactics within a field of social practices and characterises the struggle over available material and

symbolic resources in the field.
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Accordingly, Maton’s (2014a) relational sociological framework of Legitimation Code Theory (LCT) builds
on Bernstein’s theory of knowledge (2000), which conceptualises the structuration and classification of
knowledge in social fields, and Bourdieu’s (1990b) field theory of practice, which operates to reveal the
social struggles over different resources and status within social fields. Maton’s LCT conceptual toolkit
(20144, p. 15) fuses aspects of both theories and aims to uncover knowledge claims based on ‘modes of
legitimation’. These modes comprise ‘epistemic relations’ between practices and discrete ontological
objects of study and ‘social relations’ between practices and their agents. In the attempt to understand
processes of social and cultural transmission and to perceive knowledge and knowledge practices, it is
important to highlight “questions of what [sic] can be legitimately described as knowledge (epistemic
relations), and who [sic] can claim to be a legitimate knower (social relations)” (Maton, 2018, p. 255). As
an empirical device, LCT endeavours to surpass the limitations of Bourdieu’s thinking tools (capital,

habitus, and field) and Bernstein’s classification and framing of knowledge.

Legitimation Code Theory (LCT) enabled this researcher to analyse and conceptualise orientations to
knowledge practices in the social field(s) of scholarly publishing, both inside and outside the academic

and research library.

3.5 The contentious nature of qualitative data and its analysis: natural versus contrived data.
Collecting empirical data requires the researcher to identify data types and analysis methods that fit the
methodological philosophy and practical orientation of the research question(s) (see Section 3.8).
Existing literature, such as that by Wodak and Meyer (2009) on the role of language in structuring social
power, and by Speer (2008) on natural versus contrived data, illustrate the ongoing debates and contests
over different versions of qualitative research. The question of whether to adopt a critical or interpretive
approach to qualitative analysis, and what type of data to use, inevitably also affects the methodological

makeup of this research. What follows is a concise examination of the main concepts.

Speer (2008, pp. 290-291) differentiates between naturally occurring and researcher-provoked data.
Natural data in qualitative research refer to ‘uncontaminated’ life-as-it-happens data (e.g., the
researcher passively observes and describes naturally occurring conversational interactions in the world
of research participants), whereas research interviews (or surveys and focus groups) are perceived to
generate interactionally contrived data, which is ‘contaminated’ by pre-designed researcher
intervention. Potter and Hepburn (2005) argue that interviews are saturated with social categories and

agendas along which participants and researchers orient themselves in managed interactions where
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issues of stake and interest take centre stage. Accordingly, they perceive the interview method as of
lesser value when compared to observational methods. Schegloff (cited in Sacks, 1995, pp. Xxx—xxxii)
points out that Sacks also supports this view, stating that sociological data is best derived from naturally
occurring settings, as opposed to from imaginary conjecture and recalled past experience, to be
ontologically stable and empirically grounded. The central suggestion is that most interviewers (and
most forms of interviewing) claim to be somehow able to retrieve the impossible-to-observe inner world

of the research participant.

However, past and present experiences jointly establish perceptions of socio-cultural norms and
circumstances and inform manifestations of personal-subjective truth. The challenge is that collected
interview data do not simply provide descriptions of actions and motivations, but are socially
constructed epistemologies and realities based on intersubjective input and interpretations. As a result,

the researcher will always only be able to access and evaluate incomplete knowledge and truths.

Despite the oft-cited shortcomings of data generated by interview methods, Smith, Hollway and Mishler
(2005) formulate a critical response to Potter and Hepburn (2005), which this researcher has condensed

below.

= While Smith (2005, pp. 309—-311) agrees that existing interview practices can always be improved, he
differs on the recommendation that interactional features (silences, laughter, reported private
thoughts) should regularly be accounted for in the transcription process, even if they are not topical
to the study. He argues that doing so would prime the reader to a particular way of reading and
interpretation. Instead, the research approach and the research question(s) should inform the nature
of transcription. Smith further agrees that interviewing is difficult to do well, but disagrees that more
emphasis should be placed on naturalistic data collection as a result. Again, it is the nature of the
research question(s) that determines the data type, and in this, the interview approach can be

effective for a critical exploration of individual experience.

= Hollway (2005, pp. 312—-314) concurs that the complex character of subjectivity in the epistemology
of interactional interviewing must be taken more seriously by the qualitative researcher. She
emphasises that richly described but short transcription extracts can never adequately account for

the continuous dynamic of the full interview encounter and its analytical needs. Instead, selected
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participant extracts (bits of evidence and counterevidence) connect to the larger whole of the
discursive-interview narrative, contributing to the researcher’s sense-making process and must be
embedded in theoretically rigorous arguments. Hollway (2005) perceives issues of stake and interest
as natural aspects in the research interview, which should be embraced as such. She contends that

nothing can substitute for trust in a well-trained and continuously improving qualitative researcher.

=  Mishler (2005, pp. 315—-318) critiques that Potter’s and Hepburn’s (2005) undervaluing of interview
data is grounded in a positivist reliance on direct access to ‘hard data’ and distrust of intuitive modes
of observation; idealisation, intervention (via the interview schedule) and the interpretation of
gualitative data ought to be viewed with suspicion. However, Mishler (2005) states that interviewing
is a “complex and diverse domain” (2005, p. 318) of research practice in understanding people’s lived
experiences. Improving, rather than avoiding, interviewing through reflective and reflexive praxis

should lead to a deeper understanding of how individuals construct their lifeworlds.

This researcher acknowledges and concurs with Smith’s, Hollway’s and Mishler’s (2005) critique of

Potter’s and Hepburn’s (2005) perception of the interview as a data collection technique.

This research methodology aims to capture and examine the practices and lived experiences of the
study’s participants. To achieve this, trust in each participant's willingness to offer honest insights into
their social world, and the researcher's capacity to develop a reflective understanding and new
knowledge are essential prerequisites. Despite the risks associated with the semi-structured qualitative
interview method, scholars’ and librarians’ communicated experiences and perceptions constitute the

primary data source.

3.5.1 Ensuring trustworthiness and rigour in the quality of qualitative research.

The epistemological foundation for creating meaning in qualitative research differs from that in
guantitative research. For this reason, commentators such as Guba (1981) developed four alternative
and widely applied assessment criteria based on a naturalistic treatment of ‘trustworthiness’ in the
processes and findings of qualitative inquiry. Questions of trustworthiness address the issues of
credibility (are findings plausible?), transferability (are findings context-relevant?), dependability (are
findings stable?) and confirmability (are findings objective?). Thomas and Magilvy (2011) state that a

research study is rigorous (trustworthy) if reported findings are dependable (reliable in quantitative
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terms) and reflective of the research context, with Walsh (2012, pp. 1-2) qualifying that data analysis in

interpretive phenomenological research produces multiple realities of relational lived experience.

Against the backdrop of existing evaluation measures, Yardley (2000) provides a practical and useful set
of four criteria for assessing the integrity of qualitative research. They include 1) sensitivity to context, 2)
commitment and rigour, 3) transparency and coherence and 4) impact/importance. Sensitivity to context
relates to the researcher being aware of relevant previous conceptual and empirical research literature
and their interpretation. This also includes the ability to engage with research participants responsibly
and ethically and be aware of and sensitive to their situational context concerning the research and its
data collection process. The inclusion of verbatim interview extracts in the findings and discussion
chapters serves to evidence this sensitivity. Commitment and rigour should be visible in the sampling
design and recruitment of participants. Each interview should focus on the individual participant and the
collected data. All interview data must be rigorously analysed following a documented procedure that
guides the researcher in describing, interpreting, and discussing findings with the support of illustrative
participant extracts. Transparency and coherence are accomplished by explaining the purpose and
rationale of the research and describing the selection and recruitment of participants. Coherence is
achieved by identifying, interpreting, and tying findings to the theoretical frame and existing literature.

The questions of impact and importance refer to the theoretical and applied relevance of the research.

Library-based journal publishing is a relatively recent phenomenon whose socio-cultural, technical, and
practical impacts are still unfolding. This research holds promise in aiding the development of scholarly
journal publishing in the academic and research library, and the researcher is confident that it fulfils the

above-mentioned evaluation criteria.

3.6 Ethical approval and permissions.

This research study obtained ethical approval (see Appendix A) from the DCU Research Ethics Committee
(DCU, no date). Prior to initiating data collection, all participants were fully informed of the study's
background, nature, purpose, and modus operandi through plain-language information sheets
(Appendix B: author; Appendix C: editor; Appendix D: librarian) and consent forms (Appendix E: author;
Appendix F: editor; Appendix G: librarian), which were sent via email. This study asks participants to
report on their experiences and perceptions of publishing in and being involved with journals published

by academic and research libraries. Journal-based content creation within library systems is a fast-
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developing and growing activity, and this study seeks to learn about first-hand experiences to inform

practice.

Each research participant voluntarily agreed to share their experience and knowledge before individual
interviews commenced. Interviewees could opt out at any time before and during the interview.
Additionally, information sheets and the issue of explicit consent were reviewed with participants at the

beginning of the interview.

3.7 Participant recruitment.

The primary sources of data for this research were interviews with twenty-four individuals,
encompassing three distinct participant groups: 1) six library-based journal editors, 2) six scholarly
authors who had previously published in both traditional and library-published journals, and 3) twelve
academic librarians providing publishing services for their library’s suite of academic journals. At the
time of the interviews, all participants were at different stages in their respective academic and
professional library careers. This dynamic was intentionally sought and influenced the nature and
direction of each interview; however, it also yielded in-depth qualitative data, offering a broad range of
lived-experience accounts along with different ontological and epistemological assumptions regarding

the realm of scholarly journal publishing.

The researcher initially employed a convenience sampling approach and later developed a purposeful
snowball sampling strategy to effectively seek and access a diverse and information-rich group of
individual scholars and librarians, tailored to the unique intent of this study (Etikan, Musa and Alkassim,
2016; Patton, 1990, p. 230). Qualitative studies using the interview method do not customarily aim to
generalise findings to the wider population, meaning the ideal number of participants is initially
undeterminable and dependent on data saturation (Guest, Bunce and Johnson, 2006). This study chose a
substantive sample size of twenty-four motivated and information-rich participants, leading to

meaningful insights and identification of the workings of the different participant groups.

The first group (group 1) consisted of six library-based journal editors who oversee their journal’s policies
and proceedings, taking overall editorial responsibility for submissions and published content. They also
communicate with journal personnel (authors, reviewers, editors) and librarians (the publisher). The
inclusion criteria for entering this group were scholars who are academic faculty members and have

previously published in traditional and library-based publications.
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The criteria for the second group (group 2) were journal authors who are members of a humanities and
social sciences faculty and are either at the early, mid, or late stage of their academic careers. All
participants were research-active, regularly published in traditional journals, and contributed peer-

reviewed scholarly work to at least one library-based journal at the time of the interviews.

The third participant group (group 3) included professionally qualified career librarians across all career
levels. They could focus exclusively on providing journal publishing services or combine this role with

traditional academic library functions.

The first step of the recruitment process involved screening the online Library Publishing Directory (LPC
and Educopia Institute, 2025) to identify and isolate relevant library-based publishers and journal
publications. Each entry in the index characterises the nature and scope of the registered library-based
publishing programme, providing information on structural organisation and partners, publishing
activities and disciplinary specialities. As part of the second step, the researcher first emailed selected
publisher contacts to ascertain their interest in participating in the study and to seek their advice in
identifying potential interview partners (librarians, editors) (Appendix H: invitation email library-based
publisher). In most instances, the first contact was already a group-3 member (librarian). All library
contacts suggested journal editors (group 1) as potential interview candidates and, in many cases,
directly introduced the researcher to potential editor participants. This researcher independently
screened the academic profiles of library-based journal editors (group 1) and authors (group 2) and
invited them by email to participate in this study (Appendix I: invitation email author). The following

diagram illustrates the applied recruitment process.
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Librarians (group 3)

- eMail invitation (Appendix H)

- plain language statement (Appendix D)
- consent form (Appendix G)

Editors (group 1) Authors (group 2)

- eMail invitations were individualised - eMail invitation (Appendix J)

- plain language statement (Appendix C) - plain language statement (Appendix B) |—|
- consent form (Appendix F) - consent form (Appendix E)

l

eMail invitation sent to potential
group-1/-2/-3 participants

' Follow-up eMail

l

[Check for representation of participant proﬁle‘b

I

l‘ lScheduIe and conduct interviews}

Figure 5: Participant recruitment process.

All potential research participants were required to agree to the study’s requirements and must be

willing and able to participate in the scheduled online Zoom interview at the agreed-upon date and time.

3.8 Research questions.

This research aims to explore and develop an understanding of the lived experiences of a purposeful
sample of scholarly authors, journal editors, and librarians who were active in traditional and library-

based journal publishing at the time of this research study.

The main research question frames this investigation as follows:
What are the experiences and understandings of authors, editors and librarians in relation to library-

based scholarly journal publishing?
Two sub-questions operationalise the main research question:

1. How do study participants understand and negotiate their socio-cultural experiences and knowledge

of scholarly journal publishing?
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2. How do study participants’ motivations of needs, practices, and values inform and decide behaviours

in library-based scholarly journal publishing?

While each participant will individually reflect on their unique experiences and perceptions, these

research questions support the researcher in streamlining the exploration of library-based publishing.

3.9 Data collection method.

This study conducted single interviews synchronously online, via Zoom, in an open-ended conversational
style with twenty-four scholar and librarian participants, lasting, in most cases, between forty-five
minutes and one hour. The key strength of online interviewing is the ability to be independent of time
and geographic constraints, thus affording flexibility and convenience to all research participants
(Archibald et al., 2019). Possible risks of this research included the possibility of confidentiality being
compromised and technological breakdown. However, both issues were considered by the researcher

and the institutional ethics review board.

Interviewing for research purposes is a well-established and systematic data collection technique that
contains structure, focus and purpose (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009). It is also an interactive activity that
results in socially constructed knowledge, while also allowing the researcher to learn from respondents
those things that cannot be observed directly (Patton, 2015, p. 426). Within the social constructionist
frame, knowing emerges during socially negotiated processes in the collaborative interview that are
historically and culturally framed. This means that each interview participant not only actively and
intentionally creates knowledge but is also responsible for that knowledge during the interview (Koro-
Ljungberg, 2008, p. 430). | conducted each interview encounter using a semi-structured interview
schedule with up to eight primary open questions (Appendix J: editor/author interview schedule;
Appendix K: librarian interview schedule), designed for each participant group to guide the conversation.
Topical questions included additional question/conversation prompts that the researcher drew upon (or
not) as required and as part of the unfolding conversation. Although pre-prepared questions offer
directional paths in the conversation, it is important to remain open to leads developed by the
interviewees and rephrase questions for clarity to obtain adequate answers. This may also result in the
researcher not asking certain questions after all, and disrupting the order of questions. By combining
open-ended questions with attentive listening, participants are encouraged to mediate a free narrative
of their individual lived experiences, whereas prompts serve to delve deeper in a more targeted and

demanding fashion.
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All interviewees provided self-described professional demographic information regarding their academic
careers and statuses. Three of the twelve scholar participants were at the early stage of their academic
career, six were at the mid stage, and three were at the late stage (see Table 1: Profile of scholar
participants in Section 4.2). Conversely, two of the twelve librarian participants were at the early stage,
nine were at the mid stage, and one was at the late stage of their career (see Table 2: Profile of librarian
participants in 4.2). The two early-career librarians were new to the concept and practice of library-
based publishing: they were in early-learning mode and held limited responsibility as members of their
library’s publishing team. In contrast, all other librarian interviewees had strategic input and decision-

making power at the time of interviewing.

At the beginning of each interview, the researcher first reintroduced himself and restated the purpose of
the research. He then reviewed the plain-language statement to address any questions or concerns and
reminded interviewees that the conversation would be recorded confidentially and stored securely.
Given the open and flexible nature of the interview, participants would sometimes jump ahead or return
to issues already covered. They would, on occasion, digress and introduce seemingly unrelated issues
that were less pertinent to the inquiry. It was, therefore, important for the researcher to focus on how
interviewees experience and articulate meaning in terms of ‘what’ they speak of and ‘how’ they speak of
it. That is, this interviewer had to account for the idiosyncratic characteristics of each interviewee by
adjusting conversational tactics and techniques to maintain focus and flow in the interview. For example,
| nudged the interviewee to return to the topic, gently intervened to prevent broad generalisations or
adopted a deliberate naiveté to encourage the constructivist frame. To inspire interviewees to speak
freely and create a sense of comfort, | emphasised from the outset that there were no right or wrong

answers to any of the interview questions.

Approaching the interview process with an open mind and an encouraging manner helped me develop
confidence and become more fluent with each consecutive interview. | began to recognise issues
interviewees considered important to the aims and broader context of the research. | used this
information to evolve the interview schedule iteratively, as particular topics were raised in earlier

participant interviews.

3.9.1 Interactional dynamics in the interviewer-interviewee relationship.
This researcher is conscious of his professional embeddedness in the academic library and scholarly

publishing fields. It would, therefore, be remiss not to acknowledge and consider the possibility of
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potential power dynamics playing out during the interpretivist/constructionist research interview and
their effects on the nature of the collected data. Employing the strategy of self-disclosure by answering
guestions and sharing experiences and attitudes on behalf of the researcher served to mitigate
situational discomfort and encouraged respondents to open up to the interview process (Reinharz and
Chase, 2003, pp. 79-80). Crucially, | self-identified and self-declared myself as a novice researcher (Chen,
2014) who holds some, but not comprehensive, knowledge of the concepts and practices of academic
research. This researcher began each interview encounter by describing his role in the academic and

research library field and his interest in scholarly publishing.

Even so, the traditional interview format (Brinkmann, 2012, pp. 85—86) can be seen as assigning
asymmetrical dominance and power to the interviewer, who, due to their knowledge interests, directs
and controls the conversational flow by asking questions and receiving answers from the respondent
(Holstein and Gubrium, 2003, p. 4). Frequently, the interviewer arrives with a set research agenda and
choreographs the conversation; interviewees expect to provide answers to scripted questions and may
also want to be seen to please the researcher in constructing the shared situational experience. Kvale
(2006) explains that no one approach to interviewing will ever be a harmonious quest for consensus due
to its instrumental and confronting nature. However, this researcher disagrees with this notion because
interactive semi-structured conversations differ in their methodology from structured (traditional)
interviews and focus groups (Corbin and Morse, 2003, pp. 338—344). Using the Socratic interview style
provides opportunities to balance power dynamics between the researcher and the respondent in the
social process of co-constructing knowledge and meaning. Interviewees can contribute to shaping the
direction of the dialectic conversation, and interviewers can respond through active listening and
guestioning. It is in this way — through viewpoints and accounts of habitus and ‘social experiences’
(Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992, pp. 132-135) — that individual knowledge-creators contribute to

contextualised knowledge.
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3.9.2 Data transcription.
The researcher transcribed all interviews using OTranscribe (Bentley, no date) and Microsoft Word.
OTranscribe enables researchers to transcribe audio recordings securely and confidently with the help of

variable playback speeds.

Similar to the craft of interviewing, transcribing interview data is not framed by strict methods or rule-
governed steps but is instead informed by the context of the study and the choices made by the
individual researcher (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009, pp. 17 & 180-181). The researcher transcribed all
interviews to maintain a consistent written construction of the oral form. Undertaking firsthand
transcription initiated the interpretive analysis process and enabled learning about my interviewing
style. | could relive the interview situation from a social interaction perspective, which further aided the
analysis of the meaning of what was said. | used the member-checking method to ensure authenticity,
credibility, and trustworthiness in the transcription process by asking interviewees to review the
transcript for accuracy. Participants were encouraged to edit their transcripts, noting any omissions or
additions. The researcher replaced the real names of all participants with pseudonyms to protect their

privacy and ensure anonymity.

3.10 Data analysis.

Data analysis in qualitative inquiry means systematically interrogating collected data to uncover
meaning. The analytic process requires the researcher to organise and examine this data to reveal
patterns, discover relationships and develop explanations that lead to interpretation, critique, and
rational inference (Hatch, 2023, p. 186). Furthermore, emerging themes give shape to initially shapeless
phenomena that researchers encounter during the data collection process and are trying to make sense
of (van Manen, 2016, p. 88). The researcher of this research study combined the approaches of
organising and interpreting data to develop a holistic/constructionist understanding of scholars’ and

librarians’ involvement in library-based publishing.

Researchers often generate words or short phrases to categorise language-based data, such as interview
transcripts. These meaning units symbolise and connect related and similar portions of text. The process
involved is described as reflecting or coding (Vogt et al., 2014, p. 13), which means recognising,
interpreting, and translating transcribed words, sentences, or paragraphs relevant to the research.

Saldana (2021, pp. 361-376) classifies a range of available coding methods. The sheer volume of
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potential approaches and their nuances signals to the novice researcher that coding primary data is a

complex and demanding undertaking.

In addition, while this research obtained a largely internal (insider) understanding of the social and
cultural context of library-based journal publishing, it applied a mixed approach to the heuristic
generation of different codes and organised themes. This is due to the exploratory nature of the research
guestions, which required and prompted the researcher to employ both data- and concept-driven
processes in analysing the interview transcripts. The data-driven (inductive) approach exclusively draws
on raw interview data to generate concepts and themes (Thomas, 2006, p. 238). Codes are produced as
concepts unfold through close reading of transcribed interview-text segments and as they speak to the
research questions (Bradley, Curry and Devers, 2007). The researcher of this study recursively moved
between data analysis and existing literature to derive meaning from emerging concepts and to obtain
the most interesting empirical and theoretical knowledge. In contrast, the concept-driven (deductive)
approach always bases analysis on preexisting literature and theory (Gale et al., 2013, p. 3). It utilises
what Saldafia (2021) refers to as a “start list” (2021, p. 40) of codes — an organising framework of themes
grounded in previous information, such as prior research, logic, theory or interview questions (Schreier,
2014, p. 176) — generated before fieldwork begins and employed in anticipation that certain core

concepts will be found in the data.

Although I initially began with a deductive set of codes based on the literature and the interview
guestion guides, it was essential for me to maintain an open mind throughout the analysis phase and
develop original codes generated from interpreting the accounts of unique library-based publishing
experiences and perceptions offered by all participants, as contained within the transcribed interviews.
Research usually begins with some knowledge about what may be discovered, but the researcher must
always be open to original “constructions of knowledge about the human condition” within the field of
inquiry (Saldafa, 2021, p. 41). Precisely because the processes of inductive and deductive data analysis
co-exist in a complementary and dialectical relationship, they are particularly suitable for the

interpretivist and social constructionist research approach.

3.1.1 Data coding.
The primary target of this research was semantic and thematic analysis, which involves the explication of
meaning through understanding and interpreting participants’ experiences, insights and viewpoints

contained in the interview data. Hence, as a first step, | sought to organise and structure the raw data
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using the deductive-inductive analytic approach. This was done by simultaneously listening to and
reading the interview transcripts several times in combination with the interview guides. The activity
revealed the following recurring conversation topics/categories: 1) path into academia/library-based
publishing, 2) interaction between librarians and scholars, 3) experience of traditional scholarly journal
publishing, 4) experience of library-based journal publishing, and 5) role as scholar/librarian. As a second
step, | created representational codes (words or phrases that explicitly describe the interview data),
followed by developing interpretational codes and themes (phrases or sentences that describe more

subtle and abstract patterns, processes, and concepts).

Rather than attempting to set aside (i.e. “bracket” (Tufford and Newman, 2012, pp. 83—84)) my own
understanding and conceptions of library-based scholarly publishing as part of the lived experience of
scholarly journal publishing, and acknowledging that qualitative data analysis is an act of intellectual
interpretation, | sequentially applied Watts's (2014) first-person and third-person coding systems to

make sense of the interview data. The diagram below illustrates the approach conceptually.

s real and particular

N

WHAT
is the participant talking
about (first-person
perspective)

HOW
is the particpant understanding or constructing
what they are talking about (first-person
perspective)

DISCUSSION
focus on relevant literature and theory (third-person perspective)

v

&— abstract and general

Figure 6: Dialectical stages of the data analysis process.

Coding through the first-person lens attempts to capture the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of study participants’
idiographic experiences, insights, and understandings. The researcher applies descriptive what-codes to
describe discrete issues and topics that participants speak about in the interview data. This is followed

by interpretive how-coding to illuminate constructions of understanding about the same issues and
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topics. Watts (2014) explains that first-person coding represents the first act of interpretation from the
perspective of the study participant as it aims at structuring and making “explicit [sic] the perceived
nature of the thing being understood” (2014, p. 14). Outside of exploring and interpreting phenomena
related to library-based journal publishing, the conversational-style interviews collected life story data
and discursively engaged with what it means to be a librarian who provides library-based publishing
services or a scholar who contributes to the library-based journal as an editor or author. This information

was also inserted into the analysis process.

The following three coding examples illustrate the first-person coding system (or perspective) applied to

the interview data.

‘What’ does the participant talk about? | ‘How’ does the participant talk about it?

University expectation(s) Frustration over perceived limited agency in
publishing choice.

Knowledge collaboration Learning took place through interaction with a
librarian.

Rationale for journal choice Journal status and/or prestige are/are not important
to me.

Table 3: Coding examples.

Appendix L includes a sample of coded interview extracts to illustrate how the interpretive process was

employed.

Computer-assisted (or aided) qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS) supports the analyst in
organising raw qualitative data and selecting and coding meaning units (Coffey, Beverley and Paul, 1996).
However, the processes and subsequent outcomes are not only based on a device designed with a
positivistic orientation towards the social and natural worlds, but may also encourage code overload,
which in turn can lead to confusion at the point of data synthesis when categories, concepts, and themes
are created (Roberts and Wilson, 2002). For these reasons, the researcher agrees with Watts (2014, p. 3
& p.5) that a deliberately non-technical approach to coding best serves the creative analytic process
when analysing social phenomena and interactions articulated through the medium of language and
captured by qualitative research techniques rooted in the social constructionist/interpretivist tradition.

Accordingly, the researcher decided not to utilise a CAQDAS solution to evaluate and code the collected
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interview data but instead applied a non-technicist paper-and-pencil-based approach, the result of

which led to the development of twenty-nine topic themes (phenomena) mapped out in Appendix M.

On capturing the participants’ first-person experiences and perspectives, the researcher returns to the
now thematically organised data and adopts a third-person interpretive-analytic stance. This initially
involves exploring and perceiving the data from the analyst’s perspective, as well as considering the
requirements of the research questions and aims. Text segments are screened to identify where
participants explain and interpret their attitudes, perceptions, motivations, actions, and lived
experiences. In addition to questioning or supporting the literature, interview extracts that reveal
something distinct and thought-provoking about a theme are included in the final analysis. This process
also involves drawing on the earlier discussed theoretical frameworks of Bourdieu’s theory of social

practices and Bernstein’s theory of knowledge structures in Section 3.4.

Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory (LCT) comes with theoretical and empirical tools that enable analysis
and explanation of knowledge and knower practices in relational social fields, such as traditional and
library-based scholarly journal publishing. In this research study, two analytic dimensions of LCT are

applied to the data: ' Specialisation’ and ‘Semantics’.

The Specialisation dimension.

In LCT, specialisation codes of legitimation make explicit the idea that all practices and beliefs are
oriented towards something (the object) and by someone (the subject) (Maton, 2014a, pp. 29-33).
Epistemic relations (ER) emphasise the dimension between practices and their ‘object’ or focus, while
social relations (SR) emphasise the dimension between practices and their ‘subject’ or focus. Each
relation contains independently varying levels of strength in classification (+/— C) (i.e. the boundaries
‘between’ social field contexts or categories) and framing (+/—F) (i.e. the locus of control ‘within’ social
field contexts or categories) that affect the formation of specific specialisation codes (i.e. knowledge

codes, knower codes, elite codes, and relativist codes).
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The table below classifies the features of each specialisation code.

‘Knowledge codes’ = ER (+C, +F); SR (—C, —F) | ownership and control of specialised
knowledge, skills, contexts or objects
determine the achievement of legitimacy,
whereas actors’ characteristics and
attitudes are less significant

‘Knower codes’ = SR (+C, +F); ER (—C, —F) actors’ characteristics and attitudes
determine the achievement of legitimacy,
whereas ownership and control of
specialised knowledge, skills, contexts or
objects are less significant

‘Elite codes’ = ER (+C, +F); SR (+C, +F) achievement of legitimacy rests in
ownership and control of specialised
knowledge, as well as being the ‘right kind’
of knower

‘Relativist codes’ = ER (—C, —F); SR (-C, —F) achievement of legitimacy is neither
determined by specialised knowledge nor
knower characteristics and attitudes
(practically everything is possible)

Table 4: Specialisation codes (composition and content of table informed by Maton and colleagues (2008, pp. 97-98; 2016, p. 13; 2014a,
pp. 29-33)).

Epistemic relations identify ‘what’ can be legitimately described as knowledge (or ‘truth’). An example is
the curation, acquisition, and making available of closed-access subscription and hybrid journals by the
academic and research library to library users. The specialised knowledge required to perform these
tasks comes from comprehensive training in applied librarianship, experience and expertise in
negotiating traditional/commercial publisher and vendor conditions, and through the academic
discipline of library studies and information management (also known as library and information science
(LIS), library science (LS), or information science (IS)). Knowledge of this kind is characterised by
relatively strong classification and framing of epistemic relations, whilst measures of social relations are

less important.

Conversely, social relations identify ‘who’ can claim to be a legitimate knower. An example of this is the
practices of scholarly editors who partner with academic libraries to publish open-access journals in the
humanities and social sciences. Here, the attributes of the scholar — being critically interrogative of

distinct disciplinary conventions and norms relating to forms and practices of scholarly journal

71



publishing; being committed to problematising socio-structural boundaries in the journal and the
publisher; and being open to learning with and from academic librarians — are emphasised as measures
of legitimation that are associated with strong classification and framing of social relations and weaker
classification and framing of epistemic relations. Social relations are based on the individual subject’s
natural, cultivated or socially based disposition towards a knowledge practice. Accordingly, for many
scholarly editors and (some) authors involved in library-published journals, the emphasis is on the
knower mode, where social relations to knowledge are marked by relatively strong classification and

framing.

The Semantic dimension.

Practices in the scholarly journal are subject to semantic structures that fluctuate in intensity and can be
analysed using semantic codes of legitimation. Paraphrasing the words of Maton et al. (2016, pp. 15-16),
semantic gravity represents the degree of meaning of a specific social practice or symbolic idea in
relation to its applied context. Meanings may denote different things, including “formal definitions,
empirical descriptions, feelings, political sensibilities, taste, values, morals, affiliations, etc.” (Maton,
2013, p. 11). The stronger the semantic gravity, the more meaning is dependent on context. In contrast,
the weaker the semantic gravity, the less meaning is context dependent. In other words, semantic gravity
operates on a dynamic continuum of weaker or stronger strengths wherein the meaning of practices and
ideas becomes less or more abstract, respectively. In contrast, semantic density represents the degree of

condensation of meaning within a specific practice or idea. The stronger the presence of semantic

density, the more meaning is condensed within a practice or idea; the weaker the presence of semantic

density, the fewer meanings are condensed within a practice or idea.

Reconnecting to the two examples used earlier in the specialisation dimension, library-specific
knowledge processes that enable open access to closed-access and hybrid journals involve stronger
semantic density, as these usually involve technical terms and practices, whose meanings are heavily
condensed and complex. They also exhibit weaker semantic gravity because terminology and practices
travel across most academic and research library systems and traditional/commercial publishers.
Conversely, the critical questioning of the status quo of scholarly journal publishing within the academy
by growing numbers of journal editors, authors and librarians is marked by stronger semantic gravity and
weaker semantic density because meaning strongly depends on the context of scholars’ institutional and

disciplinary expectations and conditions.
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3.11 Summary.

