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ABSTRACT

Scholars globally are increasingly required to account for the visibility and impact of their research, and visibility and impact are increasingly digitally-mediated through the platforms and practices associated with Web 2.0. Traditional prestige-based metrics of visibility (ISI/WoS Impact Factor) measure only scholar-to-scholar outputs like journals and books. In many African universities with nascent research cultures, legacies of colonialism and imperatives of national development, these measures present scholars with particular challenges. At the same time, in the North, moves towards Open Access, along with the potential of Web 2.0 technologies for increasing visibility of research, offer the potential for changes to traditional measures of assessing impact and visibility. Using a framework whereby the extent of change in research communication practices at all stages of the research process can be analysed, this paper reveals the pressures shaping African research communication practices and the visibility of research, using data from a case study at the University of Namibia.
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Introduction

Research by higher education and communications scholars is providing growing evidence of the changes taking place in the field of scholarly communication, both as the result of changes in research activity in higher education systems globally (Etzkowitz 2004; Cooper 2009, 2011) as well as those offered by the affordances of Web 2.0 technologies (Tenopir 2003; Palmer 2005; Thorin 2006; Procter, Williams, Stewart, Paschen, Snee, Voss and Asgari-Targhi, 2010; Weller 2011). While attention has been paid to how scholarly communication is changing systemically, it is less clear how the changing scholarly communication ecosystem plays out in actual research practices, as scholars go about their academic work. It is important that research into academics’ research communication practices is undertaken to complement system approaches (see Esposito, 2013; Veletsianos & Kimmons, 2012). 
Scholars in universities across Africa face particular pressures and possibilities as they seek to improve their scholarship and increase the visibility and impact of their research, drawing on digital technologies to do so. While there are few systemic frameworks in place to encourage scholars in universities in African countries to use digital technologies in research and its communication, there is evidence that digitally-mediated practices are emerging at the personal and individual level, despite difficulties and constraints (Trotter, Kell, Willmers, Grey & King, 2014a). This chapter presents, firstly, a framework for examining change in academics’ research communication practices. The framework has two parts – one is a typology of six types of research projects, which were evident in a sample of 72 research projects drawn from a study of four universities in southern Africa (Czerniewicz & Kell, 2014a and 2014b). The other is a heuristic which can be used to assess the emergence of digital research communication amongst academics and the degrees of openness to a wider range of research communication practices amongst scholars (Czerniewicz & Kell, 2014a, 2014b). Secondly, the chapter applies the framework to data from a case study of academics in the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences (FHSS) at the University of Namibia, and with reference to the specific experiences of one mid-career academic. 
The Namibia case study was part of a wider research and implementation project, called the Scholarly Communication in Africa Programme (SCAP) which was founded on the assumption that open, collaborative approaches to conducting research, open access models of publishing, and open, trans-national and digitally-mediated pooling of resources are essential for African research to flourish locally and globally (Trotter et al., 2014a). In addition, there are special pressures amongst scholars in southern African universities to make their research relevant to local development concerns, and SCAP viewed openness as a prerequisite for African research reaching the audiences that can best leverage it for the sake of national development (Chan, Kirsop, & Arunachalam, 2011). Web 2.0 and social media platforms provide opportunities for increased openness, but little is known about systemic initiatives or individual practices in the Web 2.0 era in African universities. 
The SCAP project was established to help raise the visibility of African scholarship by mapping current research and communication practices in four southern African universities and recommending technical and administrative innovations based on experiences gained in implementation initiatives piloted at these universities. At the University of Botswana (UB) the case study was conducted in the Department of Library and Information Studies; at the University of Cape Town (UCT) the case study site was largely the Economics Department with a special focus on a research Centre linked to that Department the South African Labour and Development Research Unit (SALDRU); at the University of Namibia (UNAM) the site was the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences and at the University of Mauritius it was the Faculty of Science. 
One of the research strands focused on the research communication practices of academics in each of these sites, and clearly these varied across this range of departments and disciplines. It included quantitative and qualitative methods of data collection and aimed to produce ‘thick descriptions’ of research communication practices in each of the study sites. Methods of data collection aimed at producing insider accounts of day-to-day practices of African scholars as they go about producing, accessing and sharing research. This strand provided the data reported in this chapter, while the analytical framework was developed for the SCAP project as a whole.