This chapter has discussed and outlined the logical and logistical approach used to explore scholars' and
librarians' social and cultural knowledge practices in library-based journal publishing. It demonstrates
how integrating a discursive social-constructionist approach, with its focus on the importance of social
context and intersubjectivity, is an appropriate method for meeting the aims and objectives of this study
from both epistemological and ontological perspectives. Knowledge structures were interrogated
through the social realist lens, using a fusion of Bourdieu’s theory of social practices, Bernstein’s theory
of knowledge structures, and Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory. This researcher provided a detailed
description of how the data were collected and analysed, and included demonstrative data analysis
examples (Appendix L) to evidence how the interpretive process was employed. The purpose of a
detailed overview of the analytic process is to account for and verify the study’s findings, discussion and

conclusion. The following chapters illustrate the result of the analytic process, including its conclusion.
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Chapter 4 — Organisation and thematic overview of research findings.

4.1 Introduction.

While the earlier chapters, 1-3, locate the study’s purpose, background, context and design, this chapter
sets the scene for describing and interpreting the interview data in chapters five, six and seven. It does
this by first providing snapshot information on the professional backgrounds and contexts of individual
research participants to understand who scholarly journal authors, library-based journal editors, and
academic librarians are. The researcher replaced the real names of all participants with pseudonyms to
protect their privacy, ensure confidentiality and maintain anonymity. The second step describes the
organisation of the interview data into conceptual themes and explores the nature of their
interconnections as they relate to the findings chapters. Interview extracts in the findings chapters were

carefully selected based on their representativeness of contextually emerging issues and concepts.

4.2 Participant profiles.

Participant profiles (Durdella, 2019) serve to create an impression of individual interviewees’
subjectivities, characteristics, and professional interests within their respective disciplines/research fields

and areas of applied librarianship that other scholars and librarians can relate to.

Scholar participants.

All scholar participants (scholarly authors and library-based journal editors) were actively engaged in
research and publishing activities at the time of the interviews. Due to the complexity and differences in
academic/scholarly career structures, research participants self-identified their position on the

professional career-stage spectrum (Mantai and Marrone, 2023, pp. 799-800).

Pseudonym | Gender | Status | Career Academic Description
stage field
Albert M Author | mid Social sciences | Mid-stage career political

scientist who has worked
in different universities
on temporary contracts.
Prolific in his research
output and publishes
widely. Regularly consults
with librarians to support
undergraduate and
postgraduate students as
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part of delivering his
teaching modules.

Charlotte

Author

early

Mixed HSS
disciplines

Early-stage career in
human geography and
environmental studies.
Passionate about
experimenting with
publishing research in
different ways and
contexts.

Paul

Editor

Late

Humanities

Late-stage career
philosopher. Publishes
extensively and widely —
books, book chapters,
journal articles, etc.
Received fellowships and
scholarships from various
institutions. Critical of the
workings of the
traditional publishing
system and traditional
editorial practices.

Finn

Editor

Late

Mixed HSS and
STEM
disciplines

Late-stage career
environmental social
scientist with a focus on
policy analysis. Describes
himself as a faculty
member who does not
need to publish in
traditional journals.

Gabriel

Author

Mid

Social sciences

Mid-stage career political
ecologist. Involved in
extensive anthropological
fieldwork. Experiments
with different approaches
to teaching, research and
publishing research.

Luke

Author

Early

Social sciences

Early-stage career
anthropologist. Took an
unconventional route into
academia (came to it
later in life). Likes team-
based research and
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publishing (multi-author
works) as part of larger
funded research projects.

Molly

Editor

Mid

Social sciences

Mid-stage career
academicin
environmental
economics, policy and
administration. Publishes
widely and in different
formats. Likes
collaborating with other
units in the university
(research office, library,
etc.). Focused on equity,
diversity and
sustainability-related
issues in publishing.

Olivia

Editor

Mid

Humanities

Mid-stage career
academic in English and
Drama studies. Interested
in different forms of
publishing. Likes
experimenting widely
with like-minded co-
authors (students and
academic peers).

Owen

Editor

Late

Humanities

Late-stage career
philosopher and archivist.
Keen interest in print and
digital publishing
technologies and
preservation of the
scholarly record.

Samuel

Author

Early

Social sciences

Early-stage career
postdoctoral researcher
in global studies with a
focus on climate policy.
Open-minded about the
modes and means of
scholarly publishing.
Interested in
interdisciplinary research.
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Sebastian

Editor

Mid

Social sciences

Mid-stage career
academic in business
studies. Interested in
guestions and
consequences of
scholarly journal
publishing at the systemic
level.

Sofie

Author

Mid

Humanities

Mid-stage career
historian. Publishes
widely. Collaborates with
librarians to support
undergraduate and
postgraduate teaching.

Table 1: Profiles of scholar participants.
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Librarian participants.

All librarian participants were professionally qualified and involved in providing library-based journal
publishing services at the time of the interviews. Given the complexity and inherent variations in
academic librarian career paths, professional titles, and library structures (Acadia, 2023), all research
participants self-identified their position on the professional career-stage spectrum. The Library
Publishing Coalition (LPC) asks indexed library-based publishers to self-assess the level of maturity —

‘Pilot’, ‘Early’, ‘Established’ — of their publishing operation in the annually updated library-publishing

directory (LPC and Educopia Institute, 2025).

Pseudonym

Gender

Status

Career
stage

Relative
maturity of
the library-
based
publishing
programme

Description

Betsy

Librarian

Mid

Established

Professional librarian
specialising in library and
publishing technologies.
Co-facilitates and supports
the library-hosted journal
management and
publishing platform Open
Journal System (0JS).

Daniel

Librarian

Mid

Established

Scholarly communications
librarian. Manages the
library-based publishing
programme. Networks
with academic colleagues
and librarians in and
outside the university.
Contributes regularly to
the scholarly literature.

Juniper

Librarian

Early

Established

Digital scholarship
librarian. Supports digital
open-access publishing for
books and journals as part
of the library’s publishing
programme. Interested in
publishing-related
sustainability questions.
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Henry

Librarian

Mid

Established

Director of publishing.
Manages the library-based
publishing programme.
Focused on community
relations and technical
services. Interested in
diamond open access
(publication/ distribution/
preservation of academic
texts with no fees to
authors or readers).

Jack

Librarian

Mid

Established

Director of publishing.
Responsible for scholarly
publishing and collection
management in the
library. Keen interest in
open access, copyright,
student engagement,
economics of publishing,
and bibliometrics.
Contributes regularly to
the scholarly literature.

Clara

Librarian

Late

Established

Scholarly communication
librarian. Interested in
library-based research
engagement and
sustainability in
publishing. Contributes
regularly to the scholarly
literature.

Jenny

Librarian

Mid

Established

Digital scholarship and
publishing librarian.
Oversees book and journal
publishing services in the
library. Has input into
creating and implementing
the library’s publishing
priorities and policies.
Contributes regularly to
the scholarly literature.

Karl

Librarian

Mid

Established

Library director. Oversees
strategy and policy for all

library units, including the
library’s publishing
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programme. Contributes
regularly to the scholarly
literature.

Maria

Librarian

Mid

Established

Director of publishing.
Responsible for publishing
and open research in the
library. Interested in the
economics of publishing
and experimenting with
scholars in alternative
approaches to publishing.
Contributes regularly to
the scholarly literature.

Michelle

Librarian

Mid

Established

Scholarly communication
librarian. Broad interest
base: metadata,
information literacy,
research support and
publishing. Contributes
regularly to the scholarly
literature.

Oliver

Librarian

Mid

Established

Digital services librarian
and subject librarian.
Supports the library-based
publishing programme.
Engaged in teaching and
outreach. Contributes
regularly to the scholarly
literature.

Phil

Librarian

Early

Established

Open publishing librarian.
Engaged in publishing
outreach and technical
support (including journal
platform customisation).
Facilitates publishing
workshops and
contributes to technical
publishing guidelines.
Contributes regularly to
the scholarly literature.

Table 2: Profiles of librarian participants.
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4.3 Organisation of findings.
Upon completing the coding of the interview data, following Watts’ (2014) first-person and third-person

approaches (see Section 3.10), twenty-nine conceptual themes (see Appendix M) emerged, linking to
‘influences’ or ‘processes’ that inform the formation of the study participants' socio-cultural knowledge
practices and lived experiences in the scholarly journal. As part of this research study’s analytical frame,
influences refer to external social and cultural patterns and structures that, in specific ways, affect
constructions of agency in participants. Conversely, processes represent practices through which agents
respond to and make sense of influences. The combination of influences and processes shapes
individuals' socio-cultural sense-making and behaviour in scholarly journal publishing. It is an abstract
approach to conceptualising the interview data that aligns with social constructionism as a useful device
for explaining socio-cultural knowledge practices, learning, and understanding. The discursive social-
constructionist perspective suggests that all phenomena in the social world are constructed and
sustained through social practices. Within the context of this study’s analysis, different processes and
influences contribute to the formation of socio-cultural knowledge practices in traditional and

alternative library-based scholarly journal publishing.

The data abstraction process resulted in frequent intersections and interconnections among the themes
due to overlapping influences driving participants’ knowledge practices as scholars and librarians.
Consequently, the themes serve as holistic representations of the data, highlighting recurring
commonalities that reflect the participants’ perceptions, interpretations and understandings in an
embodied manner. This researcher views this method of organising and presenting the findings in the
data and analysis chapters as the most effective approach regarding logical orientation, narrative flow,
and providing a rich and comprehensive picture for each conversation topic and conceptual theme
within the social-constructionist frame. The final discussion and conclusion in Chapter 8 draw together

the presentation and analysis of the research findings.

The data and analysis findings are organised into three chapters, 5 — 7, corresponding to the coded

themes mapped in Figure 7 below.
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Chapter 5: Motivations and rationales for entering academia and participating in alternative,
library-based scholarly journal publishing as author, editor and librarian.

Section 5.2: The librarian: an enabling and
support narrative

Section 5.3: The scholar: a learning and
outcomes-based narrative

Section 5.4: Influence of the interconnected library as
partner in education, teaching and scholarly publishing

Path into library-based publishing

— Path into academia

Foster and enable values of equity,

diversity, inclusion, and access

Rationale for publishing scholarly

work

Knowledge of the scholarly field

Figure 7: Guide to the structure and organisation of the data and analysis chapters.
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Chapter 5: Motivations and rationales for entering academia and participating in alternative,
library-based scholarly journal publishing as author, editor and librarian.

Section 5.5: Limitations of the traditional
scholarly journal system

Section 5.6: Scholarly journal editors and
librarians identify attributes in the library-as-
publisher construct

Section 5.7: Knowledge seeking

Critical of aspects of the peer review
processes

Insistance on values of equity,

Previous experience and knowledge
cultivate confidence in alternative

publishing practices

diversity, inclusion and access

Foster and enable values of equity,

Frustration with the high cost of

journal publishing

diversity, inclusion, and access

Figure 7: Guide to the structure and organisation of the data and analysis chapters.
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Chapter 6: From traditional to library-based scholarly journal publishing: perspectives of the
scholar and librarian

Section 6.3: Finding and committing to

Section 6.2: Self-assurance in alternative library-based
alternative knowledge practice within the

scholarly journal publishing and the predicament of

publisher choice scholarly journal

Previous experience and knowledge Encourage and support alternative

cultivate confidence in alternative

publishing approaches and formats

publishing practices

. . . Openness for experimentation
Learning as a librarian

Openness for experimentation Teamwork between editors and

librarians

Insistence on values of equity,

diversity, inclusion and access

Foster and enable values of equity,
diversity, inclusion, and access

1 Knowledge of the scholarly field

Figure 7: Guide to the structure and organisation of the data and analysis chapters.
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Chapter 7: Negotiating knowledge and knowing in the scholarly journal contex

Section 7.2: Learning from alternative reformist
knowledge practices in scholarly journal publishing

literacy/open pedagogy

Commitment to scholarly communication
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Chapter 5 — Motivations and rationales for entering academia and participating in alternative, library-
based scholarly journal publishing as author, editor and librarian.

5.1 Introduction.

Regardless of the factors involved, many scholars and librarians have, through individual practice and
experience, crossed the boundary into the nascent and rapidly evolving library-based journal field to
publish peer-reviewed research and other academic work. The findings documented in Section 5.2 of
this chapter characterise how librarian participants in this study describe their motivations for taking up
scholarly journal publishing as a fully integrated library service. Section 5.3 establishes how scholar
participants understand their original rationale for entering academia, within which formal publishing is
a central and career-defining activity. In other words, both sections explore the professional narratives of

research participants as they find themselves in fields of practice saturated with symbolic capital.

The sections that follow are organised in reflection of the different themes obtained from the coding
process. They concentrate on emerging issues concerning knowledge production as a form of capital and
discuss the differential status of library-based and traditional journal publishing, including the
importance of traditional library services. In particular, the themes ‘influence of the interconnected
library’ (Section 5.4) and ‘limitations of the traditional scholarly journal system’ (Section 5.5) engage with
the symbolic use of language to identify notions of knowledge as a form of capital held by participants,
as well as concerns over collaborative publishing and journal focus and fit. The theme ‘scholarly journal
editors and librarians identify attributes in the library-based publisher’ (Section 5.6) connects with the
identification by actors of different forms of capital (attributes) in the library corresponding to journal
publishing. The last Section, 5.7, ‘Knowledge seeking’, relates to participants” motivation to expand their
scholarly publishing knowledge beyond the established boundaries of traditional practice. Questions and
issues relating to symbolic capital and status, identity, knowledge, habitus, and field develop as agents

enter and navigate the world of library-based publishing.

5.2 The librarian: an enabling and support narrative.

The selected and interpreted interview extracts in this Section identify and particularise the motives of
five librarian participants to provide scholarly publishing as a core library service. The social construction
of libraries as publishers and the role-modelling and cultivation of shared values in publishing play key
roles. Without exception, all librarian participants expressed a desire to enable, support, and influence

their library user communities' information behaviours and scholarly communication practices as the
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motivation for working in scholarly journal publishing. Hence, the designation of an ‘enabling and
support’ narrative reflects a key motivational rationale. The following five librarian extracts illustrate this

narrative.

Phil’s motive for being involved in library-based publishing reflects a general aspiration to transform
published scholarly information into a common good that can be broadly shared and consumed. This
goal also includes empowering scholars by offering alternative journals that publish mainstream and

niche academic work, as Karl emphasises.

“I feel our primary motivations centre around shared values of service, education and access ... |
see library publishing as an excellent way to fulfil our mission, making information accessible and
widely available. Traditional academic publishing often involves restrictive licenses and publication
delays, while we strive to streamline the process and make scholarship freely available immediately
upon publication” (Phil, 2022, lines 5 and 13-16; sample interview text included in Appendix L)

“Ten years ago, when we started this [library-based publishing] it was me starting it ... we wanted
to provide venues for authors to share their work. So, add kind of a public-facing value or mission
of sharing knowledge and then more specific, kind of, author-facing value. Providing opportunities
for people to share things that may or may not always find a home in other venues” (Karl, 2022,
lines 67 and 12-16)

It is widely accepted that libraries are much more than repositories holding published information
(Johnson, 2009b) and providers of information literacy skills (Carlock, 2020, pp. 5-7) for their users. The
ways librarians and libraries reposition themselves in multiple new ways, such as developing alternative
strategies for delivering and funding open-access publishing initiatives (Lewis, 2016, pp. 153—154) and
offering scholars other routes to scholarly publishing (ACRL, 2024b), reflect the transforming roles and
practices of libraries, leading to the development of new political and cultural capital. More specifically,
the emphasis on values-led publishing represents the desire to serve the good of the library profession
and its user communities (Budd, 2006), as well as change the conditions of scholarly publishing fields
whose values can be measured based on specific characteristics and actions outlined in the FOREST
framework (Lippincott and Skinner, 2022, p. 3). This framework proposes that an equitable and
sustainable knowledge commons must account for (1) financial and organisational resilience, (2)
openness, (3) responsible governance, (4) equity, accessibility and anti-oppression, (5) sharing
knowledge, and (6) transparency. In a broader sense, Phil and Karl emphasise the imperative of moral

action in applied librarianship (Labaree and Scimeca, 2008, p. 47) to create shared responsibility and
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ethical action in scholarly publishing, thereby enhancing value creation in academic and research library

practice and the scholarly disciplines.

The appearance of these characteristics in the librarian participants, as described and interpreted in
their interview extracts, directly connects with the existence of epistemic knowledge gained from
working in the academic and research library field, as well as social knowledge arising from exposure to
scholars’ behaviours in publishing and the practices of the traditional scholarly publishing field. Several
librarian participants explained how a thorough understanding of the scholarly journal system emerged
by critically examining their epistemic and social knowledge perspectives. The findings reveal how
participants’ field experiences and the attributes of traditional journal publishing provide the backdrop

to their narratives.

Michelle’s justification for involvement is found in her support for open access and experimenting with

new approaches to publishing scholarly journals.

“So, in terms of reasons to continue being involved and values for my personal desire to be involved
in this area sort of aligns with the things that | mentioned in terms of my institution ... interest in
open access and in supporting and testing out new publishing models.” (Michelle, 2022, lines 13—
14 and 23-25)

For Michelle, wanting to realise open access and experimenting with alternative journal publishing
models (economic, social and cultural practices) reflects the presence of knowledge acquired from up-
close involvement with scholarly journals. Critical perceptions of existing practice are usually formed
through direct engagement with, and regular exposure to, the scholarly journal system. For example, in
his analysis of the place of the academic and research library at the intersection of scholarship practice
and open access to published research, Willinsky (2018) provides a rational argument for libraries to be
natural partners in collaborative and cooperative publishing with scholars. Although libraries increasingly
assume the publisher role (Mangahis, 2020, pp. 30—44), publishing is firmly dominated by the
traditional/commercial model (Scheufen, 2015, pp. 58—62). However, the experience of socialisation for
Michelle and her library indicates the development of cultural capital and a social-epistemic knower

perspective arising from experiential engagement with the publishing field.
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Experiencing the inequities and imbalances of the traditional journal publishing system strongly
influenced Maria and Jack, as well as their libraries. The extracts below show how both reflect on their

close contact with traditional publishers.

“You know, some of it was when we saw commercial publishers start to think about open access
publishing ... it was really at that moment when we were also paying so much in subscription costs
for closed-access journals that just things sort of didn't seem to add up as far as the money went ...
So, | think for me honestly some of it was, like, anger motivated me ... | didn't understand why not
take that next step and just become the publisher of some of the journals because nothing else was
adding up. ... I'm very interested in putting back the means of production into the hands of scholars
themselves” (Maria, 2022, lines 47-48; 52-54; 56-57; 67—-68; 72—73)

“Primarily, it was a sense of service to our institution ... But then, you know, also our attention to
scholarly publishing issues more generally and having to break some big deals of our own and, you
know, sort of reorienting ourselves toward more sustainable publishing in general. That helps also
to kind of fill in some of that philosophical perspective” (Jack, 2022, lines 4; 11-14)

Maria’s and Jack’s accounts portray disillusionment with journal publishers that follow the for-profit
commercial model. They express their sense of duty to scholarship and scholars, combining this with a
rationale for providing library-based publishing services. Both demonstrate a proactive initiative-taking
attitude towards developing new socio-cultural knowledge practices to benefit their academic
communities on campus and beyond. Both interview extracts contain the idea and wish for integrating
innovative-transformative publishing practices, hinting at possibilities for alternative ways in the journal.
Along with seeking to remedy the economic and cultural injustices of the commercial journal publishing
proposal, there is also the drive to place power back into the hands of scholars through collaboratively

developed knowledge practices based on shared value perspectives.

In this first Section, 5.2, individual librarian participants explained their motivations for taking on content
creation in the form of library-based journal publishing. The following Section, 5.3, examines selected
extracts to show how scholar participants explain their motivation for being involved in academia to

improve people, practices and society.

5.3 The scholar: a learning and outcomes-based narrative.

To answer the research questions comprehensively and authentically, it is essential to understand the
original rationale behind scholar participants' choice of professional academia as a career. The first
reason to develop this understanding is that many people see being an academic as “a vocation and an

identity ... that embodies a certain sense of purpose beyond earning a salary” (Boden, Epstein and
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Kenway, 2005, p. 9). The second reason is that institution and discipline-based justifications of
“prescriptive” social practice, i.e. the written and unwritten policies, rules and key performance
indicators on which to measure one’s publishing behaviour, shape discourse on scholarly ethos relating
to notions of ‘oppression’, ‘freedom’ and ‘liberation’ from management and ideology (Tesar, Peters and
Jackson, 2022, p. 3). Witt (1995) observes in the publish-beyond-perish context that many problems
associated with writing for publication could be solved if there were “a better understanding of the
rationale for publishing scholarly work” (1995, p. 2). In other words, a scholar’s ethos and vocational
values drive and connect directly with the motivation, or non-motivation, to discover and engage with
alternative socio-cultural knowledge practices in the scholarly journal. This section identifies the
rationales and motives of four scholar participants to be scholars who, as an integral part of their

activities, regularly publish in scholarly journals.

Outside the indispensable need to hold down a job, for most scholar participants, becoming and
persisting in being a researcher and teacher originates from an intrinsic interest in fields of scholarly

endeavour and the ability to contribute direct and indirect benefits to individuals and society.

Charlotte and Albert (both author participants) refer to questioning, wanting to make sense of, and the
ability to contribute to ‘real-world’ (Charlotte) constructs in the context of their academic work as drivers
to work as scholar-practitioners (Wasserman and Kram, 2009, p. 13). A scholar-practitioner is someone

who engages in the interplay between theory and practice.

“I guess it was my interest in learning about the world. Having a sense about real-world issues”
(Charlotte, 2022, lines 4-5)

“So, my goal in life has always been to do things that would help change the lives of individuals, of
people. And in the social sciences we have the ability to do that” (Albert, 2022, lines 6-8)

Charlotte and Albert state that the experience of being involved in the epistemic and ontological
processes of their respective disciplines, and how they relate to and apply to social fields of practice
outside the academy, forms a key part of their rationale for being scholar-practitioners. The ability to
positively influence ‘the lives of individuals’ (Albert) in a tangible way is an important reason to work in
the social sciences. This is a significant finding in the sense that Albert is motivated by involvement in
academic research and continuous learning, informed by the desire to communicate and apply

knowledge in practical and applied settings, leading to demonstrable outcomes. While university systems
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incorporate the characteristics of public good through the production, communication and application of
knowledge to serve various agendas (e.g. social, economic, political, etc.) (Schwartz and Bowen, 2010, p.
318), they could also be interpreted as standard-bearers of developmental idealism (Gioia and Thomas,
1996, pp. 380—381). For Charlotte and Albert, the desire to learn about society and create new
knowledge to effect social change requires acquiring different forms of capital to be effective and
authentic in teaching, research and scholarly publishing. Whatever the scholarly communication context,
gaining both social and epistemic knowledge about different forms of journal publishing leads to

informed decision-making in publishing practice and publisher choice.

Luke (author participant) is drawn to scholarly work because of its ability to develop an understanding of

cultures and social circumstances on their own terms.

“For me the attraction to understanding or to thinking about other cultures or other ways of
knowing and being or whatever was just to scrutinise our norms and realise that what we consider,
you know, how we define value and all that is basically largely a social construct. And looking at
social alternatives in how other cultures define value and order is a useful way to reflect on taken-
for-granted aspects of how we define the good” (Luke, 2022, lines 35—40)

The opportunity to experience and learn about the socio-cultural norms, values and differences of social
groups and their activities appeals to Luke. Luke confirms that he wants to be involved in his academic
discipline as a means of understanding and critically questioning societal norms, moral values and
cultural conventions (Spolander et al., 2022). In contrast, Olivia (editor participant) asserts that being
part of a community of creative scholars dedicated to their craft gives her fulfilment (Dawson, 2003). Her
decision to become a scholar in the humanities did not coincide with a specific purpose or aspiration.
Rather, it is the complementary nature of research and reciprocal learning that intrinsically stimulates
Olivia to be a professional scholar who contributes to her field of practice and the scholarly record as a

part of that.

“I had something to contribute and there are other people who are also contributing back in theses
spaces ... So, it’s like a combination of kind of being rewarded from your work intellectually and
socially, like having a community, doing your work in a community ... That has lined up for me”
(Olivia, 2022, lines 12—-13; 15-17)

There is a clear sense that both Luke and Olivia possess the required epistemic knowledge and cultural

capital to navigate the doxa of their respective disciplinary fields. Having previously published research in
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traditional and non-traditional scholarly journals suggests they are open to alternative ontologies and
epistemologies in the publishing field, thereby expanding the body of published knowledge. In this
sense, they are receptive to developing authority as social knowers of library-based journal publishing

through collaborative practice in partnership with other scholars and librarians.

5.4 Influence of the interconnected library as partner in education, teaching and scholarly publishing.

The three extracts brought together here from three different scholar interviewees, commenting on
librarians and libraries that leave an impactful, immersive impression, are examples of the individual
practices, academic experience dimensions, skills, and knowledge that scholars bring to scholar-librarian
interactions. The reality that the academic and research library, as an integral element of university
structures and a partner in education, exercises influence in the broader realm of information resource
acquisition, academic learning and research was pointed out by most responding participants. Three
excerpts from three participants (two authors and one editor) are singled out and interpreted to
demonstrate the effect that librarian expertise can have on scholars in the broader sense. The extracts
portray the functional essence of the library’s role in the university and offer insight into the relationship
between manifestations of knowledge as capital and the status of social actors through library-based

interactions in teaching, research and publishing.

The following three quotations from participants Sofie (author participant), Albert (author participant),

and Finn (editor participant) demonstrate the narrative of the library-influence theme.

“I think of them as digital humanists, and | think of us as communicating as digital humanists,
rather than us having a conversation as, like, faculty and librarian. Does that make sense? ... So, it
is less of a consulting them about how to do this and more we are peers in the same field” (Sofie,
2022, lines 58 — 60; 64 — 65)

In the above interview extract, Sofie reveals her perception of librarians as colleagues or ‘peers’ when
consulting with them on library/information-related academic needs and working practices. By
definition, the professional remit of the academic librarian differs from that of the academic historian.
Although it is not immediately clear what competencies are referred to, particularly, and in what manner
communications between Sofie and digital humanities librarians materialise, the conduct of librarians
leaves a considerable impression. In this instance, Sofie thinks of librarians as professionally dependable
equals, possessing both social and epistemic knowledge competence in equal measure. There is no

additional substantive information to draw on besides Sofie’s observation of librarians’ perceived
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behaviour in academic and research library consultations. However, it is realistic to infer that the status
and conduct of librarians are commonly observed as knowledgeable and trustworthy when scholars seek

advice and support.

In the next extract, Albert (author participant) provides a specific example of librarian expertise by

referring to technical knowledge as part of his justification for engaging with the academic library.

“And the librarian was very helpful in trying to help [me as a scholar] understand this notion of
systematic review and the kind of steps you need to follow ... The presentation she gave and the
follow-up that I had with her [the librarian] really gave me a good insight into how to do systematic
reviews” (Albert, 2022, lines 63—-64 and 68—69; sample interview text included in Appendix L)

Albert (author participant) explains how the subject librarian of his university library delivered tailored
training on the systematic review process in the social sciences to fulfil his own learning requirements
and those of his students. He perceives the field manifestation of the librarian’s attributes and expresses
his motivation to obtain the necessary knowledge capital with similar characteristics. He refers to
‘understanding’, ‘follow-up’ and ‘insight’ as an embodied quality of librarians, who are imbued with
powerful knowledge capital. The librarian’s explicit deconstruction and instruction of the systematic
review process as a particular method of literature reviewing reveals, in this case, their stronger
epistemic relations to knowledge. Kogut, Ramirez and Foster (2022) attribute constructive scholar-
librarian interactions to the art of client-focused collaborative librarianship practice. Albert
acknowledges that he can use this newly acquired and collaboratively developed knowledge as a
foundation for undertaking systemic reviews independently. He also implicitly suggests that ongoing
professional support relationships with librarians (follow-ups) empower him as a university teacher and

researcher.

In the final extract of this section, Finn (editor participant) makes a specific comment on the

interconnected knowledge exhibited by librarians within the context of scholarly journal publishing.

“So, the library system has a law library, it has a biomedical library, it has the more traditional
liberal arts libraries, it has the big-time science and engineering libraries, it has professional
schools, | mean it has all of those. So, when I’'m talking to people [librarians] in publishing services
[in the library], they are able to connect into a very big network of professionals who run the gamut
of the range of knowledge bases that the university has” (Finn, 2022, lines 468—-472; sample
interview text included in Appendix L)
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There appears to be the creation of holistic wholeness — a Gestalt moment!® — in Finn’s description and
interpretation of the library system. He emphasises the centrality of librarian knowledge and practice to
the university's mission. Finn expresses confidence in his home library’s interconnectedness within and
across the disciplines, making it an attractive proposition as a knowledge partner in scholarly journal
publishing. He believes librarians also hold strong social relations to knowledge, which is implicitly
contained in the statement ‘they are able to connect into a very big network of professionals’. The
epistemic quality of librarians’ holistic and specific knowledge, which can be high in semantic density, is a
form of professional capital contributing to librarianship status in traditional library work and scholarly
publishing. Professional knowledge in scholarship and library practice plays a role in influencing habitus

and informing agents’ field positions and, consequently, their status.

Albert’s and Finn’s interview extracts demonstrate how knowledge as professional capital contributes to
the structural habitus, boosting librarian and scholar confidence in the field. Confidence is built up
through dispensing and acquiring knowledge. It develops to become a form of capital as it empowers the
habitus of librarianship through its connection to scholarly practices, including publishing, and vice
versa. Albert develops confidence and motivation to act for himself, arising from epistemic knowledge in

the librarian, whereas Finn relies on the networked knowledge and expertise of the library.

Galbraith, Garrison and Hales (2016) found that librarians holding faculty status have better relationships
and stronger influence on scholars and their field practices. This can be seen to have a motivating effect
on collaborative projects in different fields of scholarly practice, which also connects with Mullins’ (2012)
findings that scholars expect librarians to be versatile and knowledgeable professionals who can be
relied upon to support information and practical publishing-related needs. The capital that contributes
to creating a thriving library-based publishing field comes from knowledge acquired in interconnected
fields and epistemic relations developed from consultations between scholars and librarians. In
evidencing context-specific and epistemic knowledge, the library-based publishing habitus (the
disposition to practice that identifies scholars and librarians and by which scholars and librarians identify
themselves) demonstrates a feel for the game (Thomson, 2012) in this subfield of knowledge production
(scholarly journal publishing), which has the potential to influence other actors, including scholars and

librarians, who may want to emulate this habitus.

18 Gestalt is German for ‘form’, ‘whole’, or ‘pattern’. It describes a figurative and simultaneous understanding of a particular
experience within the individual (Schwinn, 2007).
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However, the combined influence of librarian behaviour and knowledge may contribute to tension and
frustration experienced by scholars who are caught between the desire to publish in library-based

journals and the perceived requirement to publish in traditional journals.

This section has demonstrated how library habitus and knowledge capital can be observed across
information literacy education, systematic review instruction, and scholarly publishing, drawing scholars
towards library-based publishing. In interacting with librarians, scholars observe librarians and make
inferences about their epistemic and social knowledge capabilities. In the next section, the role and
responsibility of the scholar and librarian are referred to as both liberating and constraining in meeting
the needs for autonomy and authority in the journal publishing field. Study participants reflect upon

some of the limitations and opportunities of traditional and library-based publishing.

5.5 Limitations of the traditional scholarly journal system.

The interview extracts discussed in this section illustrate how scholar and librarian participants feel that
prevalent social and structural field conditions influence their activities and opportunities in scholarly
journal publishing. Each account reflects on a particular situational context or set of field-based
circumstances. A common thread throughout all extracts is the explicit or implicit wish for more
participatory influence and reformist innovation in the field, which participants feel would enhance
individual actors’ sense of autonomy, power, and control. The ‘struggle for freedom’, triggered by
perceived limitations of the traditional publishing system, has created a counter-push-and-pull effect in
many university institutions and the socially contextual habitus of individual scholars and librarians who

accumulate knowledge and practice capital as field conditions shift and change.

This section begins with an interview extract from Paul (editor participant), who reflects on the
sentiments voiced by himself and other scholar colleagues who have been, or were in the past, editors
of library-published journals for several years and claim extensive experience as published authors in
traditional-type scholarly journals. In the extracts that follow, a desire for more ethical and workable
open access models (Charlotte, author participant), flexibility in cross-disciplinary and unorthodox forms
of publishing (Samuel, author participant) and the challenge of supporting and sustaining journals in
niche research fields (Jack, librarian participant) emerged as important prompts for engagement with
library-published journals. While explanations of motivations and rationales differ, the underlying
impulse to regain some form of control over social practice and expand constructive cooperative

opportunities in publishing, generally, is widespread. The final extract (Daniel, librarian participant)
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exemplifies the publishing knowledge that librarians engender in student employees, who are often
essential in operationally sustaining library-based journal initiatives. Issues of perceived versus actual

knowledge, power and status take centre stage.

Paul's response reflects the views held by many scholar participants (editors and authors) interviewed in
this study, whereby certain rhetorical and procedural conditions of traditional scholarly journals have
become principal motivators for engaging with independently innovative and alternative-type journals.
Paul is a well-published senior scholar who maintains that without epistemological reform, achieving a
notable shift from customary expectations and practices of the disciplines (or research areas) in journal

publishing will be challenging.

“The literature has become hopelessly formulaic. And so, | haven’t tried to publish in any journal for
a while. | can’t get past the referees because my work is not formulaic enough. It doesn’t follow the
template that they are looking for” (Paul, 2022, lines 113-115)

A sense of academic unfulfillment resulting from perceptions of structural and performative rigidity in
the routines of many traditional journals, coupled with a desire for more creative freedom and epistemic
tolerance in the context of editorial practice, transpired as motivating factors to engage with the idea
and practice of alternative and library-based journals. Many scholars wish for increased influence over
processes in the journal regarding authority, status, and power. The understanding that emerges from
the interpretation of this extract is a growing need for a sense of agency and autonomy in the knowledge
practices of publishing. All editor participants, in particular, want to be more influential on the most
basic and deciding patterns in social-professional life, i.e., to overcome the systemic regulatory
constraints of relevant social, epistemic, prescriptive, and performative structures in the scholarly

journal.

In the next extract, Charlotte (author participant) articulates a critical assessment of the economic
limitations of the mainstream journal in relation to the practices and ethics of access to published

journal content.

“Well, | think that the journal publishing system is really messed up. Like, | think loads of the ways
in which open access works are really flawed. | find it upsetting how huge the profit margins of a
lot of the journal companies are when it is built on so much unpaid labour, when the authors of the
pieces are not paid, the editors of the journals are not paid, but these huge profits are creamed off
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either for open-access charges or through creating these enormous paywalls through
subscriptions” (Charlotte, 2022, lines 86—91)

Charlotte speaks of her awareness of the complex cost and access challenges posed by open-access,
hybrid and closed-access journals. Depending on circumstances, for Charlotte, publishing in scholarly
journals is both restricted and restricting. Her implicit perspective suggests that the economic conditions
of traditional/commercial journals should be reformed so that a sense of fairness in corporatised
publishing can be established, thereby restoring scholars’ power of agency and choice. Moreover,
Charlotte thematises the broader inequities of the for-profit commercialised approach in many scholarly
journals (built on so much unpaid labour), albeit without providing specific referential examples to

illustrate her point.

Samuel (author participant), despite being an early-career academic with relatively limited publishing
experience and holder of successive precarious university employment contracts, wants to realise
creative research opportunities through cross-disciplinary activities and publish partially heterodox
outputs. In the below extract, Samuel recalls experiences where established discipline- or field-based

approaches to publishing hindered his drive for experimentation and originality.

“Well, | mean, on several occasions | have aspired to be transdisciplinary or multidisciplinary in my
writing, and one of the big challenges is that if you want natural sciences to read it, you have to
somehow be able to say it in less than 6000 words. That just doesn’t work with a lot of
ethnographic research, for example” (Samuel, 2022, lines 184-186; sample interview text included
in Appendix L)

Samuel offers an interesting insight into his publishing experience as a scholar who seeks to be creative
and innovative in his work by exploring the possibilities of alternative elementary structures and designs
in scholarly articles. He provides the example of word-count (space) restrictions, required by many
journals (traditional and otherwise), which, in turn, predetermine the question of ontological structure

from the outset.

Although Samuel offers no information about how to address this challenge within the multi- and
transdisciplinary research context, the researcher assumes he consults with other cross-disciplinary
colleagues on how to overcome the problem of journal-imposed structural limitations. The experience of
sometimes being limited by disciplinary and/or practical orthodoxies in publishing has had an impact on

seeking journals that are nonconformist or flexible in their epistemological and ontological approaches
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vis-a-vis the mainstream. The knowledge arising from the circumstances of conventionally prescriptive
journals not only contributes to new ideas for rethinking ways of doing publishing but also enhances self-
awareness of the processes of the scholarly journal among scholars. It is reasonable to suggest that
Samuel’s knowledge from the learning of his experience in research and publishing demands more
influence on the developmental trajectory of the journal medium. Generating new epistemic knowledge
through the lived experience of alternative practices in journal publishing allows for scholarly
emancipation and creative autonomy, particularly for early-career scholars, many of whom will influence

the socio-cultural future trajectory of scholarly journal publishing.

The following extract continues the discussion about the break in the dualism of traditional journal
publishing and possible alternative approaches, such as the library-based journal. Jack, an experienced
librarian with an extensive understanding of the library and publishing fields, frames his argument to
change the nature of scholarly journal publishing from the perspective of safeguarding the topical
diversity of existing and forthcoming journal-published output. Jack is keenly aware of the need for
knowledge marketisation in commercial journals, which fuels the scholarly knowledge economy and can

marginalise less-frequented research fields serving smaller populations.

“There is a really niche journal [published by scholars in the university] ... it’s very specific. And |
think to myself, oh, well it would be really neat to get that and sort of include it in our stable of
publications, because hopefully we can take care of it and keep it available, because that’s the sort
of thing that | think might otherwise be lost. ... But | also need to be thinking about how can we
help make sure this journal is preserved. So, there is some of the traditional [library] infrastructure
that | don’t want us to forget about” (Jack, 2022, lines 146; 148—-151; 119-120)

Jack speaks about the motivation of libraries involved in scholarly publishing to support and sustain
niche research areas and associated journals. At the same time, the desire of his library to maintain and
expand responsibility, status and power is implicitly evident. Jack provides three clues to this end: a
declared obligation to service, an emphasis on the library’s traditional role, and a determination to
develop an enhanced library identity through the publishing function. Jack and his library embrace the
opportunity for structural and social knowledge development by offering to host and support scholar-led

publishing in cooperation with the library as publisher.

The collaborative endeavour of library-based publishing presents actors with experiences and learning

opportunities to develop new professional capital. Professional capital, which here denotes new social
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and practical knowledge and experience, cultivates the habitus of scholars and librarians as they engage
with publishing in their respective scholarly fields and subject areas. To this end, the dynamics between
habitus and the social field facilitate and regulate each other reciprocally. As we have seen, librarians
collaboratively share and seek new knowledge to enhance and grow their stores of capital. Given the
strong competitive power of the traditional publishing system, neither librarians nor scholars can always
translate acquired new knowledge capital into alternative practice. Hence, manifestations of librarian
and scholar habitus within the wider publishing field may not reflect the full spectrum of knowledge

capital accumulated by both librarians and scholars over time.

Jack’s next account below creates a narrative of professional sureness containing the markers of
reliability, knowledge, honesty and respect. This illustrates a reflexively framed ambition towards

achieving change in publishing practices.

“And one of the other parts is sort of an expertise that | think helps make us [the library] more
trustworthy, is an awareness of the publishing landscape. You know, if we’re able to talk to them
[scholars] about, well, yes, I'm familiar with those journals and I'm familiar with these publishers
and | know the interactions that have occurred over the last few years, so | think that helps as well.
And I’'m not trying to pretend any command of the subject matter” (Jack, 2022, lines 78—83)

Jack qualifies the status of librarians in scholarly publishing. This insight provides us with another
significant aspect of the library-based publisher. Creating the prospect of being perceived as a

knowledgeable knower of the methods of journal publishing and their implications for the wider
publishing system has the potential to assign greater status to the library and librarians from the

perspective of scholars.

Scholars and librarians often draw comparisons between themselves and different publishers in the field.
In this regard, possession of publishing knowledge (social and technical) is a critical form of capital used
to confer status. At the same time, processes of comparison can produce group differences and
frustration; for example, many university systems, due to systemic performance expectations and
imposed functional role perceptions, struggle to account for the opportunities of habitus transformation

in scholars and librarians arising from their increasing knowledge capital.

Bourdieu uses the term hysteresis (Hardy, 2012, pp. 127-131) to describe phenomena of disruptive

change that dislocate habitus and restructure fields of practice, such as scholarly journal publishing. In

99



this, people will experience a disruption of relations between the field and habitus caused by new
publishing experiences and the response to imposed field conditions differently. Yet, hysteresis can also
be of value if new field conditions are introduced gradually and adopted voluntarily. In this case,
scholars, regardless of academic seniority, can embrace new publishing opportunities, grow their
knowledge capital, and critically evaluate the residual effects on habitus. Disruption between field and
habitus offers individual agents — scholars and librarians — the opportunity to readjust or even elevate

their status and position in the field.

In all this, the concept of agency transcends the limitations of a perceived environment or response to
undesirable circumstances specific to a particular place and/or time. According to Emirbayer and Mische
(1998, p. 964), agency has been insufficiently theorised and should be reconceived as a complex internal
dynamic which offers a new perspective on the problem of free will and determinism. Biesta and Tedder
(2007, p. 135) argue that agency is a three-dimensional product, taking in past events, the present and
alternative possible futures. The ability for scholars to publish in alternative, library-based journals
enables Jack (librarian participant) to engage with scholars on scholarly communication-related matters.
For Samuel (author participant), it means opportunities to create personal scholarly value and
professional capital. We can also detect a call for alternative publishing paths (based on existing
economic limitations in many mainstream choices) in Charlotte’s (author participant) declaration that
many paths to open access are ‘really flawed’ and, in Paul’s (editor participant) reflection, a desire for

editorial open-mindedness in the structures of the scholarly journal.

In the final extract of this section, Daniel (librarian participant) refers to the continuous build-up of
scholarly publishing knowledge through collaborative, experiential learning with students whom the

library employs to support library-based publishing projects.

“We also involve students in the work itself in support [of library-based journals]. So, we have X
students now on our staff. And they are trained in everything from copyediting to layout and design
to all these things they can support your [scholar-led] journal that you probably don’t have
expertise in those particular areas. And those students themselves are gaining skills and knowledge
...  always feel like I'm the scholarly communications librarian, and | can teach until I'm blue in the
face, but really the best way you're gonna learn it [publishing] is by doing it” (Daniel, 2022, lines
255-259; 266—-268)

Daniel focuses on developing professional capital by educating student employees in the practices of the

scholarly journal. In addition, his approach entails disseminating socio-culturally related knowledge
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among students, some of whom may become professional scholars with influence on future university
strategic publishing decision-making. In this way, Daniel builds up powerful knowledge (professional
capital) in individual scholars and, potentially, across and within the broader university system. The
phrase, ‘the best way you’re gonna learn it is by doing it’, is of primary importance in this extract. What
does Daniel mean by this? Again, the issue of status springs into focus concerning knowledge acquisition
and position in the field. Daniel insists that knowledge and expertise as a library-based publisher are best
communicated and made visible to the scholarly community through cooperative learning and practice
in the field (we can infer that the employment of students in support of library-based journals is
transparently communicated to journal editors). One possible interpretation of this phrase is Daniel's
recognition and acknowledgement that student employees are at the lowest rank in the library-based

publishing infrastructure and, for that reason, relatively unknowing.

However, another interpretation could be an acknowledgement of the conceptual and practical
knowledge that student employees themselves contribute and develop due to the active and
collaborative learning practices engendered by librarians. Daniel states that ‘they are trained in
everything’, which may express almost a reverse logic by which motivated junior scholars are also seen
to bring new knowledge insights to the library-based journal. There is a realisation that the combination
of ‘teaching publishing’ and ‘learning-by-doing publishing’ represents the essence of team-based journal
publishing between student employees, professional scholars, and librarians. Working with university
students in applied publishing facilitates new learning. It is a logical extension of existing practices

already present in other service contexts of the traditional academic and research library.

The following section describes how the professional attributes that scholars and librarians perceive in

the library-based publisher may be identified as an active yet emerging journal publishing habitus.

5.6 Scholarly journal editors and librarians identify attributes in the library-as-publisher construct.

The extracts in this section illustrate how some librarians and scholars cross the boundaries of traditional
professional practice in the field by spotting different attributes deemed relevant to scholarly journal
publishing. Scholar participants (journal editors) conveyed experiences with librarians (libraries) they
work with in journal publishing, and librarians relayed self-observations about their publishing services
propositions. Librarians identify unique qualities and characteristics in the library-based journal that they
feel many scholars (authors and journal editors) perceive as desirable in the broader field of professional

scholarly journal publishing.
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While both interview extracts by Olivia (editor participant) and Karl (librarian participant) describe
common attributes of recognition in journal publishing, of features commensurate with traditional
journal publishing practice and an emerging library-based publishing habitus, there is a distinctive
quality to the extract from Olivia relating to scholar-experience insights from moving from the primary

traditional journal publishing field to the library-based publishing subfield.

Olivia (editor participant) gained experience with library-published journals through critical engagement

with librarians and traditional publishers in the field.

“...working for a commercial journal publisher they have to think of the bottom line, right, and that
can drive certain decision making ... libraries are dedicated to information exchange, that is the
driving of libraries ... they are less invested in restricting you as a journal than they are in
facilitating. So that | see as one of the major strengths. There is also ways that digital scholarship ...
they [librarians] are really good folks to be sharing that kind of expertise with folks like me, journal
editors ... they [librarians] can help not only trouble-shoot immediate things, but also looking
forward to developments that are really happening ... Most for-profit publishers | don’t think would
be specialised enough or even be thinking about some of these principles of access” (Olivia, 2022,
lines 505-506; 510-511; 513-517; 521-523; 531-532)

Olivia describes empirically perceived attributes of the library-based publisher, centring on inclusive
socio-cultural and technical knowledge creation and sharing as opposed to the instrumental logic of
commercial publishing (‘they have to think of the bottom line’). Olivia observes these qualities of library-

based publishing as desirable assets of identity for the library as a publisher.

Karl (librarian participant) is an experienced dean of university libraries whose service portfolio includes
traditional scholarly communication support and library-based publishing. Using a metaphorical analogy,
he illustrates a related quality that a library-based publisher can offer to the scholarly research
community. Although Karl emphasises the importance of his library’s remit to support scholars’
traditional publishing activities through conventional library services, it is equally essential for his library

to deliver author-facing value through alternative, library-based journal titles.

“..an individual library can make a unique contribution ... if you think about beer and you walk into
any kind of bar in the States, every bar is gonna have a certain handful of beers on tap. And those
are what | would liken to a kind of a library’s commodity collections. Everyone can buy a book [or
journal/article] that are in the marketplace, and everyone has the same bestsellers on their shelves.
So, in that way a certain library isn’t necessarily providing unique value as opposed to another one.
But if say you have a regional craft or micro-distillery or brewery that is unique where you’re
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creating something and maybe you can only get it on tap at that tap house or brewpub, it’s the
same kind of thing. The library is publishing things that no one else is publishing, whether that is
from our faculty or students or other authors, and we are then providing unique content and
knowledge in the same way you’re providing access to commodity content, but everyone else has
that commodity content too. Only we are able to provide access to the things we’re publishing and
we’re explaining the knowledge ecosystem in that way” (Karl, 2022, lines 141-155)

Karl metaphorically compares the creation of library-published scholarly work to something resembling
the craft beer industry's conceptual condition and practical motivation. For libraries to enter the field of
scholarly journal publishing on established (traditional/commercial) terms is not a novelty or a
cognitively innovative approach. Instead, Karl explains that through their wide-ranging activities catering
to the needs of research fields and scholars, academic libraries are uniquely positioned to enter into
discourse with others about the conditions and structural frameworks underlying the scholarly
publishing ecosystem (‘we’re explaining the knowledge ecosystem in that way’). In this fashion, libraries
contribute to scholarly publishing from critical, ontological, and epistemological perspectives that seek

to uncover — and rediscover — the different conditions of the publishing field and empower scholars.

Whereas scholars acknowledge libraries as social actors in the publishing field, librarians demonstrate
their potential for publishing by displaying relevant capital accumulated in the field. The existing
literature supports this effect, albeit in a limited way. Studies by Senseney et al. (2019) and Lovett and
Rathemacher (2019a) give credence to the view that libraries with sufficient capital in an evolving
habitus are identified by powerful members of the scholarly community, such as tenured senior scholars,
who can help accelerate a library’s evolution from content curator (traditional library work) to formal

content creator (novelty library work).

Lovett and Rathemacher (2019b), in particular, examined the potential attributes that libraries require to
fulfil the expectations of scholars who engage with library-based journal publishing. Journal editors find
value in libraries that can offer technical support and expertise along each step of the publishing
workflow, especially in the area of indexing, to attract potential authors. Skinner et al. (2015, pp. 130-
136) confirm the perception of the need for moving-target competencies in the library-based publisher,
including a comprehensive understanding of scholarly communication issues and academic publishing
contexts, the ability to build relationships, business skills, knowledge of publishing technology and

production processes and editorial functions.
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There is no elaboration on the specific implications of the phrase “moving target” (2015, p. 130) in the
context of Skinner et al.'s (2015) study. However, given the close involvement of libraries in campus
academic life and the broader scholarly ecosystem, it can be inferred that there is a qualitative difference
in the ways libraries contribute to the publishing field. Interestingly, Skinner and colleagues (2015, pp.
136—137) state that although the fast-paced changes in the scholarly publishing industry affect every
publishing subfield (commercial, university, society and library-based), academic and research libraries
are usually readily willing to move against established conventions, embracing innovation as “critical
process ... to thrive and survive in the 215 century” (Jantz, 2012, p. 7). However, this also means that the
same libraries must keep pace with conceptual and applied knowledge as it develops. This also applies to
Karl (librarian participant), who expresses confidence in the uniqueness of libraries-as-publishers based
on their ability to create new forms of co-produced social knowledge informed by experiential knowing
and learning. Social knowledge permits librarians to critically engage with scholars about the workings of
the publishing ‘knowledge ecosystem’ (Karl), which in turn offers opportunities for librarians and library

structures to elevate themselves to the status of epistemic knowers in the field.

In the next section, study participants reflect on the knowledge-seeking and learning components of
library-based publishing. Some see publishing in the library as an opportunity to enhance their

knowledge capital in journal publishing.

5.7 Knowledge seeking.

The five interview extracts in this section demonstrate how participants seek knowledge from their
involvement in library-based publishing. To begin with, library-based journal editors Sebastian and Molly
acknowledge the acquisition of new knowledge and improved practice by following the lead of
librarians. Conversely, librarian participants Phil and Jenny speak about their needs and opportunities to
develop knowledge in the library-based publishing setting as early- and mid-career librarians. The
unifying feature of these participant insights is motivation for learning, a common desire to expand and

grow socio-cultural and technical knowledge capital.

The first interview extract from Sebastian (editor participant) evidences a sense of constructive learning
and social presence that librarians bring to publishing. This was separately identified earlier in this
chapter, where Finn (editor participant) points to the familiar function of the library as an indispensable
connector and integrator of the disciplines, knowledge and learning within the university. However, in

contrast to Finn’s macro perspective on the library’s role therein, Sebastian emphasises specific
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knowledge and skills that librarians contribute to the processes and constructs of scholarly journal

publishing.

“Another valuable thing is the sort of more scholarly contribution that they make around best
practices in terms of administering a journal. And | can't say that we've always followed them, you
know, because, sadly, time is limited and resources are limited. But they [librarians] are very good
and very knowledgeable in terms of the publication process, the editing process, how a journal
should be structured, etc. etc.” (Sebastian, 2022, lines 128-132)

Similarly, Molly (editor participant) is keen to point out that her university’s scholarly communication
librarian is a widely recognised intermediary who helps academics fulfil their publishing-related

knowledge needs.

“And then X’s [librarian] role, or people like him, has long been to be the person who is sitting there
helping. He usually lets people come to him with questions. So, he is not sitting there necessarily
saying, | have an idea for a journal, but he is facilitating it, he is bringing it together and that makes
sense for academics or scholars” (Molly, 2022, lines 334—-338)

The role of librarians in supporting the publishing ambitions of faculty is essential for Molly. Combining
knowledge generation (research support and scholarly communication/publishing services) with
knowledge reception (acquisition and collection services) under one institutional roof is attractive to
many scholars and librarians alike, as both activities advance and broaden the knowledge and

understanding of scholarly publishing within the academy.

There is a sense of appreciation with which some scholars regard librarians who meet social and
technical competence expectations (Sebastian), alongside the demand and motivation for structural and
procedural knowledge to realise and maintain scholar-led, library-based journal publications (Molly). The
selected and interpreted extracts reveal how many library-based journal editors rely on librarians to
steer publishing-related knowledge creation and sharing. Learning by scholars in partnership with
librarians prepares and encourages scholars to think more deeply about the impact and consequences of

scholarly publishing and the library's role in the field.
In the next extract, Phil, a newly qualified librarian, recognises the requirement for continuous learning

to increase socio-cultural and technical knowledge and manifest professional capital for himself and on

behalf of the library as a provider of professional publishing services.
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“I think the main thing that | draw on is any of the training in metadata that | received [in library
school]. Knowing Dublin Core [metadata standard]. Having some familiarity with XML [Extensible
Markup Language]. That has been extremely useful to me ... | started in this department [library] as
a student worker. You know, | didn’t really know what library publishing was when | took on the
student worker position ... And then meeting everybody and having that opportunity to work with
them, you know, like it’s a great department to be in. | love doing this work and | love working with
the people in our department” (Phil, 2022, lines 37-39; 46-47; 59-60)

From Phil’s perspective, previously acquired learning in library school did not adequately equip him for
his current role. He requires additional knowledge and stronger epistemic relations. Phil’s drive for
learning and knowledge-seeking appears to be partly self-generated, partly encouraged by the library,
and partly influenced by his earlier educational experiences in library school, which involved social and
technical knowledge in information studies. In realising this, Phil attempts to increase his accumulated

store of knowledge capital by building specialist knowledge in the scholarly journal field.

Phil is also a critical observer of his library’s actions in journal publishing.

“We publish a lot of education journals and, | don’t know, | mean in my time here we haven’t done
any specific, like, departmental focussed outreach to the education department to say, hey, you
know, here are these journals that we publish in education, we want to encourage you to submit to
them and here are the advantages of doing that. You know, that’s something that we would need
to look into more to get a sense of, you know, what are our strengths and then who do we already
have established relationships with, who is already aware of us, and who maybe isn’t, and who we
could reach out to more just to encourage more engagement ... we could always do more of that.
There’s always more outreach to do” (Phil, 2022, lines 183-191)

Phil reflects on his library’s current modus operandi and urges more engagement with scholars to create
opportunities for mutual learning and collaboration. Phil perceives a significant lack of proactive action
from the library, which he believes could lead to a higher uptake of library-based journal submissions
across the university and beyond. While he acknowledged in the interview the collaborative and
mutually supportive learning environment among librarians in particular, Phil is critical of the library's
lack of a stronger central voice and presence in educational, research and publishing settings involving

direct communication with scholars.

In the following excerpt, Jenny (librarian participant) explains her motivation for new learning. There is

an intrinsic desire for professional growth to enhance her own and the library’s position and status in
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scholarly publishing. Jenny recognises the need for knowledge expansion to stay ahead in a competitive

publishing environment and effectively meet scholars’ expectations.

“We want to do things differently and that’s kind of the purpose. Otherwise, we would ask, you
know, why do libraries need to be involved as publisher, we already have publishers that do that
work. So, | think just having a really strong sense of what that model looks like now and what that
model could look like in the future, and so keeping up to date with conversations and changes that
are happening” (Jenny, 2022, lines 37-41)

Jenny exemplifies the motivation of librarians to learn about existing publishing models while also
contributing new knowledge to develop practices in the field. Jenny’s primary motivation is, in part, to
offer scholars a socio-cultural alternative to the dominance of mainstream publishing whilst following
empirical best practices. Because library-based publishing operates on the margins of traditional
publishing, Jenny realises the need to create knowledge-based links between librarians and scholars. Her
perception of the library’s worth in the world of scholarly journal publishing is guided by socio-cultural
and technical knowledge, which affects the quality and outcomes of professional working relationships

with scholars and others in the field.

Jenny engages in ongoing debates in the field of publishing (keeping up to date with conversations and
changes), which are infused with symbolic capital and status. She aims to accumulate sufficient
knowledge to effectively extend her conventional library subfield relationship with scholars as a social
knower (emphasising social relations to knowledge) into the library-based publishing subfield
relationship with scholars as epistemic knowers (emphasising epistemic relations to knowledge). Until
recently, journal publishing largely belonged to traditional publishers (commercial, university and society
publishers). For this reason, traditional journal publishing holds considerably more symbolic value within
the field due to its more entrenched epistemic relationship to knowledge. Both Phil and Jenny cross a
material boundary in the field by publishing scholarly journals and the boundary of legitimation by

seeking new knowledge with significant epistemic relations.

As part of their knowledge-seeking and learning, Phil and Jenny come across as reflective and effective
operators within the actual and potential confines of social structure and in expanding the social
situation of scholarly publishing. Both participants demonstrate how agents can act by means of their

social and structural environment to meet specific objectives (Biesta and Tedder, 2007, pp. 134-137). In
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other words, purpose-driven agency stems from proactive agentic action practised within the contextual

ecology of temporally constructed and continuously changing environments.

Possession of social and cultural knowledge capital positively affects the possibility of success in the
scholarly publishing field. Therefore, it is no surprise that library-based journal editors and librarians
reach for field-based learning opportunities to expand their store of capital for successful library-based
journal publishing. It goes without saying (although this researcher will point this out anyway) that other
players in the field observe these behaviours as evidence of scholars and librarians creating a viable
alternative journal publishing habitus. To realise and maintain the library-based journal requires 1) a
habitus beset by frustration (Biesta and Tedder, 2007, p. 137), 2) a context for cooperative and
collaborative action and 3) opportunities for growing different forms of capital (knowledge, economic,
professional, etc.). Phil acknowledged the positive experience of working in a supportive and
empowering library environment. Still, he also critically reflects on areas for improvement (spreading
knowledge and seeking input and responses through faculty outreach and engagement). In contrast,
Jenny emphasises the need to keep up with the fluidity of knowledge capital to inform the production of
differentiated knowledge and practices. Both look for epistemic knowledge as a rationale for library-

based publishing.

5.8 Summary.

The first findings chapter included interview data on the original motivations and rationales of study
participants for entering academia and participating in alternative, library-based scholarly journal

publishing as scholarly authors, library-based journal editors, and academic librarians.

Within the range of explanations and interpretations put forward, reciprocal influences between habitus,
capital, and field emerged. Developing socio-cultural and technical knowledge, engaging in cooperative
and collaborative experimentation, and cultivating shared values and ethical practices in the scholarly
journal were key motivators for librarians’ involvement in realising scholarly publishing in academic and
research library settings. Scholar participants articulated and emphasised a desire for continuous
learning in their respective research fields, critical reflective assessment of established norms and beliefs
of scholarly practice, academic self-realisation, and achieving tangibly measurable research outcomes.
Disruption, or the potential for disruption, between field and habitus forms part of all participants'

fundamental expectations of professional experience. Regarding the normative conditions of the
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broader scholarly publishing habitus, the appearance of library-based publishing is perceived to create
constructive tension in the fields of library and scholarly academic practice.

The presence of different approaches to scholarly journal publishing means that scholars and librarians
are no longer solely reliant on traditional knowledge, attitudes and practices in publishing. As a result,
both groups can learn together about publishing in an overlapping library and academic work
environment, where mutually informed social and epistemic knowledge and understanding of the
scholarly journal develop from cooperative and collaborative professional practice. Developing social and
epistemic knowledge nurtures the alternative publishing habitus, thus creating confidence in scholars
and librarians. That is, learning from and within the library-based publishing field initiates processes of
social knowing for scholar participants across the disciplines, because librarian participants articulate a
new position, partially heterodox vis-a-vis the traditional mainstream scholarly journal, encouraging

individual dialectical thinking and critical reasoning.

Many librarians in formal content creation (publishing), such as Jenny, want to maintain empirical good
practices that have and still serve scholars well, but, critically, want to introduce new social and cultural
knowledge to innovate the broader journal field in the name of equity and sustainability. In taking this
path, questions arise about the future development of the overall professional identity of traditional
academic and research librarianship within the broader context of its systemically established and
acknowledged role in content curation and information management. As librarians acquire extensive
knowledge and expertise in the publisher role, their traditional habitus changes progressively.
Conversely, while developing curiosity and engaging with knowledge of alternative paths to journal
publishing is possible for many scholarly authors, such as Charlotte, all library-based journal editors, such
as Molly, desire epistemic knowledge. Inter-epistemic experiences and knowledge practices between
scholars and librarians in the scholarly journal will likely emerge more dynamically as conditions in the

broader journal publishing field adjust, adapt and reform.
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Chapter 6 — From traditional to library-based scholarly journal publishing: perspectives of the scholar
and librarian.

6.1 Introduction.

In the previous chapter, we learned how scholar and librarian participants develop knowledge capital by
creating and developing social and epistemic relations in the journal publishing field. For many
participants, building constructive, cooperative relationships between librarians and scholars means
disrupting and potentially dislocating hitherto stable relations between field and habitus (hysteresis), in
contrast to the expected and taken-for-granted social practices (doxa) of traditional journal publishing
and traditional librarianship. Participants realise that applied epistemic knowledge and its means of
communication characterise powerful forms of cultural capital: it is of value to them and, consequently,

to scholarly communication and publishing.

New socio-cultural capital derived from research participants’ engagement with alternative, library-
based publishing emerges as an essential element as participants return to traditional publishing. Much
of this capital comes from the interactive, collaborative work between scholars and librarians, and a
newly developed, critically reflective understanding of the doxa of the scholarly publishing field.
Participants are now active in the mainstream scholarly journal field alongside the library-based journal
subfield. They are visible in the field as social actors from alternative, library-based publishing, while
possessing the capital and habitus of the scholar and librarian within. That is, study participants still
perform and are expected to perform pre-established roles, responsibilities, and practices as scholars
and librarians, using previously acquired knowledge as part of the contextual doxa of the mainstream

journal field.