The objectives of this chapter are:
· To outline the framework for understanding and mapping changing scholarly communication practices 
· To signal the importance of contextualising academic research communication practices in relation to variation in types of research projects undertaken and stages of the research cycle
· To ascertain the extent to which academics’ research communication practices are digitally-mediated
· To examine the pressures on research-active academics in southern African universities to increase research outputs, as well as the visibility and impact of their research and the role of digital curation in this
· To provide insight into the above issues in one context, a Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences at the University of Namibia.
BACKGROUND
Issues of Visibility of African Research
Scholars around the world are increasingly required to address questions around the visibility and impact of their research. This is partly due to the ‘audit revolution’ which has swept across higher education over the past two decades  (Power, 1997; Shore & Wright, 1999; Strathern, 2000) but additionally, a growing number of research-funding bodies in the United Kingdom, the European Union and the United States have recently adopted policies requiring that all research funded by them must be made open access. These funder mandates will raise the visibility of their research outcomes, with research not only being openly shared, but also being curated and described with metadata making content searchable and index-able at an unprecedented level. This is likely to bring tremendous benefits to countries in the North and to society in general. However, in the context of the centre-periphery relationships within which universities operate, characterised by extreme global inequalities and hierarchical ranking systems, it is likely to provide daunting challenges for African universities which have been in ‘catch-up mode’ since they first started to include research in their mandates, after decades of an almost exclusive focus on teaching. 
Scholarly research from countries in Africa does not feature globally for three primary reasons. 
· (In)visibility in global rankings. 
While research production in African universities has been increasing consistently in absolute numbers (Mouton, 2010; Tijssen, 2007) it is falling in comparative terms (as countries, especially in the North, are producing larger numbers of outputs that are quantifiable in global rankings). It therefore remains relatively invisible in global research indices and arenas. The positive increase is due to African governments’ recent and increasing investment in higher education and is echoed by many African universities embracing of a more research-orientated mission that encourages local scholars to produce more research outputs. 
· Legibility of research from African universities.
Despite the recent growth in research, much of the continent’s research output is not made legible, since the traditional metrics of visibility (ISI and WoS Impact Factor) measure only formal scholar-to-scholar outputs, in the form of journal articles on particular lists. Scholars in African universities do produce a range of research outputs (including journal articles, working papers, technical reports and so on), but publishing in international ranked journals presents many challenges given historical legacies which are discussed below.
· Accessibility of research from universities in Africa.
The range of research outputs produced within African universities is largely not accessible. African universities’ adoption of digital publishing and curation platforms, and confederated computing and content hosting structures is largely nascent. Indeed, even today, “many research publications by African researchers, especially those focused on domestic or regional African issues and problems, are not accessible through the modern ICT facilities” (Tijssen, 2007, p324). 
While these factors are connected with the visibility and legibility of African research, the African scholarly environment is also beset by other complicating factors related to the legacies of conquest, colonialism and underdevelopment (Mkandawire, 2011; Nyamnjoh, 2012). These translate into low levels of research funding (ASTII) and low salaries, both of which encourage academics to augment their incomes through extra teaching or consultancy work (Mamdani, 2011); heavy teaching loads (Sawyerr, 2004); pressures to focus on research which is local and developmental; fragile research infrastructure like a lack of national research councils, bandwidth, library resources and laboratory equipment  (Harle, 2010); “brain drain” and small post-graduate programmes (Crush & Pendleton, 2012; Tettey, 2009) experiences of isolation and difficulties in establishing international collaborations. In addition, African universities have to contend with persistent political interference by national authorities (Zeleza, 2002). All of these factors impact on the capacity of African scholars to initiate and sustain research projects at local levels, let alone to disseminate their research more widely or to collaborate globally. While the concept of Research 2.0 might represent a new way of doing research and organising science, it seems a quite distant reality for many academics working in African universities. 
A Practice-based Understanding of Research Communication
The research reported on here was premised on a practice-based understanding of research communication, with practices defined as “arrays of human activity that are materially mediated” and “organised around shared practical understanding” (Schatzki 2001: 2). We opted for this approach since earlier models of scholarly communication (see Trotter et al. 2014a for a discussion of these) are highly technical and based on heuristics around the flow of academic texts and which involve groups of people (in addition to academics) taking charge of processing and curating material. Texts along trajectories of dissemination and curation are key units in such models, as are the technical channels through which they flow and the spaces in which they are both deposited and communicated. In our approach the text and its movements were less important than the activities undertaken by the academics and what enabled or constrained their choices in these activities in the wider research culture of each institution. In addition, we agree with Palmer  that while undertaking research, scholars are both consumers and producers of knowledge (Palmer, 2005) , thus their practices would include both access to content as well as its  production, dissemination and uptake. Research communication practices take shape in varied ways during different phases of research projects and in different types of research projects and any investigation of such practices therefore needs to be highly contextualised. 