This findings chapter has two sections that speak to, 1) self-assurance in alternative, library-based
publishing and the predicament of publisher choice and 2) finding and committing to alternative

knowledge practice within the journal.

The first section describes, interprets, and discusses selected interview extracts that clarify the

contribution of previous experience as a traditional scholar or librarian to participants’ perception of

confidence as they flexibly move between scholarly journal fields (i.e. traditional and library-based).
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Selected interview extracts are similarly considered in the second section, although here, research
participants describe their experiences of alternative publishing practices, adding value. Of particular

interest is how participants reflect on their attitudes and behaviours and perceive learning opportunities.

6.2 Self-assurance in library-based scholarly journal publishing and the predicament of publisher
choice.

Editor and librarian interviewees describe how previous experience of traditional scholarly journal
publishing represents and offers social capital and practical cultural capital in the alternative, library-
based journal publishing field. The social knower frame of reference of formerly traditional-type scholars
and librarians integrates with the fast-developing doxa and habitus of alternative, library-based
publishing. Social knowing helps diminish the intensity of hysteresis that participants experience, which

may otherwise emerge without participants possessing this form of socio-cultural capital.

Nonetheless, there is a challenge for librarians and library structures as they adopt the role of formal
scholarly content creators. One consequence of the activities of existing library-based publishers is that
they decentralise (and potentially destabilise) established power structures between traditional
publishers, institutional faculty and administrators, and academic and research libraries. Agents
operating in the traditional, normative mainstream publishing system, including its supporters,
frequently do not fully recognise developed epistemic knower capital in the habitus and behaviour of
the academic librarian and, on occasion, undermine their efforts to be(come) authentic publishers.
Trueblood et al. (2025, p. 7) suggest that scholarly journals' dependence on commercial for-profit
publishers, the negative financial impact on learned societies relying on revenue from their journals, and
the workings of the academic prestige economy obstruct genuine journal reform at the systemic level.

Librarians are acutely aware of this reality and endeavour to manoeuvre accordingly.

Confidence in alternative, library-based publishing.

In the first part of this section, four participants talk about how their previous experience as librarians
(Daniel and Betsy) and library-based journal editors (Finn and Sebastian) gave them the confidence to
participate in library-based journals. The first two extracts from Daniel and Betsy recognise hysteresis

arising from possessing capital resources and engaging in publishing-related social interaction.

Daniel sets the scene by observing a key difference between librarians who arrive at the job without

prior professional publishing experience and training and his own experience.
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“After they interviewed me for the Archives they were like, you know, you fit well with this because
I worked in publishing in the 90s, my work was as an editor-in-chief at a small publishing house and
also my background in librarianship, and so it worked well to come in here” (Daniel, 2022, lines 5-
8; sample interview text included in Appendix L)

The phrase ‘you fit well with this’ shows the value, in terms of accumulated experience and knowledge,
of having been practically involved in traditional publishing before joining a library-based journal
publishing programme. Daniel provides the epistemic and social knowing perspectives as a former
editor-in-chief at a commercial publishing firm and as an academic librarian. He recognises the
challenges library-based publishers face in their struggle for authority and social-epistemic capital in the

field.

In the next extract, Betsy (librarian participant) explains how she arrived at library-based publishing
entirely by chance. She describes her unpreparedness at the prospect of providing professional journal

publishing services.

“I was working at the university as a programmer and maintaining the journal publishing platform
for that university was added to my portfolio. So, it wasn’t by choice when | started in journal
publishing. It was just that | was the right person for that job at the time. | didn’t know anything
about journal publishing or anything about the editorial workflows. So, I learnt about that as a
programmer and having to support faculty members who were using the platform and answering
their technical questions related to publishing” (Betsy, 2022, lines 5-10)

In contrast, for Betsy, her technical programming background and expertise led her to join the library’s
publishing team. She acknowledges her initial lack of social, cultural and procedural publishing
knowledge and experience in the field, but expresses confidence and a sense of optimism in learning
without fear of failure. Betsy makes explicit the positive, can-do attitude of many librarians who take on
the publishing role, either exclusively or in conjunction with traditional library work. Her use of language
indicates hysteresis as she describes, matter-of-factly, what her move into the unfamiliar territory of

journal publishing looked like.

The next extract from Finn (editor participant) identifies a fundamental challenge that many scholarly

journal editors associate with traditional publishing.

“If you are writing for the journal of XYZ [a traditional journal] you know the audience, you know
the arguments, you know the conversation, it’s boxed in for you. Writing for us is not ... there are a
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lot of people who just work comfortably with that kind of vertigo: “you mean | can say anything |
want to without being bound by the constraints of scholarship, | can talk about an issue in a
particular way? Yes!” (Finn, 2022, lines 163-166; 168—170)

Finn reappraises the virtue of uncertainty in scholarship that non-traditional journal publishing can bring
to knowledge exchange. Although scholars and librarians reported this sentiment in the previous
chapter, Finn affirms the idea that departing from traditionally recognised publishing is, in fact,
something that all scholars should aspire to because epistemological and ontological ‘vertigo’ is
considered essential to all forms and expressions of scholarly endeavour. The extract also implicitly
suggests that many scholars effectively hide behind the normative expectations of discipline-based
scholarship practices to avoid the difficulties, risks and stresses associated with publishing behaviours
that can be perceived as risky, unorthodox or, to some extent, even dangerously oppositional. It is not
unreasonable to suggest that Finn is mildly suspicious of strictly traditional-type scholars who will not
contribute to flows of conceptual and practical change in the scholarly journal. Established senior
academics with influence and power, such as heads of schools/academic departments, can feel that
nonconforming junior colleagues may undermine their scholarly authority and established social and
professional capital. The presence of alternative, cooperative scholarly journals, published by librarians
and edited by scholars who collaborate purposefully, destabilises the current doxa, or taken-for-granted

way, of traditional/commercial publishing.

In the next extract, Sebastian (editor participant) discusses the knowledge he acquired from publishing
in traditional journals and contextualises this from both micro and structural macro perspectives.
Through the processes of editing and publishing in an alternative, library-based journal, Sebastian came

to realise the true nature and extent of this experience.

“What | would like to see is, | would like to see it [the scholarly journal system] to be democratised
more, right. The problem is nobody who has the ability to make policy on this matter cares enough
to actually create policy ... And | actually jokingly made this very proposal. | said, why don’t we look
at all of the major privately held, owned journals and just replicate them and ask for a big grant
from the X government, you know. And | calculated, | forget what it was, but it was not a lot of
money” (Sebastian, 2022, lines 184-186 and 202—-204; sample interview text included in Appendix
L)

Sebastian reflects on the value of his previous traditional publishing experience and his sureness in
pushing for more democratic and stronger scholar-led control over how journals should be reorganised

and maintained. In evidence of his sense of informed confidence, it is significant that Sebastian
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articulates an alternative path forward and singles out the role powerful actors (senior academics and
administrative policymakers) ought to play as transformative change agents. At the same time, he is
acutely aware of his relative powerlessness, i.e. a lack of social-professional capital in the field to push

for change at the systemic level.

Finn’s and Sebastian’s sense of hysteresis stems from their experience of the traditional scholarly journal
field and the expectations of its prevailing doxa and existing habitus. While the descriptions of hysteresis
by librarians Daniel and Betsy are reflective historical accounts of role switching, the interpretation of
Finn’s description of author hysteresis in journal publishing is based on continuous and ongoing
interaction between himself as a library-based journal editor and scholarly-author peers. Both Finn’s and
Sebastian’s accounts indicate weariness toward the confined world of traditional publishing. Both
associate scholarly publishing in alternative, library-based journals with resisting the social and structural
expectations of the mainstream journal, i.e. the dominant doxa of the journal publishing field. That is to
say, hysteresis among scholars is encouraged and materialises as the conditions of journal publishing are

challenged by library-based journal editors.

The predicament of publisher choice.

In the second part of this section, selected participants describe their responses to the situation of
choosing between traditional and alternative, library-based journals. In contemporary journal publishing,
scholars and librarians often find themselves switching between different publishers and journal types.
The three interview extracts from two librarians (Daniel and Jenny) and one author (Samuel) reflect the
emergent typology of individual responses and experiences regarding practical and ethical

considerations when deciding between traditional versus alternative, library-based publishers.

The first extract from Daniel captures the lived experience of many librarians involved in library-based

publishing regarding questions of publisher choice.

“We don’t even try to compete with impact factors or anything like that. And when | meet with
people who are interested in publishing, if they are tenure and their department is set up that they,
and it frequently is, that they have to publish in high-impact journals, then that is what they have
to do, really. And we don’t try to actually compete or intervene. We encourage, so, | think it
happens in a kind of backwards way with us. ... So, they may be speaking not necessarily to an
audience that are peers in their field, but they might more likely be speaking to the context of their
work within this area. ... The other reason you might publish with us is interdisciplinary, most of the
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high-impact journals are kind of discipline-specific. A lot of our journals are interdisciplinary
journals, and they reach an audience outside your field” (Daniel, 2022, lines 96—100; 102-107)

Daniel is conscious of the significance of his knowledge as a library-based publisher and the accumulated
cultural capital associated with it. He realises that he cannot force hysteresis in scholars’ attitudes to
action through the straitjacket of his epistemic knowledge of scholarly publishing alone. Daniel utilises
prior lived experience from the vantage point of the social knower: he combines powerful knowledge
drawn from the world of professional publishing with the benefits of his capital resources as an
academic librarian embedded in the scholarly community. Daniel’s approach to advocating for his library
as a credible professional scholarly journal publisher revolves around inspiring scholarly authors to think
about the idea and benefits of the choices alternative publishers offer, as opposed to energetically
struggling against the values and practices espoused by traditional publishing. Intense competition from
traditional publishers does not distract or deter him from pursuing and communicating the merits of the
alternative, library-based publisher. Daniel is in his comfort zone as he provides journal publishing
services to the scholarly community. However, he is aware that many academic departments in his
university classify and treat scholars according to the nature and composition of their individual
publication profiles. The challenge for Daniel is how best to compete and capitalise on his knowledge
and awareness of the differences that exist between publisher types, as well as scholars’ perceived
needs and requirements as part of the doxa of scholarly journal publishing. Daniel’s strategy relies on
emphasising the rationales, ideals, values and goals of his library’s publishing effort to achieve

recognition as a valid and serious alternative player in the field.

The pragmatic employment of capital attributes from both traditional and library-based publishing fields
may well be a possible solution to the predicament of choosing between different publisher types, while
the resourceful combination of social and epistemic knowledge is a prerequisite for the sustained
success of the alternative, library-based publisher. Daniel does precisely this, as he understands the doxa
of the traditional journal publishing field through his interactions with scholars (‘we don’t try to actually
compete or intervene’) at each stage of the publishing process. Daniel has acquired sufficient capital in
both traditional and library-based journal fields. He adapts his behaviour to best meet the needs and fit
the expectations of scholars in each field (traditional and library-based): his understanding of the rules of

the publishing game allows him to play it for maximum benefit to the library (as publisher).
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In the next extract, Jenny (librarian participant) explains how she situates the library as the publisher of
choice for scholars within the field, whilst also reflecting on responses of resistance. Unlike Daniel’s
institution, Jenny’s university operates a formal publishing policy that commits itself to, but does not
mandate, open access as a matter of reformist ethical and practical principle. Consequently, many
scholars are frequently caught up in justifying their choice of publisher based on perceived individual
academic needs — or wants — vis-a-vis acquiescing to the university’s preferences and ethical standards.
Jenny also points out that some scholars can adopt a position of wilful disinterest or display a lack of
attention towards alternative, library-based publishers, even if such publishers adhere to widely
documented professional publishing standards and value transparency in process and practice. Is the
experience of publishing with a library-based publisher an asset or a liability to scholars? Will scholars

learn from the experience and critically question their ethical and practical rationale for publisher

choice?

“At our institution, | feel like this programme [library-based publishing] is generally understood and
appreciated. But | think it comes down to the fact we have an open access policy ... So, | think there
is maybe more awareness than there could be at other institutions about the purpose we’re doing
it. I certainly have communicated what the programme is and does. ... Having said that, | have had
interactions with faculty where they sort of, we were saying before about the impact factor, have
been dismissive of journals hosted by the library without even considering the fact that these
journals are in the DOAJ [Directory of Open Access Journals]. They are indexed in commercial
indexes [e.g. Scopus] and so on. ... But in terms of how | do explain this to folks who are curious or
haven’t heard about it before, really talking about how library publishing is an extension of the
services that have always been offered, you know, that are traditionally offered by libraries. ... So, |
see library publishing as really completing that lifecycle of research” (Jenny, 2022, lines 159-163;
167-170; 172-174; 178-179)

While employing an open-access policy in Jenny’s university encourages entry to the library-based
publishing field, it is fraught with challenges. Some scholars view the library-as-publisher construct with
suspicion and struggle with not following the habitual attraction of a recognisable and shared traditional
publishing habitus. The doxa of the traditional/conventional journal publishing field does not encourage
reorientations of practice, and its pull and push factors can prove too powerful to resist (economies of
prestige, institutional recognition, metricised research evaluation, etc.). Jenny knows that many scholars
feel reassured by the dominant status quo — they feel like “fish in water” (Hardy, 2012, p. 127) — and will
not actively pursue hysteresis. At the same time, she considers the novelty of the library-as-publisher
role (content creation) to be a rationally argued proposition of the traditional academic and research

library (content curation, information management, and access).
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Yet, there is a sense that Jenny insists on co-positioning traditional library identity alongside transferring
and validating librarian knowledge of scholarly journal publishing. For all intents and purposes, Jenny
wants scholars and other agents in and beyond the university to treat alternative, library-based
publishers like any other traditionally recognised academic publishing house. Jenny verbalises this

challenge, confronting many academic and research libraries in the last part of the extract.

In the final extract of this section, we hear how Samuel (author participant) reveals his lack of knowledge
about the cultural, structural, and operational context of the alternative library-based journal in which

he was published.

“I was quite oblivious to the intricacies of journal X and XYZ Press. ... The fact that it is library
published was something that | was unaware of, | have not considered before. | just knew that it
published lots of stuff that I like, that it is open access and has this high word count. ... | don’t think
very much about who or why or where it is, yeah, if it is library or not” (Samuel, 2022, lines 169—
170; 173-176; 178-179)

On the one hand, Samuel describes an almost habitual inattentiveness towards the type and nature of
the publisher organisation with which he publishes his scholarly work. On the other hand, he reveals
(un)remarkable insight into what matters to him as a professional scholar: Samuel reads journals that
publish content in his field of research; he identifies reading preferences and publishing choices with

academic interests (‘stuff that I like’) and practical wants (‘open access’).

While many scholars are openly sympathetic and supportive of initiatives that advocate for ethical
progress and structural reform in scholarly publishing, such as calls to boycott Elsevier’s business
practices (Neylon, no date), ‘Plan S$’*° (2025), COPE?° (2025), or NORF?! (no date), in practice, many
others are often positively biased towards traditional/commercial publishers due to the prevailing doxa

in their academic fields. It is, therefore, surprising and perhaps counterintuitive to learn that all but one

1% Plan S is an initiative for Open Access publishing that was launched in September 2018. The plan is supported by cOAlition
S, an international consortium of research funding and performing organisations. Plan S requires that, from 2021, scientific
publications that result from research funded by public grants must be published in compliant Open Access journals or
platforms.

20 COPE provides leadership and an unbiased voice in publication ethics, offering education and support to all those involved
in scholarly publishing.

21 Established in 2017 to guide and progress Open Research in Ireland, the National Open Research Forum (NORF) has
developed national objectives and priorities for this key policy agenda, most recently through the National Action Plan for
Open Research 2022-2030 (NORF, 2022).
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author-participant (Gabriel) in this study reported unawareness of having published their scholarly work

with an alternative, library-based publisher.

This feeds into the idea that yet other scholars, like Samuel, may be agnostic on what is, or should be,
the optimal choice in publisher selection. Their academic reading and publishing habitus reside in the
broader doxa of their disciplines and the scholarly journal field, which is inclusive of non-mainstream
alternative publishers such as libraries. Samuel prioritises following the natural inclination of the scholar
inside, which is to seek and communicate new knowledge for the benefit of advancing fields of research,
firstly, before pondering over publisher types and structures. However, the issue of the alternative
library-based journal author within the traditional journal author trying to navigate the competitive
scholarly journal field and its evaluative powers can be challenging. While alternative library-based
publishers possess observable capital attributes in the wider journal field, their discovery represents a
guandary. How will traditionally minded scholars, librarians and university administrators respond when
presented with the alternative, library-based publishing experience and associated capital resources?
Will this be perceived as an opportunity for alternative/transformative and sustainable action at
individual, institutional or even wider system levels? Will the capital attributes of the library-based
publisher be valued as bona fide knowledge for fundamental reform in journal publishing? Samuel
cannot disguise or deny capital derived from the alternative, library-based publishing experience
because he has been introduced to a new social world of alternative journal publishing, informing his

habitus.

6.3 Finding and committing to alternative knowledge practices within the scholarly journal.

Section 6.2 investigated issues arising from the consequences of research participants being active
agents in the scholarly journal field, including traditional and alternative library-based publishing. This
section explores how participants describe their knowledge and attitude towards publishing practices
where the library-based publisher adds value to the conventional text-based academic article. The
interpretation of these extracts reveals how the experience of librarians and scholars concerning
multimodal media use in journal publishing exposes patterns of epistemic and social knowledge in the
formation of relationships, roles, and identities in the scholarly journal field. This section complements
the earlier chapter five, which examined how scholars and librarians talk about their motivations and

experiences in the scholarly journal field, whose knowledge is recognised, and how.
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Three interview extracts from Henry (librarian participant), Finn (editor participant), and Gabriel (author
participant) illustrate how interviewees reflect on learning new knowledge and applying alternative
media in the journal, particularly within the library-based context. One librarian (Henry) and one journal
editor (Finn) recall their experiences and perceptions of enhancing practice in the library-published
journal to increase exposure and influence on social actors in the broader publishing field whose
internalised doxa, or unquestioned beliefs, is based on the structural dispositions and norms of the

traditional academic publishing system.

In contrast, Gabriel (author participant) reflects on the concerns and sentiments of many scholars
regarding the use of alternative media alongside the predominantly text-based, classic journal
experience. We learn that the dominant assumptions of the mainstream journal in this regard remain
successful despite the influx and proliferation of alternative library-published journals in the field, with
participating editors and librarians acting as their ambassadors. The interpretation of these interview
extracts illuminates the role of social actors in contributing socio-technical knowledge and learning to
journal publishing. As a result, the nature and value of different forms of publishing practices shift into
focus. This researcher identified how study participants negotiate the library-based journal field from the
perspective of reflective choice behaviour in the use of possible media formats, i.e. the ways scholars

and librarians dwell within different alternative ontologies of the journal.

In the first extract, Henry (librarian participant) talks about how he and his colleagues perceive the idea

of incorporating multiple media types into the same academic journal/article medium.

“So with us you can give us your audio, your video, your 3D models and datasets and maps and all
this cool stuff that you’re working on and they can be presented and preserved ... if you’re working
on something that is more than just text and images, we can do that, we can publish work, and we
can make it accessible to the entire world and part of the durable scholarly record. It doesn’t just
have to be posted on a website with a link and a reference” (Henry, 2022, lines 302—303 and 306—
308; sample interview text included in Appendix L)

Henry reports how he wants his library’s publishing programme to be perceived as a credible alternative
opportunity for scholars to engage in innovative forms of scholarly knowledge transfer through the
scholarly journal. He is knowledgeable about the scholarly communication system and its practices, and
librarians like him generate professional capital from their experience supporting scholars in the

publishing field. Library-based journal authors are encouraged to employ several media techniques (such

119



as text, video, sound, etc.) to express empirical evidence and ideas in their articles as they reach beyond
the established text-and-image approach. Henry’s interview extract carries a sense of excitement from
the possibility (and ability) of realising alternative media formats in the scholarly journal. However, he
does not explain how the library supports scholars’ learning in the practical preparation of alternative
media for publication alongside traditional-type articles. The challenge for innovative library-based
publishers is how to effectively contribute to creating, facilitating and maintaining knowledge support

services as part of establishing alternative media types in journal publishing.

The same note of enthusiasm can be detected in Finn’s response (editor participant), which affirms
Henry’s 'want-to' and 'can-do' expectations for innovative knowledge practices in the alternative library-
based journal. He explains how his experience as editor of a library-based journal provides insight into
understanding the possibilities of the scholarly journal. Finn uses a comparative approach in assessing
his and his colleagues’ knowledge practices in contrast with those coming from his traditional journal

experience.

“We at Journal X, and again this is all part of this flexibility that the library offers us and gives us
room for, we can work with editors or with authors in ways that some of them had never been
worked with before. ... So, we have heard over and over again about that business of being able to
work with authors to illustrate, | mean, you work in a conventional journal, what are you given? ...
Hell man, we are doing digital open public video. You can put all matter of stuff into what we are
doing and make it a completely different experience. It’s just different work ... It also allows for
different kinds of learning” (Finn, 2022, lines 408—410, 416—420 and 426; sample interview text
included in Appendix L)

The expression that Finn uses in this extract, ‘you can put all matter of stuff into what we are doing and
make it a completely different experience’ (Finn), reflects a change in his awareness of other possible
ontologies in the journal and the potential experiential difference between library-based journals and
traditional journals regarding the application of alternative knowledge practices. The realisation of this
recognition is immediately apparent to Finn, as the value of the ‘flexibility that the library offers us’
(Finn) contrasts sharply with the epistemic rigidity of traditional publishing praxis and practice. This
statement is the prelude to recognising the value and relevance of alternative expressions and
communicative practices in the journal format. In this way, the difference between knowledge and
learning resulting from practice in the ‘conventional journal’ (Finn) and that resulting from library-based
publishing emerges. Finn evaluates what he hears and sees in the traditional journal field and compares

this to his experiences with library-based journals. His critical comparison of the traditional journal
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setting with his embedded experience as a library-based journal editor encourages him and other

scholars to engage in ‘different kinds of learning’ (Finn) and practice in the journal.

Social knowing concerns the context of knowledge and its degree of abstraction (semantic gravity). If a
particular social practice or symbolic idea is highly context-dependent, semantic gravity is stronger. In
contrast, epistemic knowing concerns the object of knowledge and its degree of complexity (semantic
density). If the meaning within a particular practice or idea is highly condensed, semantic density is
stronger. Social knower relations and social capital may not generate significant change in the broader
scholarly journal field (i.e., librarians’ contributions of experience, knowledge and continuous learning to
invoke change in the traditional journal), but they do provide the context for making sense of epistemic
knowledge and semantic density in library-based publishing. Finn appreciates experimentation with
additional socio-technical knowledge approaches in publishing and the ontological variety many library-
based journal publishers can (and want to) offer. This also means that librarians contribute to creating
shared knowledge by working collaboratively with library-based journal editors like Finn. It is both social
and epistemic in nature, thus producing a joint social-epistemic perspective that turns editors and
librarians into competent actors in alternative library-based journal practice. Consequently, Finn’s extract
partially recounts his path to becoming an ‘elite knower’ who develops elite knowledge and epistemic

power through social and epistemic knowing practices in the journal.

From a theoretical standpoint, it is reasonable to suggest that scholarly authors in the alternative library-
based journal field display hysteresis because library-based journal editors and librarians disrupt the
relations between publishing fields and habitus. They cooperate to collaboratively challenge the still-too-
often unquestioned social order (doxa) of the traditional journal field and act as ‘change agents’ from
conceptual and empirically applied, practical perspectives. Scholarly authors ask questions grounded in
their own experience of and exposure to librarians’ epistemic and social knowledge of scholarly
communication and publishing, whereas library-based journal editors tap into librarians’ knowledge of

journal publishing as they experience, practice and understand it.

While Gabriel (author participant) also thinks critically about the roles and functions of the library in the
publishing field — ‘what is the library for?' (see Section 7.2), he offered a clear rationale about the
limitations of possible additional socio-technical knowledge practices in the journal that many libraries

wish to realise.
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“I think about it, and | hope to do it [using different media formats in publishing] but often it is out
of reach whether that is time wise or finances. And a lot of different means of communicating your
research output it takes a lot more time and energy, and if you want to have some assistance it can
often be very expensive. ... It’s like alternative means and modes of communicating research
output. Like the kind of visual cartoon representations of your work where you have somebody
sketch out and then make a cartoon about the narrative of an article or a book is becoming
increasingly popular and it is a really powerful way of communicating your message, right. But to
get a five-minute visual cartoon thing for one article, right, is like five grand. | could use that to
facilitate workshops in the rural Philippines and help provide rice to a thousand households for that
money. ... | would rather feed them with rice or do something creative there, a theatre, a drama
play” (Gabriel, 2022, lines 246—258)

The relationship between learning about and embedding different communication modalities in the
journal operates in opposite directions for Gabriel and Finn. While Gabriel is open-minded about the
value and utility of these modalities in enhancing the experiential quality of ‘your message’ (Gabriel), he
is reluctant to develop new epistemic knowledge about combining alternative media use in the journal
(‘it takes a lot more time and energy’). In contrast, Finn’s approach embraces opportunities for new
epistemic knowledge and new ways of knowing in the field to establish different but authentic publishing
experiences. The interpretation of Finn’s and Gabriel’s experience of library-based publishing illustrates
how scholars can approach transformative change and comprehend competing forms of knowledge

differently as part of learning from the publishing process.

In taking a broader view, this study reveals how all author participants, like Gabriel, have experienced
epistemic publishing knowledge in library-based journal editors and librarians, while also being exposed
to new doxa knowledge — the combination of both orthodox and heterodox know-how — of the
alternative, library-based journal field. Equally, all author participants (re)turn to the familiar traditional
journal field, with its established journal doxa and the perspective of social knowing, but now with an
“adjusted” identity as library-published journal authors and a gradually developing awareness of the
epistemic knowledge that library-based journal editors and librarians bring to the field. Gabriel’s
understanding shows how opportunities for experimental practice in the library-published journal will
raise questions over conceptual and practical/material priorities (and possible limitations) and, at the

same time, challenge the established socio-technical order of the traditional journal field.
The interpretation of Henry’s, Finn’s, and Gabriel’s interview extracts illustrates the synergy of social and

epistemic knowing perspectives. Henry’s exclamation, ‘we can do that’, operates in multiple ways, as it

connects with the scholarly journal’s epistemic, social, and practical knowledge domains. As the field
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conditions of journal publishing adjust and change, scholars will experience increasing exposure to
academic and research libraries that publish scholarly journals. Growing numbers of otherwise
differentiated agents will work together through collaborative epistemic and social knowledge building.
The traditional doxa of the journal publishing field is already under pressure from other areas of
transformative influence, such as open research (Ayris et al., 2018) and institutional-ranking reform
(Utrecht University, 2023). Librarians and scholars, including Gabriel, know this and will likely adjust
some of their habitual knowledge practices to create new socio-cultural capital through new scholarly

communication competencies.

6.4 Summary.

Chapter six described and analysed extracts that speak to the influence and role of socio-cultural and
technical capital in scholars and librarians as they navigate the library-based scholarly journal field. The
benefits to librarian participants emerge from the contextualised perspective as social knowers of the
traditional journal within the professional-services dimension of traditionally applied academic
librarianship. Their engagement with scholars’ lived experience of traditional publishing and conscious
awareness of the field’s social structures and values provides a powerful resource for librarians to draw

on.

However, the involvement of librarians in scholarly journal publishing as formal content creators
(publishers) is not without challenges. It is tempting to exploit acquired and accumulated social capital to
benefit library-based publishing, even if field conditions are not agreeable or conducive to scholars' and
librarians' needs, wants and requirements. We have also seen how perceived constraints regarding
professional habitus, knowledge capital and the doxa of the traditional journal field pull authors toward

traditional practice, away from learning about and engaging in alternative library-based publishing.

Scholar participants described the characteristics of the process and the implications of their exposure to
library-based journal publishing as they tapped into the experience of accumulated cultural capital from
traditional journal publishing. Many scholars are familiar with the ‘taken-for-granted’ ways of the
traditional publishing field, and some will adopt a critically reflective stance that questions practices and
experiences arising from their contact with epistemic librarian knowledge as part of the fast-developing

library-based publishing field.
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Chapter 7 — Negotiating knowledge and knowing in the scholarly journal context.

7.1 Introduction.

The final findings chapter of this study investigates differences in acquiring and negotiating new and
existing knowledge about journal publishing, regarding its socio-cultural nature and within the context of
ongoing debates about adopting an alternative reformist stance in the scholarly journal field. In Section
7.2, five study participants (three librarians and two authors) talk about their ideas and perspectives
about library- and publishing-related learning and how this can affect boundary relations between
scholars and librarians; in Section 7.3, six study participants (two authors, one editor, and three
librarians) describe how different actors recognise and influence constructions of value, knowledge, and
status in publishing. It includes the perspectives of scholars, librarians, and the institutional university
system. Interpretation of coded interview extracts and emerging issues is discussed and placed in the

context of relevant literature.

7.2 Learning from alternative reformist knowledge practices in scholarly journal publishing.

Acquiring new knowledge is a continuous and ongoing process that builds on prior learning and lived
experiences. Marsick (1988) explains that learning in the workplace refers to how individuals or groups
of people obtain, interpret, apply, and change related clusters of information, skills, and feelings, and
construct reflective meaning in their shared organisational lives. In all of this, learning through
interactions with others in a learning community is an essential aspect of informal learning (Coffield,
2002). However, research into the conditions of informal learning and learning from experience at the
individual level is scarce and focuses mainly on theory development. For example, the personality
dimensions ‘extraversion’ (assertiveness and ambition) and ‘openness to experience’ (broadmindedness
and creativity) have been used to study intrinsic learning motivation in individuals (Wahyu Ariani, 2013).
Although both dimensions go some way to explaining motivation in learners who are embedded in
formal learning situations involving externally specified outcomes (Woods et al., 2016), the role of these
dimensions as a condition for informal learning is considered negligible (Noe, Tews and Marand, 2013).
However, Noe, Tews and Marand (2013, p. 332) report in their research that individual passion and
enthusiasm are major predictors of informal learning, and Eraut (2004, p. 247) suggests that the social
aspect of informal learning extends the scope of human agency, which the constraints of structural

socialisation do not.
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The preamble above implies that the processes involved in acquiring and actioning new knowledge in
organisational learning contexts are socially complex and multilayered. Accepting newly acquired
knowledge depends on the individual characteristics of the scholar and their level of embeddedness in
the social structures of the institutional university system. However, while the selected and discussed
extracts in this section reveal degrees of informal learning in publishing that is possible by scholars,
closer examination of these extracts using Legitimation Code Theory (LCT) shows that knowledge
practices relate to and affect power relations between scholars and librarians. These knowledge
practices influence the management of boundaries between scholars and librarians and can obstruct

new learning by scholars.

Michelle, a librarian participant, distinguishes between types of scholars based on variations and
differences in motivation for learning and acquiring new knowledge about scholarly journal publishing in

the first part of this section (some will, and some won’t).

The second part (some will) includes the interview extracts from two author participants, Gabriel and
Luke, who lend credibility to Michelle’s view by providing insights into their motivation to learn from
new influences and engage in new practices in journal publishing. The move toward an alternative
reformist and heterodox stance relates here to a general sense of constructive socio-cultural change in

the journal.

The third part (some won’t) draws on extracts from two librarian participants, Maria and Oliver, who
describe situations in which they experienced limited motivation for new learning and knowledge

acquisition.

Some will, and some won’t.

Michelle differentiates between scholars based on their motivation for learning, i.e., there are individual
scholars who want to learn from alternative and reformist influences in scholarly publishing, and those
who are less interested in doing so. Some people, irrespective of their experience with journals
published by academic and research libraries, are more motivated to learn new knowledge practices

than others.
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“We can do training, we can do like answering questions and all of that. Then being willing to dive
in and kind of learn is really important ... | mean, people can conceptualise what a journal is very
differently” (Michelle, 2022, lines 336—-338; 351-352)

Michelle asserts that some scholars engage in journal publishing without considering alternative or
experimental reformist influences on established publishing practices. For these scholars, there is a lack
of interest and/or awareness in the consequences and significance of the journal medium as a form of
scholarly communication. However, she does not clarify whether the scholars exposed to library-based
education on publishing are uncritical (they don’t reflect on publishing practices) or are knowingly aware
but, perhaps, hesitant to act on their newly acquired knowledge. This hesitancy can result from a
scholar’s self-assessment of their status and individual role-responsibility in the field. Acquiring
knowledge from others is an inevitable aspect of any form of learning. However, some scholars choose
not to realise and act on new publishing-related knowledge or investigate further for fear of creating

additional work and responsibilities without substantial and measurable gain.

The following two parts include extracts that, on the surface, support the notion that some scholars are
more motivated to explore alternative paths in journal publishing, whereas others lack interest or

motivation.

Examining these demonstrative participant extracts supports the plausible view that scholars differ in
their motivation to learn about the consequences and effects of publishing in different journal types. Yet,
closer examination indicates that the knowledge practices of scholars are sociological exercises in

boundary patrol that influence learning in terms of its nature, scope, and impact.

Although many librarians articulate the experience that scholars can display limited knowledge about
socio-technical and economic matters in the scholarly journal (examples include author’s rights,
awareness of the serials crisis, alternative reformist approaches and experimental developments in
models and practices of journal publishing, including peer review and research assessment, etc.), but
observe that scholars frequently value the support, learning and knowledge opportunities that library-
based scholarly communication services (see Section 1.3, including Figure 1) bring to scholars who aspire
to change practice, or want to improve publishing outcomes, Michelle herself distinguishes between
social knowledge (“answering questions”) and epistemic knowledge (“do training”). As discussed earlier

in Section 3.4, Maton (2014a) differentiates between knowledge claims based on patterns of
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legitimation pertaining to knowledge modes between practices and discrete ontological objects
(epistemic relations) and between practices and their agents (social relations). Making this distinction
qualifies the nature and value of what scholars and librarians can learn and know about scholarly journal

publishing.

Some will.

Gabriel and Luke, both author participants, illustrate how librarians can shift social knowing in
alternative and reformist paths to publishing by empowering agency in scholars as epistemic knowers.
Librarians can help realise this objective by initiating notions and processes of relevant knowledge

practices.

The first extract is an example of this. Gabriel’s reflection on past experiences leads him to conclude that
he would have benefited from a more self-assertive and open-minded reflexive stance as a scholarly
author who regularly publishes in peer-reviewed academic journals. To help engender commitment to
learning in this regard, he advocates that librarians should become more involved in facilitating formal
education events and creating informal, self-directed learning opportunities to cultivate critical discourse
about journal publishing. Although Gabriel self-observes that he feels unable to formulate what
alternative and reformist practice means or should lead to, his proposition to engage with librarians
about questions of scholarly publishing represents a turn toward and an emphasis on creating new

knowledge with strong epistemic relations and strong semantic density.

“I don’t really have a clear answer because it is something | struggle with ... | wish that | had
pursued alternative publishing outlets a lot more aggressively, assertively throughout my career ... |
think that libraries can play a much bigger role in facilitating critical thinking and open dialogue,
hosting workshops, conversations that involve critical dialogue like the ethics of publishing ... So, it’s
like, okay, what is the library for?” (Gabriel, 2022, lines 52—-53; 73—-74; 132-134; 137-138)

While Gabriel struggles with the question about how to devise and implement an effective publishing
strategy for himself or his discipline, he displays evident enthusiasm for learning about alternative
publishing ontologies and engaging in experimental epistemic practice. Asking ‘what is the library for?’
(Gabriel) represents an interesting revelation in that Gabriel perceives the library as a potential learning
partner and source of information and knowledge on journal publishing. He acknowledge his motivation
and curiosity to learn more, likely leading to situations where he feels obliged to act on his knowledge

and deviate from established and traditionally accepted publishing models.
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The desire to realise rigorous debate about the ‘ethics of publishing’ (Gabriel), for example, contains
significant semantic density due to its highly symbolic nature. Ethical behaviour in publishing is laden
with many layers of practices, meanings and consequences, ranging from individual and systemic
scholarship practices regarding peer review, collaborative/cooperative partnerships, research metrics,
open access and open research, to the broader question of structural reform of the journal publishing
field. Despite the socio-cultural complexities of engaging in collaborative, transformative scholarly
practice, Gabriel has understood its meaning enough to recognise that libraries can play a critical part in
the process. He has absorbed some aspects of the symbolic meaning of ethics and moral principles in
publishing (semantic density), including the meaning for his own applied practice (semantic gravity) as a

scholar.

A collaborative and values-led learning environment has the power to challenge the dominant
epistemologies of the traditional/commercial publishing system, which is not always welcome from
junior scholars or expected of senior scholars, i.e. agents with higher status and greater means of
different forms of capital in the field. In addition, the knowledge and meanings imbued in the idea of
ethical publishing —i.e., a publishing system that answers to criteria of “cost-efficiency, openness,
transparency, and adaptiveness to the present requirements of scientific communication” (Racimo et al.,
2022, p. 2) — also represent valuable symbolic capital in the contemporary academy. Gabriel's wanting to
build on his existing knowledge represents a change in professional ambition and a growing sense of
agency and confidence in a changing field. Seeking out librarians for collaborative learning and new

knowledge acquisition unveils his understanding of the power of personal agency in scholarly publishing.

This also suggests that many scholars question the arrangement of traditional/commercial publishing
and want to pay attention to developing trends in the field. They already engage with librarians who
speak and advise about open access, research discovery and other information management-related
issues. These activities contribute to a changing academic research and scholarly communication
environment, where scholars engage in new practices that were previously technically and socially out of
reach. For example, outreach and liaison efforts by librarians to formally and informally share knowledge
about developments in scholarly communication and publishing create learning situations that
emphasise epistemic relations to knowledge (Wright, 2013). Indeed, that scholars accept, understand
and act on information about altered or new forms of scholarly publishing with a stronger emphasis on

epistemic relations to knowledge is critical to the success of library-based publishers.
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The next extract provides an interesting case-in-point example of where scholars achieved the
opportunity for acquiring epistemic knowledge through practical, informal learning experiences. Luke
(author participant) shares his recollection of his own learning about an uncharacteristic approach to

peer review in a library-based journal he contributed to as an author.

“So, the interesting thing is ... as soon as | submitted to X Journal, pretty well within about two
weeks, they send you a paper to review, right, another paper to review. So, there is a bit of like a
moral economy of reciprocity at work. | mean, | have reviewed in quite a lot of different journals
[traditional journals], but it is the only journal where within two or three weeks of submitting an
article they send a paper for you to review. It is kind of a moral understanding that, you know, okay
if you want to publish in our journal then you have got to contribute by reviewing a paper, which
was interesting. It is the only time that has happened to me. ... It is a lot of work” (Luke, 2022, lines
184, 186—-192 and 195; sample interview text included in Appendix L)

We can see here that Luke takes on the task of reviewing a fellow scholar’s academic work as part of
submitting his own paper for peer review to a library-based journal. Furthermore, this is a unique first
individual experience of implied collective responsibility, amounting to a form of active engagement in

learning on the part of scholars in the social process of journal publishing.

There is evidence of high semantic density (the extent to which meaning is condensed in the participant
extract) with respect to the unwritten moral contract (‘a kind of moral understanding’) (Luke), as its
precise meaning is apparent only to individuals who have a share in the knowledge that the concept of
reciprocity represents in peer-reviewed scholarly journal publishing. The operation of this semantically
dense knowledge extends further because a range of different applications and thematic locations
correspond to the phrase ‘moral economy’ (Luke), including social, cultural, political and economic.
However, there is also a strong degree of semantic gravity (the extent to which meaning relates to
context) present, as Luke states, ' you have got to contribute by reviewing a paper’. He talks about a new
learning opportunity for scholars in a particular journal context wherein one’s own submission
automatically triggers an invitation to review a paper in the same journal. Scholars are closely involved in
their subject fields and have specialised knowledge. Consequently, the expectation mechanism of
reciprocal peer review creates enhanced knowledge and experience for scholars, even if this results in

extra labour.

Due to their conceptual exposure and publication in a library-based journal, Luke and Gabriel developed

knowledge with strong epistemic relations and semantic density. In Gabriel’s case, there was an
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emphasis on the ethics of publishing, and in Luke's case, the moral economy of reciprocity. Although
both aspects can be discursively assessed in publishing (Szomszor and Quaderi, 2020), their significance
and interpretation in library-based publishing rely on contact with librarians; i.e., the emphasis is on
social relations to knowledge. Consequently, the combination of ethics and moral practice with an
emphasis on epistemic relations to knowledge, and librarian-contact knowledge with an emphasis on
social relations, is critical for librarians and scholars to develop professional rapport, trust, and change in

the practices of scholarly journal publishing.

From the perspective of Legitimation Code Theory (LCT), these processes elevate scholars to the status
of becoming ‘elite knowers’ in library-based publishing, who possess both strong epistemic and social
relations to knowledge. They attain specialist knowledge and a cultivated social position as agents in the
broader journal publishing field, encompassing both traditional/commercial and alternative, library-

based publishing.

Some won't.

Due to their proximity to scholars in terms of well-established traditional library services (e.g.
information literacy and research support), librarians tend to occupy a position in the publishing field
where a stronger emphasis on social relations to knowledge applies. Ever since some library systems
have decided to strategically realign themselves as content creators (publishers) alongside content
curation, there is potential for developing valid claims to specialised knowledge in the field (epistemic

relations to knowledge).

The extracts from librarian participants Maria and Oliver illustrate the knowledge that arises from
cultivated social relations revolving around the concept, scope and meaning of academic freedom —i.e.

the freedom from interference in one’s scholarly activities or the freedom to engage in appropriate

scholarly activities (Akerlind and Kayrooz, 2003, p. 328) — as it relates to matters of journal publishing.
Although both participants describe the influence of feedback and the limitations on potential learning
in this regard, analysis of the extracts suggests that certain knowledge practices in the journal setting can
create barriers to understanding the significance of the work and the value that libraries contribute to

the journal publishing field.
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In the following extract, Maria (librarian participant) describes how academic librarians perceive the
conditions of support for individual learning autonomy and enable engagement with new knowledge
acquisition through cooperative learning and practice in publishing. Although Maria does not explicitly
expand on the operational connections between academic freedom and the library's role, this passage

imparts a sense of frustration.

“I think there is this weird thought process that happens from administrators [the university
system], especially where they say, well, if we told faculty members to look for other options, we
would be trampling on their academic freedom to publish where they want. And to us in library
publishing, that seems so ridiculous because here we are with something that will give you total
academic freedom, like, come with us, publish something that looks different in a journal that
pushes the boundaries of what a journal is” (Maria, 2022, lines 233-238)

Some institutional practices regarding questions of informed choice represent a paradox of perceived
reality — the idea that encouraging alternative paths to scholarly publishing would infringe upon
academic freedom in scholars’ lives. Maria questions the reasoning behind this politics of experience and
criticises the rationale offered by her university’s academic administration. Her assertion to ‘come with
us’ (instead of to us), which emphasises social interaction beyond the specialised domains of scholarly
publishing interests and practices, signifies the difference in vision and approach that library-based
publishers offer. Maria puts forward the view that there can be more to learning about academic
freedom in scholarly journal publishing if only libraries were fully on par with academic administrators in

the cross-institutional academy.

From the perspective of Legitimation Code Theory (LCT), regarding broader learning about the levels of
self-constitution and levels of practice of scholars’ academic freedom, Maria’s situational context in her
exchange with scholars is that of the social knower: social relations are stronger, and epistemic relations
are weaker. Maria’s disposition is primarily social because the intimate knowledge required for
deconstructing and making sense of individual scholars’ opportunities —and missed opportunities — to
claim their academic freedom arises exclusively from the social and cultivated attributes of applied
librarianship in the publishing field. That is, librarians frequently operate as and are perceived as social
knowers within faculty-focused approaches to scholarly publishing. Although Maria and her library
colleagues can, in part, identify, monitor and support scholars’ publishing practices, the principles of

epistemic knowledge that underpin the ideas and expressions of academic freedom within the context
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of a scholar’s accountability to the employing university are not coherently disclosed by the university,

which thus results in weak framing of epistemic knowledge relations.

In the next interview extract from Oliver (librarian participant), we see how librarians can be excluded
from procedural epistemic knowledge practices required for library-based publishing to take root
effectively and successfully. In addition, Oliver highlights the role of socio-cultural knowledge in creating

and maintaining professional boundaries between scholars and librarians.

“I think one of the problems at least on our campus is, that some of our departments have specific
guidelines for the faculty member that they have to follow in order to get tenure. There is a list, for
example, of ten journals, or twenty journals, | don't know the exact number, but there is a list of
journals for specific departments that I've heard about. ... that have memorandums of
understanding with their faculty members that they have to publish in this list of journals. And if
you don't then your candidacy is in grave trouble” (Oliver, 2022, lines 183—-189; sample interview
text included in Appendix L)

Oliver similarly identifies what he considers to be challenges associated with established systemic
practices related to perceived first-choice preferences and priorities in the journal. However, he also
signals an understanding of their significance. Librarians are knowledgeable about the importance of
university-level comparative assessment routines and associated benchmark metrics, including the tie-in
of individual reward systems to promotion and tenure (Hyland, 2015, pp. 18-20). The existence of
documented publishing requirements aims to discourage scholars, whether tenured, on tenure-track or
otherwise, from putting much critical thought into normative publishing epistemologies and,
consequently, from considering nonconforming journal publications. However, although scholars are
expected to follow institutional guidelines to a certain degree in some academic departments, the very
existence of Oliver’s library-based journal publishing programme means that it has found a degree of

acceptance in the broader sense within the local and wider university system.

Concerning publishing behaviours expected of scholars and possible influences on practice by librarians,
the differentiation between social and epistemic relations to knowledge is evident again here. Oliver’s
experience as a librarian providing publishing services shows how university departmental activities and
priorities are bounded from the library domain; that is, his knowledge in this is somewhat disparate and
weakly framed. He displays limited awareness about frames of expected publishing behaviours in
academic departments, which means he does not have specialised knowledge but instead depends on

strong social relations with scholars. Moreover, the scope and value of acceptable publishing practices
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are condensed into the semantically dense phrase ‘memorandums of understanding’, which creates
meaning through obscurity from Oliver’s perspective. The epistemic value of the information contained
within exclusive and department-centric memoranda will only become clear to Oliver if it is openly
shared and strongly framed by academic administrators. Changing knowledge-code practices in the
university system (and the academy generally) would enable Oliver, the librarian, to better determine
and capitalise on the difference between journal publishing as a legitimate object (traditional publishing)

and other possible objects (library-based publishing).

The above extract also implies regret at the limitations of his position, not being directly involved in
formal academic department discussions about conceptual ideas, knowledge practices, and possible
alternative trajectories in the scholarly journal. The question arises as to whether administrative
department heads and other decision makers could do more to engage Oliver (the library) in the
significance and consequences of journal publishing; that is, to provide the necessary framing for Oliver
and his library colleagues to effectively determine semantic and ontological-practical differences,
overlaps and collaborative/cooperative opportunities between the library and academic departmental

systems in all areas of scholarly publishing.

It is not inconceivable that Oliver is knowingly excluded from learning more about the creation, meaning
and significance of discrete journal and publisher lists or departmental memoranda of understanding
due to perceptions of professional boundaries and traditional practices that still widely prevail in the
university setting (Brophy, 2000, pp. 41-54), and particularly between librarians and scholars (Pham,
2019, p. 3). Scholars may instead informally share and discuss departmental policies and practices with
librarians individually and/or as part of other, already existing, collaborative work. Indeed, as we will see,
scholars frequently reach out to the library to inquire about technical publishing issues, such as

copyright.

However, in their discussion on redefining social relations in academic publishing, Jandri¢ and Hayes
(2019) argue that despite its contested nature, new practices of knowledge production create learning
responsibilities for both librarians and scholars. Ideally, trans-, multi- and interdisciplinary learning leads
to the sharing of specialist knowledge, which produces insight into the semantically dense knowledge
associated with the social and political economy of the academic department, as well as the degree to

which that knowledge is tied to publishing situations (semantic gravity), i.e. the meaning of publishing a
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scholarly journal article in the context of individual scholars. Scholars may withhold the semantic density
and gravity of this knowledge from librarians to differentiate and maintain their position in the field.
There is a perceptible tension between Oliver’s desire to effectively realise academic freedom and equity
through library-based publishing and the perceived need of many scholars to maintain professional

boundaries, specialist knowledge and, consequently, status.

Knowledge as capital is not commonly owned and is not always shared with others, including librarians.
Some scholars use it as leverage in professional boundary work to secure and maintain their position in
the field. Even with a stronger emphasis on epistemic relations to knowledge, this may not be
differentiated for the librarian from research services, where a stronger emphasis on social relations to
knowledge in publishing exists. We have also seen that scholars and academic departments often
withhold appropriate framing of epistemic relations to knowledge. However, scholars subsequently

provide it once they engage in library-based publishing.

Although all participants in this findings section reported on their experiences across the spectrum of
traditional and library-based publishing, dominant knowledge practices in the journal create limitations
on what actors — scholars and librarians — know and influence how they articulate and talk about their
knowledge. The issues of power and status frequently overshadow knowledge practices in the field,
affecting relationships between scholars and librarians. In addition, through interpreting and discussing
the analysed interview extracts, we can see how legitimation practices contribute to accumulating
capital in the field. Maton’s (2014a) Legitimation Code Theory (LCT) is a valuable tool for revealing the
differences in interpretations and the variations in different forms of knowledge capital (human,
structural, and relational) operating within individuals’ academic habitus and the wider publishing field.
Specifically, the specialisation device (social relations to knowledge and epistemic relations to
knowledge) and the semantic device (semantic gravity and density of knowledge) found application in
scrutinising how participants speak about publishing practices and what they know about publishing
practices. Languages of legitimation, which embody what should and should not be considered
legitimate in fields of publishing, represent strategic responses to knowledge as capital, i.e. what can

legitimately be known by whom and under whose authority.

7.3 Recognition of scholar, librarian and institutional knowledge.

In this last section of the findings report, participants reflect on how lived experience and epistemic and

social relations to knowledge in journal publishing are differently recognised and valued according to
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who holds them in the academy. The selected extracts of seven scholar and librarian participants
connect to the coding categories relating to how participants describe their role in and experience of
journal publishing, including their professional relationships with each other. They illustrate the

constructs of knowledge held by scholars, librarians, and the institutional university system.

The section begins with two extracts from Charlotte (author participant). The first illustrates how some
early-career scholars, like Charlotte, describe knowledge acquisition from experimental practice in
publishing; the second illustrates how senior scholars perceived and valued this course of action. Next,
drawing on extracts from six scholar and librarian participants examines in the main their responses and
understandings relating to knowledge in journal publishing (Oliver, librarian participant), understandings
of journal status and authority (Gabriel, author participant and Sebastian, editor participant), social and
technical practices in library-based journal publishing (Maria, librarian participant), and traditional library
use for information seeking in the research-for-publishing context (Molly, editor participant). Two
contrasting perspectives emerge from these extracts: librarian and scholar knowledge and experience
appear to be either overlooked or valued regarding questions of epistemic procedures and social

practices in research and publishing.

However, analysis of these interview extracts indicates that these contrasting perspectives on existing
knowledge practices share a common characteristic. To maintain professional boundaries, practices
involving power and knowledge operate in traditional and library-based publishing situations, even

where librarian knowledge is accepted and valued.

The section concludes with one interview extract from Henry (librarian participant) that illustrates how a
university system recognises and values scholarly communication and publishing knowledge as acquired

and practised by libraries.

In the first extract below, Charlotte (author participant) describes how she derives knowledge from

engaging in experimental publishing practice.

“My personal publication strategy is to always publish in a different journal because | think it is
more fun to have published in as many different journals as possible. So, that is what | am
personally pursuing, is my strategy ... thinking about what makes research [and publishing]
reciprocal, what knowledge is deemed meaningful” (Charlotte, 2022, lines 424-426; 438-439)

135



A first interesting inference to be drawn from this extract is that Charlotte, a young researcher with two
years of research and publishing experience, values a pluralist publishing strategy based on notions of
diversity and variety in the journal field. She considers it an enjoyable experience (‘fun’) to spread her
scholarly work across different journal venues and, consequently, contribute to reducing the dominance
of some journals over others. While Charlotte values her discipline’s socio-cultural knowledge
conventions on publishing practice, she wants to see her research empowered and held in common with

journals that may fall outside accepted frames of experience and reference.

However, senior academic colleagues regard her approach to publishing in scholarly journals as

somewhat problematic.

“That is my mentor, who is a Professor in my department and one of the more senior figures in my
field, and he has told me that | need to stop publishing in funny little journals ... | need to publish in
‘A Journal’, ‘B Journal' and the 'C Journal’. That's what | need to do. ... And then if the papers I'm
running are not going to get me published in there, | shouldn't be writing them. So, that is what |
got told. ... So, my plan is now to try and publish in these big journals at some point. Because
otherwise, | probably won't get very far in my career. ... | know that a lot of people who hold power
value certain journals. And therefore, that puts limits on what | can do. (Charlotte, 2022, lines 334—
335, 340-343, 362-363 and 370-371; sample interview text included in Appendix L)

Upon receiving critical feedback on her previous publishing activities, Charlotte returns to recognising
and accepting authoritative knowledge and experience from a senior scholar because it is considered
risky behaviour in her academic department to explore and experiment with unrecognised scholarly
journals. In doing so, despite being advised to the contrary, early-career scholars can potentially damage
their prospects for a successful academic career. As can be deduced from this extract, for many
established scholars, successful publishing of research depends on following commonly shared and
dominant understandings and practices of scholarly communication in terms of what is considered an
appropriate journal in the relevant discipline. As a result, Charlotte decided to change her approach to

publishing in line with the expectations of her field and immediate senior academic peers.

In contemporary academic publishing, libraries increasingly and successfully take on the role of journal
publisher, with consequences for traditional publishers in terms of competitive exposure to social
relations of knowledge. As a direct result, librarians and scholars will develop different understandings of

journal publishing depending on the nature of the publishing setting and the consequential proximity
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and frequency of contact with library-based publishing. Despite this, many scholars continue to prioritise

and maintain the conventions and values of traditional and commercialised approaches to publishing.

The question of selecting an ‘appropriate’ journal also connects with the essential value of author rights
to scholars and librarians. This is demonstrated in the next extract, where Oliver, a librarian participant,
explains that scholars’ questions frequently focus on copyright-related concerns as part of their
publishing experience: research and writing, alongside teaching, are the mainstays of work that scholars
undertake, and these activities habitually result in contributions to and experiences of academic
publishing. However, if knowledge practices are a method for agents to establish positional legitimacy in
the field, we can see in the interview that Oliver utilises epistemic knowledge to carry out boundary
work. Oliver’s explicit legitimating of librarian knowledge, in the context of his reflection on the influence
of librarians on scholarly journal publishing, offers a useful insight into the contribution of knowledge
practices by librarians towards the knowledge and experience of scholarly authors. Oliver informs us that
he has specialist knowledge, differentiating him and other librarians like him from the world of regular

scholars and librarians.

“For us, | think, it always ends up coming back to the problems with copyright ... that comes up
fairly often ... you know, when you need to talk about what the problems with the large publishers
are, it really does come down to the problems of how the publishers lock down the copyright of the
journal article authors. And | try to raise that awareness to faculty as well that you don't have to
sign away your copyright all the time” (Oliver, 2022, lines 117, 124, 131-134)

Oliver describes how scholars frequently reach out to him for practical publishing advice by illustrating
his experience talking to scholars about the various challenges that coincide with traditional publishing,
including the technical challenge of author copyright. There is an implicit suggestion that scholars
appreciate the support and help of librarians as people not only seek out the library but also see the

library seek out scholars.

While the essential takeaway from this extract is that many scholars attribute their impression of being
supported professionally to services provided by librarians, Oliver also evidences his epistemic
knowledge. This is significant because, beyond giving credit to scholars for reaching out to the library for
support in copyright and other publishing-related matters, Oliver demonstrates in the interview that he

has specialised technical knowledge. He points to the dynamics of the social relation dimension in
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librarianship, which offers librarians recognition from scholars. At the same time, he also undertakes

boundary work through using epistemic knowledge, which indicates his status and professional identity.

In referring to the complexity of copyright, Oliver legitimates librarian knowledge by creating strong
epistemic relations (i.e., between practices and their object) and high semantic density (i.e.,
epistemological condensation of formal definitions and descriptions), where meaning is reduced to a
symbol, in this case, the term copyright. Oliver signals that he has epistemic knowledge by virtue of his
position as a librarian and epistemic power as the right kind of knower possessing legitimate knowledge
and a legitimate disposition (Maton, 2014a, p. 31). Accordingly, this dispositional arrangement of
legitimate knowledge in academic librarianship allows for professional separation and a clear boundary
between librarians and scholars who would only have legitimation based on social relations (i.e.

between practices and their subject) to copyright-related knowledge.

Although libraries provide access to curated information and offer publishing supports with a variable
emphasis on social relations and epistemic relations to knowledge (e.g. scholarly communication literacy,
research data management, bibliometrics, author rights education, research support, archival services,
etc.), as an essential ancillary to library-based publishing, we have seen that there are opportunities to
acquire more strongly codified epistemic knowledge. Librarians learn how to provide professional
journal publishing services based on epistemic knowledge, and when librarians attempt to communicate
their knowledge and understanding of journal publishing to scholars, this can either be suppressed or

embraced.

In the following interview extracts, one participant (Gabriel, author participant) begins by describing his
perception of the treatment of abstract knowledge in the contexts of journal status and authority in his
discipline. Gabriel talks about how he and other scholars are pulled in by the idea and value of
publishing in journals that are perceived as prestigious, in the traditional sense of the term, concerning
the journal impact factor (JIF) (Smith, 2023). In contrast, later extracts illustrate how innovative technical
knowledge practices in journal publishing can attract scholars to the library-based publisher (Maria,
librarian participant) and how alternative socio-cultural knowledge structures and heuristics in journal
publishing can be put into practice and valued in academic tenure and promotion processes (Sebastian,
editor participant). However, this may be interpreted as an opportunistic use of knowledge based on

contextual idealism and ambition rather than regular knowledge practice. In the final extract of this
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section, one scholar (Molly, editor participant) describes how traditional library expertise is ordinarily
tapped into and frequently appreciated by other scholars to benefit their own and students’ academic

research and publishing needs.

Gabriel (author participant) offers an example of how he perceives many scholars perceive their
knowledge, experience, and associated behaviour in mainstream publishing practice. Gabriel provides a
perspective on his experience as a mid-stage career academic. He refers to situations where he
prioritises normatively recognised journals over alternative and reformist publications based on the

rationale of individual academic career advancement.

“A lot of the critical journals, the higher-ranking ones, are with kind of corporate publishers. ... once
they get a funding base and they have an ISI [Web of Science] listing and their citation indices and
the metrics go higher and higher, a lot of academics, including myself, are drawn to that in terms of
reputation and, indeed, the esteem of publishing in what is assumed to be a higher quality journal.
... And everybody’s publishing orientation in career gaze is in that direction, in that sort of
corporate direction, right” (Gabriel, 2022, lines 59-60, 63—66 and 77-78, sample interview text
included in Appendix L)

However, although Gabriel offers a contested socio-cultural knowledge perspective on the workings of
scholarly journal publishing as an academic author in the social sciences, the implication is clear:
alternative value propositions and knowledge practices in journal publishing put forward by library-
based publishers (see figure 3, Section 1.3, for a snapshot overview) can create lower expectations of
merit and authority due to a perceived lack of socio-cultural capital and resultant lower professional
status. Gabriel’s contribution to a library-based journal positions him against the boundary domain
between corporatised publishing and library-based publishing, which (many) other scholars may

perceive as an act of profound boundary transgression.

In contrast to this example of an author’s experience in journal publishing, three participants (Maria,
librarian participant; Sebastian, editor participant; and Molly, editor participant) describe different
situations where their knowledge practices were valued by academic colleagues, librarians, and other
university staff. The first extract from Maria, an experienced librarian working in library-based publishing,
illustrates how libraries identify and live out knowledge practices in publishing that scholars are

interested in.
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“It is actually about the type of content that they are publishing now. So, I see this a lot in the
humanities where the journals, the top journals in their field, you know, they are really traditional
publishers. They are publishing the same type of thing that they did in print: words and images.
And now we are having faculty members who are coming out of their graduate programmes with a
lot more knowledge and insight about data, about data visualisations, about digital humanities
and so end up with these really cool projects. And maybe they still have a traditional publication
piece to them. So maybe it is like a digital project and a journal article. But then they are really
looking for ‘I want a publication home that can take everything’” (Maria, 2022, lines 137-144)

Maria uses the example of innovative information formats that scholars bring to publishing alongside the
long-established ‘words and images’ (Maria) format. In principle, library-based publishers cater for
multiple publishing formats in contrast to many traditional-type publishers. She points to her experience
of encountering many scholars who want access to variously compatible and practical information
structures that library-based publishers can provide. Although this knowledge is derivative of an
academic practice-related knower-code (Maton, 2016, p. 12) with emphasis on social relations to
knowledge, it is precisely this feature of librarian knowledge that makes it very valuable in the scholarly

journal setting.

Even though Gabriel and Maria have a stake in library-based publishing as a scholarly author and
academic librarian, respectively, their perception of the value of their knowledge deconstructs
differently. Gabriel has published in library-based journals, but he critically questions their value from a
socio-cultural systems perspective due to specific author requirements and/or concerns that many
established traditional and corporatised publishers can address effectively (prestige, reputation, impact,
reach, etc.). At the same time, authors and editors proactively seek out Maria’s socio-cultural and
technical publishing knowledge and realise it through editing or publishing in her library’s publications.
This may be explained, in part, by variations and incremental change in disciplinary publishing cultures
and values or a sudden change in attitude and approach (calculated experimentation and risk-taking)
towards alternative and library-based publishers. However, it is also likely that local differences in
institutional policies and priorities play a role. If Gabriel’s publishing in library-based journals had been
acknowledged in the advancement of his academic career, this would have severed the implicit
boundary that scholars use to maintain established knowledge practices. Ignoring Gabriel’s publishing in
library-based journals maintains power relations and professional boundaries for both scholars and
librarians. In contrast, scholars who publish in both traditional and library-based journals approach Maria
and other librarians like her elsewhere to help them reform their knowledge practices and attitudes in

the journal.
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In the next participant extract, Sebastian (editor participant) cites the value of his library-based
publishing knowledge in the context of academic tenure and promotion settings. In other words,
Sebastian introduces the library-as-publisher concept to a wider audience with influence on university

academic staffing practices.

“When | have sat on our tenure promotion committee, | have been very vocal about supporting
alternative means of publishing. And | know that my colleagues who participate in our journal and
very interestingly, too, even more traditionally minded people who have published with us then
defended open access journals later. So, part of my plan was to try to get as many of a diversity of
senior people to publish with us as well” (Sebastian, 2022, lines 285-290)

Sebastian acknowledge the knowledge practices that non-traditional journal publishing brings to the
scholarly ecosystem. He explicitly mentions open-access publishing but effectively speaks in broader
terms about his support for alternative publishing under the auspices of collaborative librarian
involvement and knowledge. Sebastian has formally crossed the boundary from traditional and
commercial to library-based publishing. He occupies a senior position in the academic hierarchy with
knowledge informed by traditional and non-traditional scholarly publishing modes. Although there is no
indication from the extract about how successful Sebastian was in his effort to influence the question of
status in publishing in the tenure review process, his knowledge and experience would likely have been
at least considered by other panel members. By drawing on the elementary role of the library in journal
publishing, Sebastian engages in professional boundary work within the context of the academic
promotion domain. However, his activities there do not approach the threshold level of epistemic
knowledge-building, which only traditional publishers seem to be able to achieve due to the power of

historically accumulated capital (knowledge, social, economic and political).

In the excerpt below, Molly (editor participant) shows how effective librarians can be in assisting
academics and students with information searching, echoing the sentiments and thoughts of several
other study participants. Many scholars value library knowledge in support of the research process.
Although Molly expresses appreciation for the input and support of academic librarians, analysis of the
extract shows that knowledge practices operate to maintain professional boundaries even when scholars

and librarians cooperate for the purposes of collaborative learning and knowledge acquisition.

“We had a librarian who worked with our college specifically to create library guides where there
would be search engines, different ways of searching for information within your field. And | found
that very useful. And she created this whole series of guides that were disciplinary or topic-based,
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and that was really helpful. So, it is more about like she did this kind of collection of information,
made it all available and then she would teach classes on them. So, that was mostly useful to
students, but | found it useful too” (Molly, 2022, lines 74-79)

This extract implies that Molly feels empowered by asking questions and learning from and with
librarians. Her knowledge and experience of searching and finding information have improved due to
utilising traditional librarian knowledge. However, in contrast to critical perspectives on librarians’ roles
and abilities as nontraditional actors in journal publishing, because of a perceived lack of social and
professional capital, particularly within smaller institutions, such as Molly’s, which are focused on
teaching and community engagement (Cruz and Fleming, 2015, p. 197), the approach and demeanour of
this scholar were different regarding traditional librarian expertise. Molly used language that conveyed a
sense of certainty and professional regard for librarians. She crosses the boundary between scholars and
librarians created otherwise by using knowledge practices at the publishing stage of the research and
scholarly communication lifecycle. Molly’s repeating of the sentiment ‘I found it useful’ strengthens her

assertion that librarians possess knowledge of value at important junctions in the research lifecycle.

When epistemic knowledge in librarians becomes essential in research and publishing beyond its
immediate value and purpose, scholars gain access to it by seeking out librarians individually for advice
and support. However, many scholars continue to describe librarians’ contributions to journal publishing
as predominantly based on social relations to knowledge. Separation from librarians is achieved by
referencing privileged knowledge, i.e. scholars use established knowledge practices to claim and
maintain status and dominance in the field. Librarians may receive credit for their efforts arising from
their work as journal publishers, to the point where scholars successfully publish in library-based
journals. However, the significance of librarians’ knowledge practices in publishing is kept in check by

scholars concerning its epistemic content and semantic density.

The final interview extract from Henry (librarian participant) illustrates a significant challenge identified
by many librarians and scholars, specifically those who aspire to mainstream the library-based journal.
Where does their accumulated knowledge and experience belong in a university system that valorises
epistemic relations over social relations to knowledge? In other words, the basis of claims to knowledge
in scholarly journal publishing is frequently grounded in principled knowledge and historically
established procedures of traditional practice as opposed to developing ideal knowers with alternative

reformist dispositions and relevant abilities associated with non-traditional knowledge practices.
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“If I'm thinking about the high-up folks, the provost, the office of research, they are aware of what
we are doing ... Other than giving us money and resources to hire staff | don’t know that they are
incredibly engaged trying to change that piece of the journal publishing culture. Because the
University of XYZ, the provost, | mean, those are the folks ultimately who are pushing things like the
impact factor and publishing in the top journals, right, because they want that ranking for their
faculty” (Henry, 2022, lines 270-271; 274-278)

The institutional university system provides material support to enable and maintain library-based
journal publishing in Henry’s library. For Henry, this is tangible evidence that administrative decision-
makers recognise the value of his library’s publishing activities to scholars and the larger scholarly
ecosystem. However, he reflects on the university’s contribution to library-based publishing in a critically
detached way. Henry argues that the library’s journals and their contributors (authors, journal editors,
librarians, peer reviewers, readers, etc.) are not valued for anything more than participating in the
scholarly conversation, which traditionalists ultimately still dominate. Henry suggests that if the library’s
acquired publishing knowledge and material contributions were valued in the traditional mainstream
sense, then its (and his) professional status and influence on publishing policy and practice within the
university system would be different. Henry uses the phrase ‘journal publishing culture’ to illustrate the
limitations placed on his library’s knowledge practices and the professional boundary enforcement at
work in this context. Libraries that publish offer a valuable service to the scholarly community. However,
the institutional system’s epistemic and socio-cultural worldview does not yet allow for a fully raised
status of the library-as-publisher construct. Specialisation modalities and semantic structures (see
Section 3.10) represent two essential legitimation devices that many academic and administrative
decision-makers in university systems use to stake their claims to knowledge on the basis of and reliance
on greater power and status. This feature contributes to struggles over the relative importance of
epistemic and social knowledge in scholarly journal publishing and how the discourse between scholars

and librarians is understood and interpreted as a part of that.

7.4 Summary.

The presented and interpreted interview extracts in this chapter illustrate how the role and influence of
knowledge and knowing affect the negotiation of relevance and status in the journal publishing system.
The idea that scholars show differences in their motivation for new learning is overshadowed by the role
of dominant knowledge practices in contemporary journal publishing and the influence of academic and
administrative decision-makers. Close engagement with library-based publishing provides ample social
knowing for scholars but also creates new learning opportunities and the acquisition of epistemic

knowledge. Scholars learn substantially from publishing in library-based journals and can reconceive
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publishing through fundamentally different epistemic knowledge paradigms, irrespective of whether the
ontological status of agency and/or structure/context and existing field dynamics are amenable.
However, practices of knowledge legitimation influence the accumulation of knowledge capital in the

field, as well as determine its access and powers of dissemination.

While many scholars value scholarly publishing services that individual librarians and library systems
provide, the knowledge arising from these activities is diversely constructed and described. Some
scholars, based on the principle of continuous new learning in partnership with librarians, adopt a
reformist stance on scholarly publishing with a stronger emphasis on epistemic relations to knowledge
and attaining the status of elite knowers in the case of library-based publishing. However, while many
scholars and others tap into knowledge held by librarians by virtue of their role without being openly
acknowledged or valued in the field, both scholars and librarians also engage in collaborative
professional boundary work to mask the significance of dominant practices and associated knowledge

capital in traditional publishing.
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Chapter 8 — Conclusion: summary, discussion, reflections and directions.

8.1 Introduction.

My curiosity and interest in the library-as-publisher construct, the nature of which is examined in Section
1.3, inspired this research study. In a nutshell, library-based publishing represents a reformist evolution
(a conceptual and practical shift) of the academic and research library from primarily being a content
curator to incorporating content creation in the form of peer-reviewed scholarly journals, among other
formal publishing formats. Specifically, this study investigated the socio-cultural knowledge practices,
experiences and understandings of authors, editors, and librarians active in traditional and library-based

journal publishing, applying theoretical constructs to understand and explain their processes.

This final thesis chapter summarises the study’s findings in Section 8.2, reconnecting with its purpose
and scope (Section 1.6) and the research questions (Section 3.8). Section 8.3 expands on Section 8.2 to
discuss the role of knowledge in the legitimation and status of library-published journals, linking with the
concepts and practices of library-based publishing as part of the broader publishing system and its
structural and socio-cultural dynamics. Section 8.4 describes the study’s strengths and limitations,
followed by suggestions for future research directions in Section 8.5. The critical reflection in Section 8.6

concludes this chapter and research study.

8.2 Summary of findings and significance of the research.

This research provided a cross-sectional in-depth exploration of the status of socio-cultural knowledge
and its practices in library-based journal publishing through the analysis and interpretation of twenty-
four semi-structured interviews with journal editors, scholarly authors, and academic librarians. By
building on earlier studies that sought to learn about scholars’ and librarians’ experiences and
perspectives of publishing in scholarly journals in and outside of the academic and research library, this
research study described and analysed in some detail how the status of socio-cultural knowledge and its
forms of production and presentation affect the context of library-based publishing. Furthermore, it fills
a theory-to-practice gap in the literature, as it is the only empirical study to date to use a multi-theory
approach to examine and develop a better understanding of the complex phenomenon of scholarly
journal publishing with and by library systems as publishing houses. Specifically, the holistic use of
Legitimation Code Theory (LCT) represents a constructive framework for empirical investigations into the

social and cultural knowledge practices of academic publishing.
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The findings from conversations with journal authors revealed an attitude of epistemic curiosity towards
alternative publishing paths and heuristic openness to new learning and practice in scholarly journals
with librarians. However, and interestingly, from the perspective of ‘conscious’ choice awareness in the
type of publisher and/or journal, none of the author participants, bar one, self-reported that they had
published in a library-based journal. Instead, explanations and reflections on publishing experiences and
on the rationales for selecting a particular scholarly journal frequently revolved around matching
academic reading interests with where relevant publications reside, whether library-published or not.
The implication is that many scholars treat library-published journals indifferently; that is, they are just
as valid as traditional publications. At the same time, motivations also found expression in authors’
desire to reach a broad readership (open and equitable access across the disciplines), to minimise
economic costs (author-facing article processing charges), and for thoughtful and supportive journal
management (editorial and review policies and transparent decision-making processes). Notably, the
ability to build recognisable professional capital accepted by academic peers (professional standing and
prestige), institutions (recognition and influence), and scholarly fields (knowledge and career

advancement) is of critical importance.

Regardless of how open-minded journal authors may seem to themselves, the research findings
corroborate the idea that many are inherently influenced, yet also feel constrained, by established social,
cultural, and structural ways of knowing and doing in their disciplines, subject areas, and socio-structural
surroundings. The pervasive influence and ingrained practices of the dominant traditional publishing
system make it challenging for library-based publishers to, at this point in time, inspire and support self-
directed (enlightened) behavioural change among authors at scale. As participant experience accounts
show, the normatively successful academic often conforms to disciplinary and institutional publishing
norms and expectations, even if they disagree with their co-constructed and connected social practices,
knowledge structures, understandings and consequences. This reality contributes to many authors'
relative unawareness of alternative publishing proposals. While some authors who find themselves
limited by imagined or real barriers to their academic freedom want stronger agency in how and where
they publish, i.e., engaging in non-traditional publishing knowledge practices with non-traditional
publishers (libraries), others accept and/or prioritise publishing in traditionally established and organised
journals that dominate fields of research and scholarly publishing practices, as they represent significant

reference points for recognition by academic peers, administrators and institutional employers.
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Responses from journal-editor participants acknowledged the broad social and epistemic knowledge and
experience librarians bring to scholarly publishing. The involvement of traditional scholars as editors of
library-published journals contributes to legitimising and spreading, amongst academic peers and
administrators across different fora, the knowledge they have developed from collaborative/cooperative
transformative publishing in partnership with individual librarians and associated library systems.
Interviewed editors stated that they frequently push for reform in how academic institutions engage in
the structural dialectic of the scholarly journal and its social constructions involving the academic and
research library. For example, editors and librarians, among other advocates, have well-articulated the
rationale for building an open and inclusive journal-publishing system as both a concept and a practice.
At this point in time, most traditional/commercial publishers, research agencies and funders, scholars,
and university administrators accept it and participate in effecting it. However, the ongoing challenge for
widening publishing ecologies usually pertains to modes and means of achieving structural economic
stability and producing consensus-based social and cultural reform outcomes in fast-evolving and
uncertain research, library and scholarly publishing environments. Remarkably, all editor- and author
participants, when prompted during the interviews to reflect on their experience of
traditional/commercial vis-a-vis alternative journal publishing and its reformist agenda, reflexively
questioned the oft-taken-for-granted power/knowledge discourse and prevailing orthodoxies of the
traditional-conventional publishing system. By critically interrogating publishing-related experiences,
beliefs, values, and interpretive assumptions, scholars and librarians challenge previously established

boundaries of knowledge and practice in the library, scholarly communication, and the disciplines.

Significantly, some library-based publishers seek and engage in strategic partnerships with established
commercial/non-commercial university presses and/or integrate recognised journals from learned
societies into their portfolios. Conversely, others underscore their distinct, reformist status within the
publishing ecosystem, while many actively lobby university management to treat library-published

journals on equal terms with traditional journals, structurally and socio-culturally.

Participating librarians identified possessing powerful knowledge of the concepts and practices of
academic publishing as an essential reason for entering the scholarly journal field as a publisher. In
addition, the interplay between traditional content curation, information management and legitimate
disciplinary knowledge contributes to and benefits the attributes of the academic librarian (the library)

being the right kind of knower. That is because academic and research libraries are predisposed to the
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socio-cultural discourse of the scholarly journal and its processes. After all, existing publishing literacies
are grounded in disciplinary values and practices on the one hand and informed by interepistemic
dialogue?? between scholars and librarians, on the other hand. Librarians’ understanding of the ways of
the traditional/commercial journal, while engaging in collaborative/cooperative library-based publishing,
creates and promotes meaningful boundary work across distinct fields of social practice. Yet, the deeply
entrenched determinants of the traditional scholarly publishing system, such as the dominant for-profit
commercial model or the persistent emphasis on quantitative journal measures (social sciences) and/or
prestige (humanities and social sciences) as a quality proxy for research, pose significant challenges to
academic and research libraries keen on breaking through and mainstreaming alternative knowledge

practices through library-based journals.

Librarians’ extensive knowledge of scholarly publishing and its mechanisms often lacks visibility among
many humanities and social sciences scholars. One common and popular socialisation strategy librarians
deploy to counter this issue is to integrate and position library-published journals as a natural extension
of existing library services that already facilitate and enable the academic research lifecycle. From a
macro perspective, initiatives such as the recently launched Open Journal Collective (OJC) — an equitable,
sustainable, and community-led alternative proposal to the [traditional/commercial] corporate academic
publisher model (Open Journals Collective, no date; Edwards, 2025) — will constructively contribute to
raising the profile of libraries as serious and authoritative formal content creators. Normalising journal
publishing with, and in, academic and research libraries legitimises and elevates the library’s knowledge
of scholarly publishing beyond well-recognised and established library-based scholarly communication
services, such as research support, bibliometrics, archival services (institutional repositories), and open

research education.

By collaboratively and cooperatively encouraging change in the knowledge, practices and attitudes
towards the scholarly journal, reformist and future-oriented scholarly disciplines and library systems can
embody “ideas of risk-taking and release — of going forward in the acknowledgement of fear but also of
faith” (Mahon, 2021, p. 4). In this spirit, cooperative and co-creative publishing between scholars and
librarians (libraries) offers opportunities to cultivate and entrench alternative epistemic communities

within the scholarly journal ecosystem.

22 By interepistemic dialogue, | mean constructive engagement between scholars and librarians in and across multiple ways
of understanding, viewing, and producing knowledge practices in the scholarly journal.
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8.3 Whose knowledge? considering the status of socio-cultural knowledge in library-based journal
publishing.

In their evolution to library-based journal publishing, librarians and scholars move from the hitherto
separate domains of information curation/management/provision (librarians) and scholarship creation
(scholars) into an integrated space of new practice and experience. Put another way, both groups shift
from the somewhat disparate worlds of traditional library work and traditional scholarly publishing into
a shared space of collaborative/cooperative journal publishing. On leaving their respective habitus and
existing structures of established social practices, new professional relationships, learnings, knowledge,
and interpretations take root and develop. Evolution encompasses movement, which consists of
switching from established social knowledge practices to sharing and diversifying knowledge practices

(Montgomery et al., 2021, pp. 47-65).

Although many library systems and individual librarians have proactively developed publishing expertise
through a combination of ongoing activities and measures (e.g., designing and providing repository-
based (‘green publishing’) archival services, undertaking formal publishing training, recruiting publishing
professionals into library-based publishing operations, etc.) before entering the journal publishing field,
others are not always comprehensively prepared across the full spectrum of required knowledge and
skills. A good example is Betsy (see p. 112), who declares up front that she entered the journal
publishing field unintentionally and by circumstance. She has technical knowledge, which positions her
well to maintain the publishing platform and support users in this context; yet she lacks the socio-
cultural publishing knowledge to support scholars (authors and editors) authoritatively beyond system-
based publishing workflow questions. It is for this reason that many library-based publishers recruit
individuals like Daniel (see p. 111-112) who combine previously acquired professional publishing
knowledge and expertise with professional librarianship knowledge (a merger of distinct field-based

knowledges).

Practical engagement with library-based publishing also means that scholars and librarians keep
returning to their pre-existing and traditional fields of social and cultural practice. Both groups draw
upon existing stores of knowledge that stem from previous experiences and influences, whilst claiming
new knowledge through engagement with the ontology and epistemology of the library as publisher.
Inevitably, both librarians and scholars, now involved in the shared project of library-based publishing,
will be viewed by traditional knowledge agents as representatives of this converging subfield of library

and academic scholarly practice.
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With the proliferation and growth of library-published journals, questions arise concerning how scholars
and librarians deconstruct, make sense of, and engage with traditional knowledge, new knowledge and
social authority in the broader field of scholarly journal publishing. It is essential to reiterate that this
study perceives knowledge in publishing as a binary relation between two concepts, as the contrastive
difference of social knowledge practices in collaborative library-based and traditional/commercial

scholarly journal publishing.

The idea of investigating relations of social practices and phenomena traces back to Durkheim (2004
[1915], pp. 85-100; see also Lindberg, 1992, p. 8), who proposed that knowledge is variously both social
(wherein, in our case, knowledge is generated by academic communities that are grounded in the
particulars of their social and historical experience) and epistemic (wherein, in our case, knowledge
emerges from academic communities as specialised knowledge that has its own structure). In building
on the work of Durkheim, Vygotsky (Guile, 2010, pp. 82-95; Young, 2007) suggests that people invoke
different concepts to mediate and communicate social practices. These can be distinguished as the
difference between everyday concepts (context-bound experiences which are reflective of
everyday/universal aspects of the social world), and theoretical concepts (context-independent
experiences which are part of organised communities; they can expose aspects of the social world that
are not necessarily apparent). Heath (2014, pp. 219-220; see also Gibbons et al., 1994, pp. 23-45) later
reappraised knowledge and its practices in the contemporary university by reconceptualising Vygotsky’s
socio-cultural knowledge theory as ‘Mode-1 knowledge’, which refers to homogenous discipline-based
knowledge and ‘Mode-2 knowledge’, which refers to legitimate team-based and transdisciplinary

knowledge in terms of socially distributed skills and experiences brought to it.

When applied to the binary context of the library-based and traditional publishing perspective,
knowledge can be context-independent (abstract and generalised) or contextually bound and
constructed within and through the social-realist frame of situated social communities and associated
power relations. However, in the attempt to differentiate between forms of knowledge, there exists a
contradiction in the idea that abstract and generalised knowledge has the potential to liberate agents
from specific socio-structural constraints and their ideological justifications. In one sense, the
essentialism of context-independent knowledge can empower individual agents who acquire it to extract
themselves from the conditions of social production and develop the capacity to imagine alternatives

relating to areas such as, for example, gender, class, religion, law and education (Rata, 2012, p. 136),
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including scholarly communication and journal publishing. Yet, in another sense, that same knowledge
also contains a relativist or multi-perspectival quality, which maintains the social and structural divisions
of academic labour and its knowledge practices (Bourdieu, 1984b, pp. 101-114). In response to the
‘powerful knowledge/knowledge of the powerful’ conundrum (Beck, 2014, pp. 65—75), Maton (2000)
makes the interesting observation that “knowledge comprises both sociological and epistemological
forms of power” (2000, p. 149), meaning that knowledge and social power are essentially

interconnected but irreducible to each other.

Bernstein’s (2003) post-Durkheimian social realist perspective theorises that knowledge has its own
internal structure and takes different forms open to analysis. Like Durkheim, Bernstein draws on the
relationship between knowledge classifications and social order but focuses on the role of boundaries
between different knowledge domains, such as those of the academic and research library, academic
faculty (scholars) and disciplinary practices and ideologies. However, opportunities for acquiring new
knowledge and associated social power(s) will emerge if scholars and librarians can successfully
negotiate and navigate these domain boundaries. It is reasonable to suggest that Bourdieu would
perceive ‘relations to’ knowledge (i.e. how disciplinary, institutional and agentic identity influences
knowledge) as just another form of social power that constructs and constrains a given field of social

practices. In contrast, Bernstein’s conceptual framework argues how ‘relations within’ knowledge (i.e.

knowledge itself) can configure identity and consciousness, which can be scrutinised (Maton, 2008, p.
87). Consequently, for Bernstein, learning and progress are not exclusively relational processes
concerning ‘relations to” knowledge, but ones that also involve ‘relations within’ knowledge. In the
context of library-based journal publishing, librarians (libraries) possess epistemic knowledge of

traditional and reformist publishing modes affecting relations to knowledge.

While Young (2007a) recognises the sociality of knowledge concerning the roles of epistemic power and
subjectivist agency, he likewise rejects the notion that knowledge practices, such as the quantification of
academic labour?® or the dominance of traditional/commercial publishing, are purely the result of socio-
cultural influence. If this were the case, any form of knowledge would become entirely rationalist,

meaning dogmatic and random. It is for this reason that Young (20073, p. 63), Moore (2013) and Maton

2 The concept and practice of ‘quantifying academic labour’ stands for the oft-perceived primacy of quantitative evaluative
metrics (citation-based data) over qualitative indicators (descriptive assessment of methods, findings, relevance and depth of
the research’s contribution) from the perspective of many administrative decision-makers (academic management) in
universities (see Ma and Ladisch, 2019 and Kulczycki, 2023).
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(2014) move away from purely relativist-rationalist trajectories regarding the question of the nature of
knowledge and its practices, arguing instead that the challenge of “knowledge blindness”?* (Maton,
2014b, pp. 3—8) can be constructively addressed (perhaps overcome?) by a social realist paradigm that
does not attempt to distinguish between epistemological and sociological knowledge, but instead
produces a “sociological [sic] model of rational objectivity” (Moore, 2013, p. 339) sandwiched between
(knowledge) relativism and essentialism. This observation stipulates, in essence, a carefully ‘balanced’
approach to creating knowledge structures (and cultures), accounting for an impartial epistemology of

the scholarly journal.

By emphasising the aspects of knowledge acquisition and socialisation of scholars and librarians in
scholarly journal publishing, as observed in the six empirical studies that investigated and discussed the
evolution from traditional journal publishing to library-based journal publishing (see Section 2.5),
previous researchers of scholarly publishing have insufficiently considered, or not considered at all, the
nature and role of knowledge specific to library-based publishing. For example, the six studies do not
establish to what extent previous scholar and librarian experience, including accumulated knowledge
and competencies, does or does not affect the successful evolution of journal publishing in academic
and research libraries. In some sense, it is assumed that the collective effort of library-based publishing
and its underlying knowledge practices represents a fait accompli as part of other, already existing
collaborative library engagement programmes and services with proven positive outcomes for scholarly

publishing and open science.

Instead, scholarly publishing in/with/by libraries is considered an evolving field of library and scholarly
collaborative and cooperative practice. In many ways, it still occupies a liminal space in the world of
professional scholarly journal publishing from the perspective of many scholars, librarians, and other
members of the traditional publishing community. To what extent does library-based publishing require
everyday practical and conceptual knowledge? Can any library engage in library-based publishing
because publishing primarily involves and relies on the explicit and tacit knowledge of the everyday

publishing experience, or do librarians and scholars require specific conceptual and principled

24 | explain and situate the concept of knowledge-blindness in the sociology of scholarly journal publishing by paraphrasing
and borrowing from Maton (2014b): Knowledge is the basis of scholarly journal publishing as a field of social practice —it is
the creation, teaching and learning of knowledge which makes scholarly journal publishing a distinctive field. Yet a
subjectivist doxa (unquestionably accepted norms, values and beliefs) in mainstream journal publishing reduces knowledge
to knowing, and a deep-seated tendency towards constructivist relativism, based on a long-established but false dichotomy
with positivist absolutism, reduces knowledge to power (2014b, pp. 3-4).
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knowledge to influence and advance its success? The library publishing research agenda (Agate et al.,
2020)%° raises multi-layered questions about the conceptual-theoretical and procedural-practical scope
of library-based publishing as part of established normative library work and in contrast to traditional
scholarly publishing (Lippincott, 2017, pp. 8-20). It explores areas such as the nature and categories of
labour involved; assessment of library-based publishing services and programmes; peer review; best
practice and equality for accessibility; types of publishable research outputs; and, critically, partnerships
between library-based publishers and other players in the scholarly ecosystem. These research topics
inform present-day and future dialectic debate about what library-based publishing encompasses and
what it is and is not. They also resonate with the developmental history of traditional publishing and the

reformist progression of academic disciplines, including library and information science.

Like communication studies, geography, legal studies, and other disciplines that experience status and
recognition in the academy, library and information science (LIS) is a region (Bernstein, 2000, p. 52). A
disciplinary region integrates distinct academic practices and particular intellectual discourses called
disciplinary singulars. Put differently, regions are knowledge structures in which several singular
composites synergise within an integrating framework (Young, 2007a, p. 154). Compared to the
injunctive norm-based beliefs of institutionalised singulars, contemporary and reformist regions face
outwards to benefit multi-, inter- and cross-disciplinary fields of knowledge and practice. They also serve

the interests of broader society in socially equitable and economically feasible ways.

At the same time, many subject areas in the humanities and social sciences, such as politics, sociology,
history, and anthropology, involve singulars that adhere to internally oriented publishing practices. These
classic domains of knowledge are firmly attached to the discipline where identity must be protected and
remain uncontaminated from interference from everyday practical knowledge circulating in the scholarly
community and beyond. Until recently, applied librarianship experienced similar challenges because
scholars in the context of open access (Park and Qin, 2007) and academic and research libraries
themselves in the context of publishing (Walters, 2012, p. 438) struggled to support the ambitions of
reformist-minded library systems wanting to expand existing library-based scholarly communication
services by including scholarly publishing. This is because non-traditional publishers (libraries and others)

are not always welcomed by individual scholars and by conventional academic social structures that are

25 The second edition was published in June of 2025 by the Library Publishing Coalition (Bjork et al., 2025).

153



culturally invested in traditional scholarly communication practices that have served and still serve their

needs well.

However, library-based publishing is achieving growing importance and acceptance in the academy, first
through cooperative collaboration and professionalisation, such as taking a consortium approach to
journal publishing (Hight et al., 2022, pp. 183—195), second, through the appropriation of the socio-
epistemic power of new contributory singulars, such as equity, equality, diversity, inclusion and access
(Skinner and Lippincott, 2020, pp. 8-9), and third, through the successful integration of its activities into
existing university structures and systems (Li et al., 2018, pp. 326—331). Although publishing by academic
and research libraries already enjoys institutional and structural legitimacy and trust, students of library-
based publishing do not (yet) benefit from widespread and well-integrated access to taught,
competency-based modules in formal LIS education curricula and programmes (“Developing a

curriculum to advance library-based publishing,” no date, pp. 2-3)%°.

For both the scholar and the librarian, now invested in the idea and identity of library-published journals,
the process of continuous movement between traditional library practice (librarian), traditional journal
publishing (scholar) and back again to library-based publishing (librarians in cooperative and
collaborative partnership with scholars), requires careful negotiation of these distinct social fields since
each field is conceived of relevant knowledge and practices that are, to varying degrees, important to

the study participants and many others out there who have not participated in this study.

This research allowed me and the reader to walk in the shoes of individual scholars (i.e., library-based
journal authors and editors) and librarians, and to reveal their experiences, understandings, and
interpretations of scholarly journal publishing in the humanities and social sciences. It also enabled a
bird's-eye perspective on existing perceptions and knowledge practices of the emergent social
phenomenon of the library-based publisher. How do librarians and scholars negotiate and understand
movement between these fields of social practice where knowledge occupies different forms, values,

and roles? How do they articulate their experiences and the significance of socio-cultural knowledge

26 Based on interviews with academic publishing thought leaders, core scholarly publishing competencies include three skill
areas: business (e.g., project management, product development, revenue management); technical (e.g., metadata, layout,
usability testing, altimetric analysis); and soft (e.g., relationship building, communication) (Educopia Institute, 2018 and
Library Publishing Coalition, 2025).
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when engaging with library-based and traditional scholarly journal publishing? This study explored and

offered answers to these questions.

8.4 Strengths and limitations.

While prior research explored the practices and experiences of scholars and librarians in library-based
journal publishing, this study took a different approach by emphasising the intersubjective reality of lived
experience from the viewpoints of authors, editors, and librarians. By employing social constructionist
interviewing, | cultivated an information-rich setting that offered insightful first-person analyses, yielding

in-depth deconstruction?” and understanding of library-based journal publishing.

However, using qualitative interviews for empirical data gathering meant that a relatively small number
of interviewees participated. Although for this reason, the research results cannot be extrapolated or
broadly generalised to the larger author/editor/librarian population, some understanding of the
interpretations will resonate with others who can imaginatively or realistically relate to the investigated
phenomena; van Manen (1990) refers to this mechanism as the “phenomenological nod” (1990, p. 27).
Most interview conversations stayed on topic and were marked by rich and relevant detail; others, at
times, veered off-topic and included interesting but only marginally important information. On these
occasions, follow-up interviews may have generated additional and perhaps more meaningful data for

interpretive and explanatory analysis.

8.5 Directions for future research.

This study adopted a sociology of knowledge perspective — the study of how social structures and human
interactions shape ideas, knowledge, and practice — on library-based publishing. Its findings suggest that
much remains to be learned about how scholars and librarians engage with, perceive, and understand
the processes and outcomes of scholarly journal publishing involving academic and research libraries,
now incorporating formal content creation (publishing) alongside content curation and information
management. While Legitimation Code Theory (LCT) serves as a useful theoretical framework for
explaining social practices, more research is needed to understand the interplay of social agency and
structure in the production and application of knowledge in library-based publishing, and what this

means for traditional publishers, scholars, librarians, and other actors. Building on the results of this

27 By ‘deconstruction’ | mean studying the different mechanisms, effects, and consequences of library-published journals.
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exploratory study, | suggest three areas of research, listed below, to broaden and deepen knowledge and

practices of library-based publishing.

Investigate the perceptions and understandings of library-based journal publishing from the
viewpoint of university administrators and academic leaders.

This study suggests that academic and research libraries play a vital role in supporting, facilitating,
and challenging scholarly communication through library-based journal publishing services.
Participants’ responses and interpretations provided insight into their beliefs, values, and practices in
traditional and library-based journal publishing. However, limited formal research exists capturing
the perspectives and understandings of decision-makers in universities. How does library-based
publishing affect university-level scholarly publishing priorities? What role do library-based
publishers play from a strategic viewpoint in future university planning? Answers to these questions
will contribute to a better understanding of the relationship between libraries in publishing and

administrative and academic university leadership.

Examine the perceptions and understandings of library-based journal publishing from the
perspectives of organisations and movements that influence scholarly publishing strategies and
practices in universities.

This study focused on scholars and librarians due to their direct involvement in the immediate
processes of scholarly journal publishing. While they reported on their views, practices and
experiences, little research exists on the perspective of third-party organisations that influence
strategic decision-making in scholarly publishing at the university structural level. These include
public and private research and infrastructure funders and coordinators (e.g., the Irish Research
Council (Irish Research Council, no date) and the Irish Research elLibrary (IRelL, 2025)), as well as
other organisations that develop and recommend policy-based objectives, processes and priorities in
scholarly publishing and open research (e.g., Ireland’s National Open Research Forum (NORF, no
date) and cOAlition S (ESF, 2025)). How does academic capitalism — the way public research
universities adopt market-like behaviours in response to neoliberal tendencies in higher education
and research policy, as a subset of economic and political policy (Slaughter and Leslie, 2001; Jessop,

2018) — impact library-based publishing?
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e Explore and employ different theoretical frameworks and approaches to explain the roles,
functions, and practices of library-based journal publishing in both empirical and conceptual
contexts.

To date, empirical and conceptual inquiry into the nature of library-based publishing is largely
descriptive and under-theorised?®. For example, Uba and Sanfilippo (2025, p. 551) point out that the
FOREST framework developed by Lippincott and Skinner (2022) (see p. 86 in this report), which offers
concrete parameters for values-driven library-based scholarly publishing, lacks sufficient theoretical
grounding. This may be due to the absence of precedent (there are no well-developed sociological
theories of library-based publishing), among other reasons (Shoemaker, Tankard and Lasorsa, 2004,
p. 168). However, Shoemaker et al. (2004, pp. 168—169) assert that theory-based research is
essential to advance a field: it guides the research process, summarises knowledge and has
measurable practical implications. A key strength of this research study is the application and
integration of three foundational theories to scholarly journal publishing: Bourdieu’s theory of
practices, Bernstein’s theory of knowledge structures and Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory. This
researcher acknowledges that the application, testing and continuous development of theory in
library-based publishing will positively contribute to understanding the changing social and structural

conditions, as well as the strategic rationale, of the library-based publisher.

8.6 Researcher reflection.

This researcher believes that this research study contributes to developing a deeper understanding of
the structural, cultural and social conditions of library-based journal publishing. Its findings will hopefully
be thought-provoking to reform-minded and reform-oriented scholars, librarians, and other actors in the
academic ecosystem. New librarians working in publishing will benefit from the experiences of their
fellow librarians, scholarly authors, and journal editors reported on in this research. After all, the library-
as-publisher role is a relatively recent phenomenon that is not yet firmly established or widely accepted
as a core library-service model. For example, to date (Summer 2025), only one publicly funded university
library in Ireland, Dublin City University, provides hands-on, library-managed scholarly publishing

opportunities for scholars in collaboration with scholars and librarians.

28 A notable exception is a conceptual study on library-based journal publishing in Africa by Raju et al. (2020), set within a
critical pragmatist paradigm using critical and postcolonial theories (2020, pp. 370-371).
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Many librarians have a conceptual understanding of formal content creation in the library, but more
likely than not, they lack training and applied experience in scholarly journal publishing. My librarian
activities allowed me to swim in the deep end of journal publishing. These were led by an intrinsic
interest to learn about library-based content creation and a motivation in learning-by-doing in
collaboration with scholars, students and librarian peers. Involvement in journal publishing made me
realise the serious interest and intellectual curiosity among scholars to engage with librarians on
publishing-related matters. | have experienced the same presence during the interview conversations in
this study. Although many author participants kept asking about the nature and purpose of the library as
a publisher, they often felt understood by me through a sense of shared knowing and experience. | was
surprised to learn about the preponderance of negative over positive observations about corporatised
commercial publishing, as well as the ‘knowledge blindness’ — the tendency to reduce knowledge to
knowing and experience — authors and editors see, at times, in academic colleagues and line managers
who claim critical understanding about scholarly publishing but do not engage with or pay little attention
to knowledge that already exists on the ‘inside’ of the academy — the academic and research library. My
research contributes to the idea that academic and research libraries can significantly impact the state of
play of the journal, now and into the future, whether through existing and well-established research and

publishing support services or as a nontraditional publisher in cooperative collaboration with scholars.
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Appendix B — Plain language statement for authors.

School of Human Development, Institute of Education, Dublin City University, Ireland

Project title: | Making sense of academic publishing in the library: a hermeneutic
phenomenological analysis of the academic library journal publishing field

Researchers: | Dr Eileen Brennan, Dr Jones Irwin, Alexander Kouker

Dear XYZ,

Researcher introduction and invitation

My name is Alexander Kouker, and | am undertaking doctoral research under the supervision of Dr Eileen
Brennan (School of Human Development) and Dr Jones Irwin (School of Human Development), Dublin
City University (DCU), Ireland. In my day-to-day work, I’'m a humanities and social sciences librarian at
Dublin City University Library.

You are invited to participate in a study | am doing on the experiences and perceptions of academic
authors who publish in academic library-based journals in the humanities and social sciences (HSS),
and the experiences and perceptions of professional librarians who are involved with publishing
academic library-based journals in the humanities and social sciences (HSS). Whether or not you take
part is your choice. If you don’t want to take part, you don’t have to give a reason, and it won’t
disadvantage you in any way. If you do want to take part now, but change your mind later, you can pull
out of the study up to the point of data analysis.

This participant information sheet will help you decide if you’d like to take part. It sets out why I’'m doing
the study, what your participation would involve, what the benefits and risks to you might be, and what
would happen after this study ends. | will go through this information with you and answer any
guestions you may have. You do not have to decide today whether or not you will participate in this
study. Before you decide, you may want to talk about the study with other people, such as academic
colleagues or academic line managers. Feel free to do this.

If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked to sign the consent form on the last page of this
document. You will be given a copy of both the participant information sheet and the consent form to
keep.

This document is six (6) pages long, including the consent form. Please make sure you have read and
understood all the pages.

What is this research about? Why is this research being conducted?

Journal publishing is proliferating in the academic library, and we, as providers of support services in the
process of scholarly communication, are very interested in making sure that our service is the best it can
be in meeting the expectations and needs of academic authors. As a professional academic who has
published in HSS library-based journals, your first-hand experience and perceptions are of great interest
to me. | plan to share the findings of this research with you. | also plan on archiving the research report
with DCU’s open-access institutional repository, DORAS.

How was | identified, and why am | being invited to participate in this research?
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Journal XYZ is published by Library XYZ and indexed in the 2021 Library Publishing Directory. You are
being invited to participate in this research because of your experience in previously getting published in
Journal XYZ.

What does participation in this study involve?

Participation in this research will involve one semi-structured, in-depth online interview with me that
will last about 30 minutes, on Zoom, at a date and time that is convenient to you. The interview will be
recorded, then transcribed and used, along with all the other interviews, to describe and interpret the
experiences and perceptions of academic authors who publish their work in selected HSS library
journals, and professional librarians who provide library-based journal publishing services. The transcript
of the interview will be sent to you for review and formal sign-off prior to data analysis.

What are the discomforts and risks?

Because this research involves you talking about your experience of publishing scholarship in HSS library-
based journals, any risk to you is unlikely. | would like to ask you some questions about what being able
to publish in library-based journals means to you. What do you think about, or take into account, when
publishing in library-based journals? What do you like/not like about publishing in library-based
journals?

How will these discomforts and risks be alleviated?
You will not have to tell me anything you don’t want to. If any aspect of the interview causes you
distress, the interview will be terminated immediately.

What are the benefits of this research?

This research offers you the opportunity to consciously engage with and reflect upon your professional
experiences in the library-based journal publishing field, which may instil a sense of self-empowerment
involving movement and change. Critically, your insights aim to inform improvements to existing library
journal publishing services and encourage uptake of library-based journal publishing by other authors
and libraries. They might also encourage broader engagement with the practice of library journal
publishing within the higher education and scholarly journal publishing sector.

How will my privacy be protected?

Your privacy will be protected as follows. The recorded interview will be fully encrypted. | will also give
you a false name so that you, your institution, and the library publisher can’t be identified by anyone
else. The recorded interview will be securely and permanently deleted upon completion of transcription.
The typed transcript will be saved in a secure location for up to five (5) years after the interview,
according to DCU’s data protection policy and protocols. The information will not be used by anyone
else, for any other purpose. Please note that confidentiality of information can only be protected within
the limitations of the law —i.e., it is possible for data to be subject to subpoena, freedom of information
claim or mandated reporting by some professions.

What are the costs of participating in this research?
The only cost to you will be about 30 minutes of your time.

What opportunity do | have to consider this invitation?

| will contact you about two (2) weeks after you have indicated your interest in participating in this
research.

194



How do | agree to participate in this research?

If you choose to participate in this research, you will need to sign a consent form. You can do this by
filling in the consent form attached to this information sheet and sending it to me via email
(alexander.kouker@dcu.ie).

Will | receive feedback on the results of this research?
Yes, | will send you a summary of the findings of this research when | have analysed all the information.

What do | do if | have concerns about this research?
Any concerns regarding the nature of this project should be notified in the first instance to the project
supervisors, Dr Eileen Brennan (eileen.brennan@dcu.ie) and Dr Jones Irwin (jones.irwin@dcu.ie).

Whom do | contact for further information about this research?
Alexander Kouker, principal investigator, alexander.kouker@dcu.ie.

Data Protection/Privacy Notice

Data will be protected within the legal limitations of data confidentiality. Data will be available only to
the principal investigator (Alexander Kouker) and his supervisors (Dr Eileen Brennan and Dr Jones Irwin).
Copies of data will be securely saved in a password-protected folder on the researcher’s DCU Google
Drive. Personal data will not be linked with these data. All records and data will be disposed of
appropriately after a period of five (5) years, in accordance with DCU’s data protection policy. Data
collected from this study will be included in a doctoral thesis and will be archived in DCU’s open access
institutional repository, DORAS. The storage and maintenance of all data will be in line with best practice
guidance under GDPR. For the purpose of this project, DCU is the data controller and Alexander Kouker
is the data processor. To access your personal data, or if you have further questions in relation to data
protection, please contact the DCU Data Protection Officer — Mr. Martin Ward (data.protection@dcu.ie
Ph: 00353/1/7005118 or 7008257). If at any point you feel that there has been a breach of your general
data protection rights, you have the right to lodge a complaint with the Irish Data Protection
Commission. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. Should you elect to discontinue
participation, any information already collected will be discarded. You have the right to withdraw from
the study up to the point of data analysis without consequence. If you wish to withdraw your consent,
please contact the principal investigator, Alexander Kouker (alexander.kouker@dcu.ie Phone:
00353/85/000000).

If you have concerns about this study and wish to contact an independent person, please contact:
The Secretary, Dublin City University Research Ethics Committee, c/o Research and Innovation Support,
Dublin City University, Dublin 9, Ireland. Tel 00353/1/7008000, E-mail rec@dcu.ie.
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Appendix C — Plain language statement for editors.

School of Human Development, Institute of Education, Dublin City University, Ireland

Project title: | Making sense of academic publishing in the library: a hermeneutic
phenomenological analysis of the academic library journal publishing field

Researchers: | Dr Eileen Brennan, Dr Jones Irwin, Alexander Kouker

Dear XYZ,

Researcher introduction and invitation

My name is Alexander Kouker, and | am undertaking doctoral research under the supervision of Dr Eileen
Brennan (School of Human Development) and Dr Jones Irwin (School of Human Development), Dublin
City University (DCU), Ireland. In my day-to-day work, I’'m a humanities and social sciences librarian at
Dublin City University Library.

You are invited to participate in a study | am doing on the experiences and perceptions of academic
editors who are involved with academic library-based journals in the humanities and social sciences
(HSS), and the experiences and perceptions of professional librarians who are involved with publishing
academic library-based journals in the humanities and social sciences (HSS). Whether or not you take
part is your choice. If you don’t want to take part, you don’t have to give a reason, and it won’t
disadvantage you in any way. If you do want to take part now, but change your mind later, you can pull
out of the study up to the point of data analysis.

This participant information sheet will help you decide if you’d like to take part. It sets out why I’'m doing
the study, what your participation would involve, what the benefits and risks to you might be, and what
would happen after this study ends. | will go through this information with you and answer any
guestions you may have. You do not have to decide today whether or not you will participate in this
study. Before you decide, you may want to talk about the study with other people, such as academic
colleagues or academic line managers. Feel free to do this.

If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked to sign the consent form on the last page of this
document. You will be given a copy of both the participant information sheet and the consent form to
keep.

This document is six (6) pages long, including the consent form. Please make sure you have read and
understood all the pages.

What is this research about? Why is this research being conducted?

Journal publishing is proliferating in the academic library, and we, as providers of support services in the
process of scholarly communication, are very interested in making sure that our service is the best it can
be in meeting the expectations and needs of academic editors. As a professional academic who is
involved with an HSS library-based journal, your first-hand experience and perceptions are of great
interest to me. | plan to share the findings of this research with you. | also plan on archiving the research
report with DCU’s open-access institutional repository, DORAS.

How was | identified, and why am | being invited to participate in this research?
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Journal XYZ is published by XYZ Library, which is indexed in the 2021 Library Publishing Directory. You
are being invited to participate in this research because of your experience with editing Journal XYZ.

What does participation in this study involve?

Participation in this research will involve one semi-structured, in-depth online interview with me that
will last about 30 minutes, on Zoom, at a date and time that is convenient to you. The interview will be
recorded, then transcribed and used, along with all the other interviews, to describe and interpret the
experiences and perceptions of academic editors who are involved with selected HSS library journals,
and professional librarians who provide library-based journal publishing services. The transcript of the
interview will be sent to you for review and formal sign-off prior to data analysis.

What are the discomforts and risks?

Because this research involves you talking about your experience of being involved with HSS library-
based journals, any risk to you is unlikely. | would like to ask you some questions about what being able
to publish in library-based journals means to you. What do you think about, or take into account, when
editing and/or publishing in library-based journals? What do you like/not like about publishing in library-
based journals?

How will these discomforts and risks be alleviated?
You will not have to tell me anything you don’t want to. If any aspect of the interview causes you
distress, the interview will be terminated immediately.

What are the benefits of this research?

This research offers you the opportunity to consciously engage with and reflect upon your professional
experiences in the library-based journal publishing field, which may instil a sense of self-empowerment
involving movement and change. Critically, your insights aim to inform improvements to existing library
journal publishing services and encourage uptake of library-based journal publishing by editors, authors
and libraries. They might also encourage broader engagement with the practice of library journal
publishing within the higher education and scholarly journal publishing sector.

How will my privacy be protected?

Your privacy will be protected as follows. The recorded interview will be fully encrypted. | will also give
you a false name so that you, your institution, and the library publisher can’t be identified by anyone
else. The recorded interview will be securely and permanently deleted upon completion of transcription.
The typed transcript will be saved in a secure location for up to five (5) years after the interview,
according to DCU’s data protection policy and protocols. The information will not be used by anyone
else, for any other purpose. Please note that confidentiality of information can only be protected within
the limitations of the law —i.e., it is possible for data to be subject to subpoena, freedom of information
claim or mandated reporting by some professions.

What are the costs of participating in this research?
The only cost to you will be about 30 minutes of your time.

What opportunity do | have to consider this invitation?

I will contact you about two (2) weeks after you have indicated your interest in participating in this
research.
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How do | agree to participate in this research?

If you choose to participate in this research, you will need to sign a consent form. You can do this by
filling in the consent form attached to this information sheet and sending it to me via email
(alexander.kouker@dcu.ie).

Will | receive feedback on the results of this research?
Yes, | will send you a summary of the findings of this research when | have analysed all the information.

What do | do if | have concerns about this research?
Any concerns regarding the nature of this project should be notified in the first instance to the project
supervisors, Dr Eileen Brennan (eileen.brennan@dcu.ie) and Dr Jones Irwin (jones.irwin@dcu.ie).

Whom do | contact for further information about this research?
Alexander Kouker, principal investigator, alexander.kouker@dcu.ie.

Data Protection/Privacy Notice

Data will be protected within the legal limitations of data confidentiality. Data will be available only to
the principal investigator (Alexander Kouker) and his supervisors (Dr Eileen Brennan and Dr Jones Irwin).
Copies of data will be securely saved in a password-protected folder on the researcher’s DCU Google
Drive. Personal data will not be linked with these data. All records and data will be disposed of
appropriately after a period of five (5) years, in accordance with DCU’s data protection policy. Data
collected from this study will be included in a doctoral thesis and will be archived in DCU’s open-access
institutional repository, DORAS. The storage and maintenance of all data will be in line with best practice
guidance under GDPR. For the purpose of this project, DCU is the data controller and Alexander Kouker
is the data processor. To access your personal data, or if you have further questions in relation to data
protection, please contact the DCU Data Protection Officer — Mr. Martin Ward (data.protection@dcu.ie
Ph: 00353/1/7005118 or 7008257). If at any point you feel that there has been a breach of your general
data protection rights, you have the right to lodge a complaint with the Irish Data Protection
Commission. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. Should you elect to discontinue
participation, any information already collected will be discarded. You have the right to withdraw from
the study up to the point of data analysis without consequence. If you wish to withdraw your consent,
please contact the principal investigator, Alexander Kouker (alexander.kouker@dcu.ie Phone:
00353/85/0000000).

If you have concerns about this study and wish to contact an independent person, please contact:
The Secretary, Dublin City University Research Ethics Committee, c/o Research and Innovation Support,
Dublin City University, Dublin 9, Ireland. Tel 00353/1/7008000, E-mail rec@dcu.ie.
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Appendix D — Plain language statement for librarians.

School of Human Development, Institute of Education, Dublin City University, Ireland

Project title: | Making sense of academic publishing in the library: a hermeneutic
phenomenological analysis of the academic library journal publishing field

Researchers: | Dr Eileen Brennan, Dr Jones Irwin, Alexander Kouker

Dear XYZ

Researcher introduction and invitation

My name is Alexander Kouker, and | am undertaking doctoral research under the supervision of Dr Eileen
Brennan (School of Human Development) and Dr Jones Irwin (School of Human Development), Dublin
City University (DCU), Ireland. In my day-to-day work, I’'m a humanities and social sciences librarian at
Dublin City University Library.

You are invited to participate in a study | am doing on the experiences and perceptions of professional
librarians who are involved with academic library-based journal publishing in the humanities and
social sciences (HSS), and the experiences and perceptions of academic authors who publish in
academic library-based journals in the humanities and social sciences (HSS). Whether or not you take
part is your choice. If you don’t want to take part, you don’t have to give a reason, and it won’t
disadvantage you in any way. If you do want to take part now, but change your mind later, you can pull
out of the study up to the point of data analysis.

This participant information sheet will help you decide if you’d like to take part. It sets out why I’'m doing
the study, what your participation would involve, what the benefits and risks to you might be, and what
would happen after this study ends. | will go through this information with you and answer any
guestions you may have. You do not have to decide today whether or not you will participate in this
study. Before you decide, you may want to talk about the study with other people, such as librarian
colleagues and line managers. Feel free to do this.

If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked to sign the consent form on the last page of this
document. You will be given a copy of both the participant information sheet and the consent form to
keep.

This document is six (6) pages long, including the consent form. Please make sure you have read and
understood all the pages.

What is this research about? Why is this research being conducted?

Journal publishing is proliferating in the academic library, and we, as library-based journal publishers, are
very interested in making sure that our service is the best it can be in meeting the expectations and
needs of academic authors. As a professional librarian who routinely provides library-based journal
publishing services, your first-hand experience and perceptions in providing this service are of great
interest to me. | plan to share the findings of this research with you. | also plan on archiving the research
report with DCU’s open-access institutional repository, DORAS.

How was | identified, and why am | being invited to participate in this research?
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As a professional librarian working at XYZ Library, your library is indexed in the 2021 Library Publishing
Directory. You are being invited to participate in this research because of your experience in providing
library-based journal publishing services to HSS academic authors.

What does participation in this study involve?

Participation in this research will involve one semi-structured, in-depth online interview with me that
will last about 30 minutes, on Zoom, at a date and time that is convenient to you. To ensure the personal
comfort and privacy of you and others as best as possible, you are advised to participate in the Zoom call
in a separate room, alone with the door closed (if appropriate). The interview will be recorded, then
transcribed and used, along with all the other interviews, to describe and interpret the experiences and
perceptions of professional librarians who provide library-based journal publishing services, and HSS
academic authors who get published in library-based journals. The transcript of the interview will be
sent to you for review and formal sign-off prior to data analysis.

What are the discomforts and risks?

Because this research involves you talking about your experience of providing library-based journal
publishing services, any risk to you is unlikely. | would like to ask you some questions about what being
able to provide library journal publishing services means to you. What do you think about, or take into
account, when providing library journal publishing services? What do you like/not like about providing
library journal publishing services?

How will these discomforts and risks be alleviated?
You will not have to tell me anything you don’t want to. If any aspect of the interview causes you
distress, the interview will be terminated immediately.

What are the benefits of this research?

This research offers you the opportunity to consciously engage with and reflect upon your professional
experiences in the library-based journal publishing field, which may instil a sense of self-empowerment
involving movement and change. Critically, your insights aim to inform improvements to existing library
journal publishing services and encourage uptake of library-based journal publishing by other authors
and libraries. They might also encourage broader engagement with the practice of library journal
publishing within the higher education and scholarly journal publishing sector.

How will my privacy be protected?

Your privacy will be protected as follows. The recorded interview will be fully encrypted. | will also give
you a false name so that you, your institution, and library can’t be identified by anyone else. The
recorded interview will be securely and permanently deleted upon completion of transcription. The
typed transcript will be saved in a secure location for up to five (5) years after the interview, according to
DCU’s data protection policy and protocols. The information will not be used by anyone else, for any
other purpose. Please note that confidentiality of information can only be protected within the
limitations of the law —i.e., it is possible for data to be subject to subpoena, freedom of information
claim or mandated reporting by some professions.

What are the costs of participating in this research?
The only cost to you will be about 30 minutes of your time.

What opportunity do | have to consider this invitation?
| will contact you about two weeks after you have indicated your interest in participating in this research.
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How do | agree to participate in this research?

If you choose to participate in this research, you will need to sign a consent form. You can do this by
filling in the consent form attached to this information sheet and sending it to me via email
(alexander.kouker@dcu.ie).

Will | receive feedback on the results of this research?
Yes, | will send you a summary of the findings of this research when | have analysed all the information.

What do | do if | have concerns about this research?
Any concerns regarding the nature of this project should be notified in the first instance to the project
supervisors, Dr Eileen Brennan (eileen.brennan@dcu.ie) and Dr Jones Irwin (jones.irwin@dcu.ie).

Whom do | contact for further information about this research?
Alexander Kouker, principal investigator, alexander.kouker@dcu.ie.

Data Protection/Privacy Notice

Data will be protected within the legal limitations of data confidentiality. Data will be available only to
the principal investigator (Alexander Kouker) and his supervisors (Dr Eileen Brennan and Dr Jones Irwin).
Copies of data will be securely saved in a password-protected folder on the researcher’s DCU Google
Drive. Personal data will not be linked with these data. All records and data will be disposed of
appropriately after a period of five (5) years, in accordance with DCU’s data protection policy. Data
collected from this study will be included in a doctoral thesis and will be archived in DCU’s open-access
institutional repository, DORAS. The storage and maintenance of all data will be in line with best practice
guidance under GDPR. For the purpose of this project, DCU is the data controller and Alexander Kouker
is the data processor. To access your personal data, or if you have further questions in relation to data
protection, please contact the DCU Data Protection Officer — Mr. Martin Ward (data.protection@dcu.ie
Ph: 00353/1/7005118 or 7008257). If at any point you feel that there has been a breach of your general
data protection rights, you have the right to lodge a complaint with the Irish Data Protection Commission
(use the web form here). Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. Should you elect to
discontinue participation, any information already collected will be discarded. You have the right to
withdraw from the study up to the point of data analysis without consequence. If you wish to withdraw
your consent, please contact the principal investigator, Alexander Kouker (alexander.kouker@dcu.ie
Phone: 00353/85/0000000).

If you have concerns about this study and wish to contact an independent person, please contact:
The Secretary, Dublin City University Research Ethics Committee, c/o Research and Innovation Support,
Dublin City University, Dublin 9, Ireland. Tel 00353/1/7008000, E-mail rec@dcu.ie.
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Appendix E — Informed consent form for authors.

School of Human Development, Institute of Education, Dublin City University, Ireland

Project title: | Making sense of academic publishing in the library: a hermeneutic
phenomenological analysis of the academic library journal publishing field

Researchers: | Dr Eileen Brennan, Dr Jones Irwin, Alexander Kouker

Clarification of the purpose of the research

This research explores the experiences and perceptions of faculty authors who publish scholarship in
academic library journals in the humanities and social sciences (HSS) and the experiences and
perceptions of professional librarians who are involved with academic library-based journal publishing in
the humanities and social sciences (HSS).

Confirmation of particular requirements as highlighted in the Plain Language Statement
You will be required to participate in a semi-structured, in-depth interview lasting approximately 30

minutes.

Please complete the following (Tick Yes or No for each question)

| have read the Plain Language Statement (or had it read to me) [1Yes |[O No
| understand the information provided in the Plain Language Statement O Yes | O No
| understand the information provided in relation to data confidentiality [1Yes |[O No

measures and data protection subject to legal limitations

| have had an opportunity to ask questions and discuss this study O Yes |O No
| have received satisfactory answers to all my questions O Yes |0 No
| understand | may withdraw from the study up to the point of data analysis O Yes |0 No
| understand | do not have to answer any questions relating to my attitude O Yes | O No

towards the role and mechanisms of open and closed access publishing within
the scholarly journal publishing ecosystem

| am aware of and agree to being interviewed via Zoom 1 Yes |[O No

| agree to the Zoom interview being recorded in line with confidentiality and O Yes | O No
data protection measures set out in the Plain Language Statement

| agree to be contacted by email from time to time as part of the research O Yes | O No
process
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If | you answered yes to the above question, you agree to be contacted by email. Please provide
your contact email address here: myemail@email.com (placeholder)

| consent to participate in this research study O Yes | O No

Signature
| have read and understood the information in this consent form. All my questions and concerns were

answered by the researchers. | have a copy of the Plain Language Statement and the Consent Form.

Participant signature:

Name in block

capitals:

Witness:

Date:
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Appendix F — Informed consent form for editors.

School of Human Development, Institute of Education, Dublin City University, Ireland

Project title: | Making sense of academic publishing in the library: a hermeneutic
phenomenological analysis of the academic library journal publishing field

Researchers: | Dr Eileen Brennan, Dr Jones Irwin, Alexander Kouker

Clarification of the purpose of the research

This research explores the experiences and perceptions of academic editors who are involved with
academic library-based journals in the humanities and social sciences (HSS), and the experiences and
perceptions of professional librarians who are involved with academic library-based journal publishing in
the humanities and social sciences (HSS).

Confirmation of particular requirements as highlighted in the Plain Language Statement
You will be required to participate in a semi-structured, in-depth interview lasting approximately 30

minutes.

Please complete the following (Tick Yes or No for each question)

| have read the Plain Language Statement (or had it read to me) [1Yes |[O No
| understand the information provided in the Plain Language Statement O Yes | O No
| understand the information provided in relation to data confidentiality [1Yes |[O No

measures and data protection subject to legal limitations

| have had an opportunity to ask questions and discuss this study O Yes |O No
| have received satisfactory answers to all my questions O Yes |0 No
| understand | may withdraw from the study up to the point of data analysis O Yes |0 No
| understand | do not have to answer any questions relating to my attitude O Yes | O No

towards the role and mechanisms of open and closed access publishing within
the scholarly journal publishing ecosystem

| am aware of and agree to being interviewed via Zoom 1 Yes |[O No

| agree to the Zoom interview being recorded in line with confidentiality and O Yes | O No
data protection measures set out in the Plain Language Statement

| agree to be contacted by email from time to time as part of the research O Yes | O No
process
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If you answered yes to the above question, you agree to be contacted by email. Please provide
your contact email address here: myemail@email.com (placeholder)

| consent to participate in this research study O Yes | O No

Signature
| have read and understood the information in this consent form. All my questions and concerns were

answered by the researchers. | have a copy of the Plain Language Statement and the Consent Form.

Participant signature:

Name in block

capitals:

Witness:

Date:
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Appendix G — Informed consent form for librarians.

School of Human Development, Institute of Education, Dublin City University, Ireland

Project title: | Making sense of academic publishing in the library: a hermeneutic
phenomenological analysis of the academic library journal publishing field

Researchers: | Dr Eileen Brennan, Dr Jones Irwin, Alexander Kouker

Clarification of the purpose of the research

This research explores the experiences and perceptions of professional librarians who are involved

with academic library-based journal publishing in the humanities and social sciences (HSS), and the
experiences and perceptions of academic authors who publish scholarship in academic library-based

journals in the humanities and social sciences (HSS).

Confirmation of particular requirements as highlighted in the Plain Language Statement
You will be required to participate in a semi-structured, in-depth interview lasting approximately 30

minutes.

Please complete the following (Tick Yes or No for each question)

| have read the Plain Language Statement (or had it read to me) [1Yes |[O No
| understand the information provided in the Plain Language Statement O Yes | O No
| understand the information provided in relation to data confidentiality [1Yes |[O No

measures and data protection subject to legal limitations

| have had an opportunity to ask questions and discuss this study O Yes |O No
| have received satisfactory answers to all my questions O Yes |0 No
| understand | may withdraw from the study up to the point of data analysis O Yes |0 No
| understand | do not have to answer any questions relating to my attitude O Yes | O No

towards the role and mechanisms of open and closed access publishing within
the scholarly journal publishing ecosystem

| am aware of and agree to being interviewed via Zoom 1 Yes |[O No

| agree to the Zoom interview being recorded in line with confidentiality and O Yes | O No
data protection measures set out in the Plain Language Statement

| agree to be contacted by email from time to time as part of the research O Yes | O No
process
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If | you answered yes to the above question, you agree to be contacted by email. Please provide
your contact email address here: myemail@email.com (placeholder)

| consent to participate in this research study O Yes | O No

Signature
| have read and understood the information in this consent form. All my questions and concerns were

answered by the researcher. | have a copy of the Plain Language Statement and the Consent Form.

Participant signature:

Name in block

capitals:

Witness:

Date:
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Appendix H - Invitation email (library-based publisher).
Dear XYZ,

I’'m reaching out to you to ask for your support with a research study on library-based journal publishing.
My rationale for contacting you is based on your library's profile being indexed in the 2021 Library
Publishing Directory.

As a professional librarian who provides library-based journal publishing services with internal and
external partners, your unique experience and critical insight in providing this service are of great

interest to me. In my day-to-day work, I’'m a humanities and social sciences librarian at Dublin City
University Library, providing a range of academic library support services for scholars.

| would like to talk to you for approximately 30 minutes, via Zoom, at a date and time that is convenient
to you. If you are interested and agreeable, | would also provide you with a more detailed description of

the research and an informed consent form for consideration.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my request. | look forward to hearing from you and would be
happy to answer any questions you may have.

Kind regards,
Alexander Kouker (Doctor of Education candidate)
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Appendix | — Invitation email (journal author).

Dear XYZ,

| hope this email finds you well.

I'm presently researching the role of scholarly authors and academic libraries in peer-reviewed journal
publishing within the context of my doctoral research. You recently published the article 'Title of article'
in the Journal of XYZ, which is published by Library XYZ, a library publisher, as opposed to a traditional
publisher, such as a university press or trade press like Wiley.

In my day-to-day work, I’'m a humanities and social sciences librarian at Dublin City University Library,
providing a range of academic library support services for scholars.

| would like to speak with you for 30 minutes and learn more about your perceptions and experience of
publishing in a library-based journal.

If you are interested and agreeable, | will provide you with a detailed description of the research and an
informed consent form.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my request. | look forward to hearing from you and would
happily answer any questions you may have.

Many thanks for your reply and support.

Best wishes,
Alexander Kouker (Doctor of Education candidate)
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Appendix J — Interview schedule: library-based journal editor/author.

Interview introduction.
e Some of my questions may seem obvious or basic to you.
e | am trying to establish a rounded perspective... so my approach may come across as disjointed at
times as | go through my questions (e.g. | may repeat myself at times).
e There are no ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answers to my questions.
e The interview will be recorded for transcription.

[Interview Questions]

What values motivated you to become a scholar in XYZ field?
Prompt questions include:
- What rationale motivates you to create and formally publish new knowledge in your field of
interest?
- Thinking back on your past twelve months or so, can you share a situation when you felt a
librarian understood your needs (or a particular question) around scholarly journal
publishing?

Some scholars (editors/authors) speak to librarians about scholarly communication services they provide
(e.g. literature search assistance, copyright, research impact measures, etc.). What issues are important
to scholars from your perspective?
Prompt questions include:
- What is your publication strategy around journal publishing?
- What would you like to see happen around the social processes of how scholarly journal
publishing operates (authors’ decision-making around journal choice; ideas around how the
status of a journal is defined and recognised in your research field; publishing costs; etc.)?

What kind of expectations do you have of a journal published by a library (as opposed to a traditional
publisher)?
Prompt questions include:
- What strengths (or weaknesses) do you think library-published journals bring to the world of
scholarly journal publishing?

Libraries are usually perceived as access providers to scholarly material. Was there ever a situation
where you had to explain the reasons why you edited/published in a library-published journal? If so, can
you describe to me what that was like?

Prompt questions include:

- What do you think are the most important things scholars (editors/authors) consider when
deciding whether getting published in a library-published journal is the right activity for
them?

- What factors encouraged you to edit/publish in Journal XYZ?

- How does getting published in a library-published journal compare (or differ) to getting
published in a traditional journal? (Are there any differences between library and traditional
journal publishing? If so, what are they?)

- What is the purpose of collaboration between scholars (editors/authors) and libraries in the
field of scholarly journal publishing? Can you provide me with examples?
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How can/should (editors/authors) embrace the following challenges of scholarly journal publishing? |
would like to hear what you have to say...

® about the way research is communicated:
considering publishing technology, i.e. moving beyond PDF/HTML; the enhanced multimodal
journal article (e.g. data mining of texts structured with semantic markup; the journal as an
electronic, interactive, and mixed-media form of scholarly communication.

e about the way the journal publishing market operates:
considering publishing economics: changes to the economics of journal production and
consumption through open access; copyright reform; commercialism in publishing

e about public policy and the politics of knowledge impact:
considering the competition for research funds; academic prestige and accreditation; the role of
the traditional research impact agenda, as well as tracking and measuring the societal, cultural,
economic, and scientific impact of research (the transformative power of values-enacted
scholarship).

e about the globalisation of knowledge-making/creation:
considering the geography of knowledge-making (e.g. the positive bias towards English-language
research); and access to formal knowledge in developing countries.

® about interdisciplinarity in journal publishing:
considering the habitual narrowness of outlook of within-discipline knowledge work; the
interfacing of disciplinary and lay understandings; the role and consequences of interdisciplinary
research and publishing collaborations.

e about creating participatory cultures in formal knowledge production (i.e. considering scholars’
research behaviours and the ways knowledge is created concerning the convergence of
information user and information creator:

o the changing social processes of knowledge-making, i.e. challenges around the
historical separation between editor/author, publisher (including the library as
publisher), reader and institutional consumer (including the library as consumer).

o considering the broadening ranges of sites of formal knowledge creation, i.e.
institutional and community-based knowledge making (citizen science).

Is there anything that is a unique feature of your home library that makes it distinctive or special?

Have | missed anything from your perspective? Is there anything else you would like to add?
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Appendix K — Interview schedule: librarian.

Interview introduction.
e Some of my questions may seem obvious or basic to you.
e | am trying to establish a rounded perspective... so my approach may come across as disjointed at
times as | go through my questions (e.g. | may repeat myself at times).
e There are no ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answers to my questions.
e The interview will be recorded for transcription.

[Interview Questions]

What values motivated you (personally) and your library to get involved in library-based journal
publishing in the humanities and social sciences?
Prompt questions include:

How did you get to apply for and accept your current job?

Why do you think you were offered your current job?

What professional skills are most relevant to this job?

What parts of your professional work or educational background do you draw upon most
frequently?

What is your role in XYZ library?

What is the mission/goal of your publishing service?

Librarians speak to scholars (editors/authors) about different scholarly communication services they
provide (e.g. research assistance, data management planning, copyright, research impact
measurements, etc.). What issues are important to scholars from your perspective?

Prompt questions include:

What factors do you think scholars (editors/authors) typically consider when deciding on a
journal to get published in?

What kind of knowledge does a library (librarian) need to possess to be perceived as
competent in advising around journal publishing?

What are the possibilities for collaboration between your library and scholars
(editors/authors) in scholarly journal publishing? Can you give me examples?

How can libraries (librarians) be more involved in strategic decisions around scholarly journal
publishing?

How can scholars (editors/authors) be more involved in strategic decisions around scholarly
journal publishing?

Libraries are usually perceived as both scholarly content consumers and content providers. Can you
recall and describe a situation where you had to explain the role of library-based journal publishing (i.e.
content creation in the library)?

Prompt questions include:

Just to take a devil's advocate position, how would you respond to a scholar who says there is
no role for library-based journal publishing within the scholarly journals ecosystem?

What do you think are the most important things libraries consider when deciding whether
library-based journal publishing is the right activity for them?

What do you think are the most important factors scholars (editors/authors) consider when
deciding to get published in a library-based journal?
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In your library's mission statement, you state that (quote) “XYZ”. What kind of opportunities/challenges
do you encounter in the library-based journal publishing sphere at your university, and how do you
intend to meet them? Can you provide me with examples around...
o Opportunities/challenges around the way research is communicated.
o Opportunities/challenges around the way the publishing market operates.
o Opportunities/challenges around public policy and the politics of knowledge impact.
o Opportunities/challenges around research behaviours and the way knowledge is
created.
Opportunities/challenges around the globalisation of knowledge-making.
o Opportunities/challenges around interdisciplinarity in journal publishing.

(@]

What kind of expectations do you have of library-based journals conceptually and practically within the
contemporary scholarly journals ecosystem?

Prompt questions include:

- What strengths do you think library-based journals bring to the scholarly journal ecosystem?

How does library-based journal publishing influence the development of library and university policy at
your university?
Prompt questions include:
- How do you perceive the role of library-based journal publishing in the medium to long-term
future?

Is there anything that is a unique feature of your home library that makes it distinctive or special?

Have | missed anything from your perspective? Is there anything else you would like to add?
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Appendix L — Data analysis samples.

1. Quotes from Phil (chapter 5.2)

‘What’ does the participant talk
about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

expasdjasdfkjsdf
1 00:08 Alex: Thanks, Phil, for making some time available for me. Let's go straight into this. What values
2 motivated you but also your library to get involved in library-based journal publishing in the humanities and
3 social sciences?
a4
5 00:19 Phil: 50, | feel our primary motivations center around shared values of service, education and access. I've
6 worked as a teacher in the past and academic publishing at different points in my career, and library publishing
7 offers unigue, sort of, instructional opportunities in information literacy and in scholarly communication. My
8 position gives me the opportunity to train editorial teams to independently initiate the academic publishing
9 process using the online publishing platform that we provide. So, from desk review to revision to proofreading
10 | get to help with every step in the publication workflow and introduce scholars from many different disciplines
11 to publishing from the editorial side, sometimes for the first time. And | enjoy helping scholars navigate online
12 publishing as well. | often field questions from them regarding DOI creation (Digital Object |dentifier), user
13 :
14
15 ve licenses and publicatio
16 streamline the process and make scholarship freely available immediately upon pub
17 encourage our journals to use Creative Commons licences for their content, which allows others and users and
18 readers to remix, adapt and build on the content that we publizh.
19
20 02:24 Alex: That was very comprehensive, thank you. Can | ask you what sort of professional skills, from your
21 perspective, are most relevant to this job that you do?
22
23 02:33 Phil: As far as professional skills go, | would say that, you know, a lot of it is customer service skills,
24 teaching skills. You know, I'm fairly tech-savvy. | can handle journal platforms, web interfaces, that sort of
25 thing. I'm pretty good with that sort of thing. But | mean | would call my job more of a teaching job and a
26 service job rather than a tech job.

Rationale for offering library-
based journal publishing
services

Confidence in that library-based
publishing aligns with university,
scholar and library values
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2. Quotes from Albert, Author (chapter 5.4)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64

(07:22) Alex: Many thanks for that. Some academics speak to librarians about research and publishing-support
services that they provide, things like literature searching, copyright, but also providing training on things like
research impact metrics. Can | ask you what kind of things are important to you when you speak to people in
the library? Like, can you maybe describe a situation where you felt library people understood your needs and
were able to help you?

(08:14) Albert: So, beyond the questions that | have for my class, which would be course reserves and stuff
we're talking about publishing, right? So, in the context of publishing, | think the most recent experience I've
had was at XYZ University, the university | left in December.

So, what | did was to
actually bring her to my class, right. 5o, she came to my class and talked about systematic review because |
was teaching a course on research methods, and | wanted the students to really understand it. And |
personally hadn't done a systematic review by myself. So, | mean, | had done some narrative reviews and
different kinds of reviews, but not the way you would call systematic.

And | mean, she had a lot of nuggets around academic citations and how to save time when you're doing
references, which | mean, | have always done references manually, even though | know there is EndNote,
there is RefWorks, | have done all the workshops on them. But she really drew my attention to why it would
help me to safe time if | was to exploring any of those. | think those are the sort of two specific things that
have happened recently in the past year that | can speak to that has been beneficial.

(09:44) Alex: Okay. And in relation to your own publishing work, say for example around copyright or learning
about the various aspects of research and publication impact measures etc. Have you ever had conversations
with librarians about these things or...?

(10:04) Nathan: No. I think also because | think | read quite a bit myself. So, | tend to know. | tend to just
search Google for it. And also, | would say that librarians don't always present themselves as being there for
those types of questions. Because | think librarians, at least from my experience when engaging with them, as
soon as | go there they are there for students, they are there for faculty if you have an issue with accessing an
article for instance. They would give it to you. But | don’t think they present, | mean, I'm sure they are available
for those questions but | don't think they present themselves as people that have the ability to sort of help you
to sort out the contracts. So, | have always signed these contracts without asking anyone for help. | have
always sort of Googled to find impact factors. Because sometimes I'm looking for rankings; which journal is
ranked where. Or I'm looking for great open-access journals, but there is probably that information on the
library website. But there is no singular individual that is dedicated to giving that information up, right. So, it is
there and | think they have that person, but it is all very subtle and as though they don't want you to actually

Knowledge collaboration

Learning took place from
interaction with a librarian
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3. Quotes from Finn, Editor (chapter 5.4)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

464
465
466
467
468
469

470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
480

55:28 Alex: Like becoming a serial, turning into a continuous publication. Yes. Is there anything, in particular,
that makes the University of XYZ distinctive? Something that makes it stand out?

55:49 Finn: The University of XYZ has all of the colleges and departments and professmnal sectors in the
university. So, the library system has a law library, it has a biomed , it has the more traditional libera
arts libraries, th:; the big-time science- and engineering , it has professional schools, | mean it has all

10

of those. So, when | am talking to people [librarians] in publishing service

connect into a very big network of professionals who run the gamut of the range of knowledge bases that the

iversity has. If we were in lowa, the agricultural school is at lowa State, the liberal arts are at the University
of lowa. If | was at the liberal arts school, | wouldn't know anybody there. Here, | teach in the College of X as

well as the College of Y. It works both.
57:10 Alex: Yes, you basically have this massive resource at your disposal. So, people in publishing services can
tap into a lot of expertise from right across the spectrum, like from a disciplines and subjects perspective but

also a technical perspective?

57:30 Finn: Yep, yep, yep.

Participatory and
collaborative knowledge
creation

Acknowledgement of the
networked library and the
opportunity to work with librarians
in publishing
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4. Quotes from Samuel, Author (chapter 5.5)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190

191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203

(22:30) Alex: Okay. The word count thing is an interesting point, as well as this competition aspect. Journal X
seems to try things out and possibly experiment a little bit more than traditional journals do.

(23:00) Samuel:

(23:21) Alex: No. That's a good point, jumping out of the disciplinary box and extending beyond that. Libraries
are usually perceived as access providers to academic material as opposed to being a publisher of journal

publications or books. Like, a good number of people would not connect the library with formal publishing,
except for running the institutional repository. It's perceived as the place where people access already
published material. But these days, more libraries are embracing the role of formal journal and book
publishing, like the University of X¥Z. Given that you have published with a library-published journal, Journal X,
is that experience different when compared to getting published with a traditional journal publisher?

(25:10) Benedict: Well, when | think about things that are different, | mean, most journals they have this same
sort of system where you log in, you fill in these forms and that is how you everything all the interaction
between reviewer and editor and authors. Whereas, with Journal X it is not like that. You're basically just
exchanging emails with the editor, it feels a bit more informal. You get a more sort of direct conversation with
the editor. There is basically two senior editors at Journal X and they divide the world up by geographical
spread. 5o, that means on the one hand that you get a consistent response from its, XYZ is the chap | have
always interacted with.

Procedural limitations of
the traditional journal

Frustration over perceived
restrictions of creative and
experimental freedom in composing
journal articles
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5. Quotes from Daniel, Librarian (chapter 6.2)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

03:58 Alex: Can | ask you, what values motivated you and your library to get involved in library-based journal
publishing in the humanities and social sciences fields? Like, why are you doing this stuff?

04:20 Daniel: Well, how | got into the job was accidental. | applied for an archivist position here and they
happened to have this position open at the same time. After they int f
rou kne sou fit well with this se | worked in in
chief at a small publishing house and a y grour
here. The movement to be a part of publishing, it was launched by the Dean in Year X to do this in the library.
To do publishing, journal hosting and journal facilitation and then | joined in Year ¥ and have been engaged in
it since then. | mean, | can speak to the values now. But the values of when | entered it, in general | was
excited to do it. | never thought | would be back in publishing and enjoy that aspect of the job, generally, in
sort of sharing works out and working in the original creation of scholarly but also just knowledge in general.

06:04 Alex: As a librarian, what sort of professional skills would you draw upon frequently? Like, what skills are
most relevant from a librarian's perspective?

06:51 Daniel: | mean, | tap a lot into the publishing experience. But where | tap into the librarianship is just
being aware of scholarly communication, knowing this whole cycle of information and just all the elements
that go into publishing. Notably the peer-review process, it was kind of a crash course in becoming involved in
that. But | was knowledgeable coming into it, understanding the whole cycle and so, that was important. The
other thing is just project management. You can tap into that really with a variety of job experiences. But for
me, it was when | worked in archives, you know, grant-funded projects and being able to oversee a group of
people and managing a project. And that's what's helped coming here as well with because that's exactly what
journal, if you're involved in being a managing editor of a particular journal, it is just project management, and
you have to just bring all the pieces together to make it work.

Procedural knowledge of
journal publishing

Confidence in being knowledgeable
about the processes and
expectations of scholarly journal
publishing
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6. Quotes from Sebastian, Editor (chapter 6.2)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191

192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207

19:44 Sebastian: | don't know though. Quite frankly, LinkedIn Learning has much greater reach than any
scholarly journal.

19:53 Alex: Well, | mean, they are working off a different need altogether. I'm really talking about the hard
academic journal.

20:11 Sebastian:

S0, in general that would be the XYZ Federal Government, right, and we have
a research and scholarly journal funding model that works. But it is a very tiny budget line out of the federal
budget. There are other pressing priorities like housing and employment. So, we are very low on the scale in
terms of being a priority for government. But what would be great would be if there were a much more
concerted effort to bolster and promote open-access-only journals and to raise their profile and to increase
their reach so that they rival the privately held ones, right.

21:22 Alex: But | guess one issue is also that there are certain cultural norms, field-specific cultural norms that
are quite established.

21:44 Sebastian: Yeah, | know. They pretend to be radical, but they are so conservative.

21:49 Alex: Could a library publisher in collaboration with scholars manage these things better? In an ideal
world, things could perhaps reform more rapidly.

23:42 Alex: | completely agree with you. | thought this was the obvious thing to do since when we started
Journal X back ten years ago.

So, you could
literally run Nature 2.0 and Science 2.0 for peanuts and then just get everybody to submit to those, right.

24:31 AlexLib: But that doesn't seem to happen.

Structural and strategic
knowledge of journal
publishing

Aspiration to reform the economic
and social organisation of the
journal system
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7. Quotes from Henry, Librarian (chapter 6.3)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

294
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305
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307
308
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314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324

28:53 Henry: Well, my pitch to the author is probably my least refined one because | never make it. | never talk
to the authors directly very often, right. But I'm thinking it through. Some authors care about this whole
mission thing around open-access. A lot of them don't. What we've been trying to do in our pitch to the
authors is to give them a really author-friendly platform in XYZ [journal publishing platform]. They can also
publish different kinds of research that they might be working on. | don’t know if you saw the XYZ project, you
know, this X¥YZ-funded grant that we've had for the last X years or so to build a XYZ-publishing platform that
can host all kinds of digital media embedded directly within the book. Because humanities scholars, social
sciences scholars are publishing a lot of digital stuff that they just can't include in most book publishing
programmes, right.

in the book. So we're
working on integrating that same kind of stuff by hosting multimedia content in XYZ platform and, basically,
embedding it into XYZ XML. So our pitch to the author is, well, first, none of our journals have author fees. So
that’s cool. But beyond that,

30:32 Alex: Right. Being able to experiment and push technical boundaries and do things that the commercial
publisher competition would not be as quick to adopt, unless there is money in it. 5o yes, that's interesting.

31:07 Henry: So that's the author. The editor, it's all of that but also as opposed to trying to work with a
commercial publisher or a commercial platform to host your journal, we can offer a similar level of service, like
copy editing and professional layout and design. But we do it very very affordably and with a lot of individual
consideration for your needs, right. So, we work very closely with you to develop every aspect of the journal.
That's why we have to have a staff of, you know, X or ¥ [numbers of] people working on this stuff because we
do a lot of handholding with editors and we really help them to understand the system and to make sure that
everything is working for them. We are very flexible. And then to administrators, | think the value proposition
is that, | mean, all things | just said. If their departments are funding journals, we can do it very sustainably for
them and help their faculty editors to have more impact on the work that they're doing. But also, we are trying
to be a change agent. | mean, they are ultimately funding all of these extremely expensive packages, the
libraries, right. And if we can drive even a little bit of change in that space, then ultimately that helps university
budgets, right.

Technical innovation in
the journal

Confidence in progressing technical
knowledge practices in the journal
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8. Quotes from Finn, Editor (chapter 6.3)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

407
408
409
410
411
412
213
414
415
416
417
418
419
420
421
422
423
424
425

426
427
428
429

50:16 Finn: WeII let me just offer you a last insight that points to that business of what we did with that piece
\ g 1 this is all ;,“-tﬁft-‘ ility that the lib
C jith ys that some of them had v
before Because trad|t|ona| schelarl\_.r publishing, accept accept with revisions, deny, boom. You didn't talk to
anybody, you didn't have anybody work with you. You didn't get a markup manuscript. We did all of those
things. | mean, | had some pieces that went through four versions before they were publishable in our journal.
I mean | have a piece written by a woman who just finished her PhD from Yale. She had seven footnotes in the
first paragraph. Let's say you write a dissertation. That's not how you write it for us. 5o we worked and we
worked and we worked, and we got itinto a shape that she was pleased with and that we were pleased with,
and it was a nice piece of writing. So haw
work with authors to illustrate, | mean k
and-white line illustrations, | mean, | don't know. Hell, mz

authors in w

over again about that business of being able to
3|J._,II nal, n? Three black-

e doing digital open p v
tv—I different experience. It's just different

ynat are you

put all matter stuff into what we are doing and make it a cc
work.

52:18 Alex: Yeah, it's a totally different experience. It is multi-dimensional altogether. Not just the classic and
traditionally assumed stuff. It makes it a lot more interesting for everyone involved. And it is still academically
valid.

52:38 Finn: Yep. |t also allows for different kinds of learning. Some people don't learn well through reading
thousands of words of linear text. Work off hyperlinks, they got it. The library is what gives us that space.

53:11 Alex: Right, like to push out those boundaries and try out other things.

Technical innovation in
the journal

Confidence in progressing technical
knowledge practices in the journal
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9. Quotes from Luke, Author (chapter 7.2)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?
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210

(23:09) Alex: How does the experience of getting published in Journal X, a library-based journal, compare to
getting published in a traditional journal like Wiley's Y Journal? Is there a difference from your perspective?

(24:11) Luke: Yes. , because it is X scholar at Y Institution, you know, it runs on the

smell of an oily rag and the goodwill of a few people that have to work really, really, really hard on top of their

day job, just because they are passionate. So,

All the other journals that | have published in, | don't think | have reviewed any. | have
reviewed one thing from X Journal, | think. But yeah, | have reviewed, what, maybe six other journal articles.
But they are all journals that | have never published in. This is the only one where | submitted a paper, and
then within two or three weeks, they were like, okay, now can you review this for us, please.

(25:52) Alex: Absolutely.
(26:01) Luke: The one that | was sent was from China and English is a second language.

(26:15) Alex: | guess you don't want to get involved in copyediting.

(26:

iy

7) Luke: No. Exactly.

(26:24) Alex: So, it seems that in the case of Journal X, the editorial board embraces a proper collaborative
approach. Like, there seems to be an implicit expectation that everyone contributes something towards the
good running of the journal, including authors, like everyone is weaved into it.

(26:48) Luke: Yeah, it is a bit more of a community, a bit more of a moral economy. And that is a really useful,
positive thing.

Journal publishing
process

Surprise in the socially conscious
approach of library-published
journals
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10. Quotes from Oliver, Librarian (chapter 7.2)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?
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25:08 Oliver: | don't know. | don't know what the journal was that they had published in. I just heard from one
of my colleagues who is on this academic grievance council. Just broadly speaking, she is chairing it now but as
the chair of this committee this year then she is trying to raise the awareness of predatory publishers. Because
| guess there had been a rash of these problems coming up over the last year and a half, maybe two years. 5o, |
don't know the specific journals, but | think a lot of times faculty are aware that solicitation is usually the first
warning sign. If they solicit you and say, oh, we saw your article and think you are so wonderful, please publish
with us, we will take your paper.

26:04 Alex: Too good to be true.

26:06 Oliver: And yeah, | think people who are somewhat desperate at times they think, oh | may not get
tenure, or my review is coming up and | might get a bad review this year because | haven't been able to
publish a few of these papers that | have in the works. You know, some desperation does kind of factor into
the decision-making, | think.

26:29 Alex: But this is the sort of quantitative output, being seen to be publishing regularly. What about
certain other factors scholars typically consider when deciding on a journal to get published in. So, the prompt
here maybe would be high-impact type journals.

26:49 Oliver: Right, of course, the impact factor, the metrics that are related to specific journals.

Mathematics is one, Physics is another one, it tends to be more the hard sciences

27:55 Alex: Okay. | mean we both know that this is not good practice for various reasons. Would the library
collectively and yourself be lobbying administrators and senior people on campus to reconsider this approach?

28:25 Oliver: Right. Yes, it's tricky. Each of the librarians here is a liaison to a specific department or college.
And so, some are more willing to bring up these issues than others of my colleagues. | think some prefer to
stay out of it. | know one or two of my colleagues are really quite concerned about the problems of predatory
publishing. So, they have talked to their departments about that issue and about some of the pressures that
come with not being able to publish enough, for example. Because | know if you have this sort of quite
exclusive list that you have to publish in, if you get one in, but that one may not be enough, so you have to fill
out your resume. So, | will try to publish these five other papers that got rejected in the top list, | will try to

University expectation(s)

Frustration over perceived limited
agency in publishing choice
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11. Quotes from Charlotte, Author (chapter 7.3)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

328
329
330

331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347

will, sort of, damage my career. I've been told that | need to be more strategic in where | publish and that |

need to publish in more internationally highly ranked XYZ journals, and that what | publish currently isn't good.

27:42 Alex: You don't obviously have to give names here, but where is that coming from? The head of your
department?

27:48 Charlotte: That is my mentor, who is a Professor in my department and one of the more senior figures in
my field, and he has told me that | need to stop publishing in funny little journals, probably library-based ones,
let's be honest. | need to stop publishing in them.

28:09 Alex: Like the Journal of X for instance.

28:13 Charlotte: Oh yeah, | don't think he is impressed by that. | should stop publishing in those. | need to
publish in ‘A Journal’, “B Journal' and the 'C Journal’. That's what | need to do. Those are the top three. | need
to get published in there. And then if the papers I'm running are not going to get me published in there,
shouldn't be writing them. 5o, that is what | got told.

28:42 Alex: Is that what you are being told by your mentor or is that what you hear from other people as well,
like peers at your own early-career level, right across your own network of people, academic colleagues?

Rationale for journal
choice

Journal status and/or prestige
are/are not important to me
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28:56 Charlotte: | got told by my mentor. And then | asked one of my colleagues who is a peer, and he was like,
'yes', said mentor said the same thing to me. But my colleague actually likes publishing in funny little journals
and so is resisting this a little bit. But yes, | do see it in my colleagues as well, they are like, I've done my
transactions paper, I've got to get my transactions paper in, that way I'll get a permanent career. 5o, |
definitely hear that from my colleagues. Or | hear people say things like, 'oh, you know, so-and-so is so
stressed because he's been lecturing so many years and he hasn't got a transactions paper’... as if, like, that
means he is not a valid academic. So, there is definitely a push. And then a more diplomatic senior colleague
said to me, oh, Charlotte, you seem to have gone for quantity over guality, maybe you think that way you
publish more often. So yes, there is definitely a push from my senior colleagues for me to not publish in these
sorts of journals and to just publish in the big ones. | don't know if they are traditional or not. I'm guessing they
are but maybe they are not. | don't know.

30:04 Alex: And are you concerned about this?

30:07 Charlotte: | am somewhat concerned about this, yes. So, my plan is now to try and publish in theze big
journals at some point. Because otherwise, | probably won't get very far in my career. Yes.

30:20 Alex: And do you agree with what you are hearing?

30:33 Charlotte: | mean, to some extent, what | mean, yes. Because | know that the people who are telling me
this are the people who have the power to hire. And | know these are the metrics that they are judging you by.
Not that they are good metrics or the right ways to account for academic merit, that is an entirely different
matter. But | know that a lot of people who hold power value certain journals. And therefore, that puts limits
on what | can do.
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12. Quotes from Gabriel, Author (chapter 7.3)

‘What’ does the
participant talk about?

‘How’ does the participant talk
about it?

46 Alex: That seems to be a commonly felt perception. Let us look at the area of publishing. You speak
47 about wanting to create change in the field and being an activist scholar. You are in the fortunate position of
48 having tenure and, in that sense, security in your job as an associate professor. What other things then

1

49 motivate you to formally publish research in your field, for example, in Journal X or any other journal for that

50 matter?
51

Rationale for journal
choice

Journal status and/or prestige
are/are not important to me
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(08:21) Gabriel: I think that is fantastic question. | don't really have a clear answer because it is something that
| struggle with. | mean, part of it has to do with academics choosing journals that have aims and objectives and
editorial boards that are critically oriented and are about trying to convey powerful output that is about key
social justice issues. | think in the field of critical political ecology most of us, though not everybody, try to
publish in journals that do have a critical often Marxist editorial board, usually left of center, progressive. As
much as possible the output is similarly critical open access in that certain members of your scholarly
community, your activist colleagues on the ground can get that information through the outlet and use it for
their work. Your guestion touches on a bit of a double bind, right. A lot of the critical journals, the higher-
ranking ones are with kind of corporate publishers. And in many cases those journals started off as critical
open access outlets, then they get bought out by larger publishers, they become corporatised, and the open
access is very very steep and then for that reasons and others the material is not easily accessed by people
who should have unfettered access to it. But what also happens is that the journals, once they get a funding

feb of Sci ] listing and their citation indices and the metrics
acan;:err.i:< including mys e are drawn to that in terms of reputation and

is assume gher-quality journal. So, a lot of our output goes to these
Cr|t|caljournals that were once grassroots but now are part of the corporate world. It is satisfying publishing in
those journals, but it is also extremely dissatisfying and disheartening because you know that the vast majority
of the people that you work with can't afford to pay the open access fees and sometimes you can't yourself.
So, there is a firewall behind it. But to get tenure, in a lot of institutions, you have to publish in these higher-
ranking journals that have become corporatised. Once you do have tenure then you've got greater flexibility to
publish in journals that are a little more grassroots oriented and fully open access. But, that said, | could park
that and essentially say, retrospectively, that | wish that | had pursued alternative publishing outlets a lot more
aggressively, assertively throughout my career. And so, | regret not writing more blogs and pursuing other
outlets that are more readily accessible, right. So, it is a bit of a double bind and kind of leaves a bad taste in
your mouth. It is unfortunate that a lot of journals have gone that way and that the career, promotion and
tenure-track system rewards publishing in those journals, right. And everybody's publishing orientation in
career gaze is in that direction, in that sort of corporate direction, right. But | should also say that most of us,
including me, if we do publish an important paper in a journal that is published by a corporate entity we are
always trying, in most cases anyway, to summarise the content of those journals and republish it in blogs or
opinion pieces in national newspapers, like in Indonesia or the Philippines, so that the essence of the message
from the journal article is re-broadcast via national media, newspapers and whatnot, to reach the masses of
people who should actually get it. But if we were only to publish our results in opinion pieces and blogs, in
alternative media or national media around the world, our academic capital, so to speak, as horrible as that

nd they have an ISl higher and

, indeed, the

word sounds, within the current system would flatline. 5o, it is not enough to do just that and say, 'oh, look
how radical | am because I'm not publishing in academic corporate journals and I'm just publishing in these
grassroots outlets’, particularly at the beginning, you know, the early stages of your career.

227




Appendix M — Scheme of themes.

Experience of Experience of journal | Experience of Relationship Role of the library

journal publishing for journal between as a scholarly

publishing for library-based journal | publishing for librarians and journal publisher

scholarly editors™ librarians™* scholarly

authors authors/editors

Path into Path into academia Path into Teamwork Commitment to

academia library-based between editors | scholarly

publishing and librarians communication

literacy/open
pedagogy

Rationale for
publishing
scholarly work

Learning with and
from the library-
based journal

Collaboration
with scholars

Scholarly
authors value
librarians and

Encourage and
support alternative
publishing

publisher vice versa approaches and
formats

Knowledge of Insistence on values | Challenge Library-based Foster and enable

the scholarly of equity, diversity, dominant journal editors values of equity,

field inclusion and access | traditional value librarians | diversity, inclusion,
publishing and vice versa and access
models

Critical of Collaboration with Limited Influence of the | Advocate for and

aspects of the librarians influence on library role support author

peer review university model rights

processes administration

over traditional
publishing
practice

Acceptance of

Openness for

Learning as a

the status quo experimentation librarian
of university
expectations
Authors valuing | Reformist influence Previous

library-based
journals and
their editors

on tenure review
boards

experience and
knowledge
cultivate
confidence in
alternative
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publishing

practices
Learning and Critical of
knowledge- aspects of
seeking research

assessment

Frustration with
the high cost of
journal
publishing

*All Journal editors are also authors by definition and practice. **Many librarians are also authors by definition and practice.
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