Furthermore, the practice-based approach provided an alternative to the technologically determinist approaches of many research studies in this area, especially those which focus on the consequences or impact of technologies. Such approaches foreground the idea that digital technologies shape the communications landscape in and of themselves, whereas practice-based approaches demonstrate that people take hold of technologies in ways that are specific and contextualised within existing cultural and social patterns and domains. Much research in the field of literacy studies (Street, 1993), media studies (Wasserman, 2011) and digital communications (Deumert, 2015) has demonstrated this, showing, for example, that people take hold of literacy in ways that may contradict and confound the expectations of those introducing literacy.
Analytical Framework

In order to ground the practice-based approach, an analytical framework was developed as part of the broader SCAP project (this is discussed fully in Czerniewicz and Kell 2014a and 2014b; see also Trotter et al., 2014a). The framework consists of a typology of six possible types of knowledge production and a heuristic of the research and dissemination cycle.
Types of Knowledge Production: A Typology
The typology of types of knowledge production was developed from the work of Boyer (1990); Etzkowitz (2004); Griffiths (2004) and Cooper (2009) and adapted and updated after analysis of 72 recounts of research projects that the SCAP researchers recorded across four universities in southern Africa, including the University of Namibia. The idea of types can be helpful in relation to researching academics’ practices, as discussed above, where the focus is on the ways in which academics take hold of digital technologies, not in technologically determinist ways but rather in line with ongoing activities that are patterned by the contexts within which they are working. These contexts differ according to the types of research projects that are being undertaken. A focus on practices needs to take into account diverse and differentiated research activity, given the diverse disciplinary contexts within which the research is undertaken. The typology enables situated and fine-grained analysis of the histories, objectives, outcomes, available resources and social relations making up research projects and their forms of communication. 
The six research types are as follows. The first five are drawn closely from the work of Boyer 1990; 1996), as discussed by Griffiths (2004, pp 715-717):
1. Discovery inquiry: This type involves the discovery of “generalizable explanations or theories”. Often thought about as curiosity-driven research and mainly thought about as “pure basic research” (Cooper, 2009 and 2010), this type is characterised by codification of the knowledge base and a high degree of “consensus about appropriate questions, methods and analytical frameworks” (Griffiths, 2004, p715). Programmes of inquiry can take quite specialised narrow forms and are often undertaken by teams with specialised disciplinary expertise. 
2. Interpretive inquiry: It focuses on the interpretation of phenomena rather than the search for generalizable explanations. Here, the “knowledge base is less settled… knowledge advance is not necessarily progressive and may even have the appearance of being cyclical in nature…and methodological principles at work here might be described as hermeneutic or subjectivist (Griffiths, 2004, p715). Projects like this are often undertaken by individuals or pairs of researchers.
3. Applied inquiry: This type is characteristic of vocational or applied fields like engineering, education, social policy, health care and built environment. Such knowledge production is understood to be useful in addressing conflicts, tackling problems as well as meeting the needs of client groups. Research in this type makes use of knowledge derived from the first two and is therefore sometimes viewed as eclectic or derivative. Griffiths argues that these are potentially distinct ways of making knowledge with their own methods and tests of validity. Rigour is derived from relatively direct feedback loops that generally apply when knowledge is being tested in the context of application. 
4. Integrated research: This involves placing discoveries in a wider context, synthesising knowledge from both ‘discovery’ research and aspects of applied inquiry. Cooper’s (2009; 2010) work can be seen as a useful elaboration of the integration type with the concept of use-inspired basic research (UIBR), emphasising the primacy of basic disciplinary work, but seeing it as “embedded in use-orientation” (Cooper, 2009, p104). Another useful concept relevant to this type of research that Cooper offers is that of the fourth helix, following Etzkowitz’s (2004) triple helix of university-industry-government or U-I-G engagements. This helix extends those aspects of universities’ missions which refer to development beyond the traditional and narrow dimension of economic development to one which includes social-economic-cultural development. This is particularly useful to African universities which emphasise social development as do the governments of the countries in which they are located (Gray, Trotter & Willmers 2012).
5. Research into teaching and learning: This type involves critical inquiry into how learning can be promoted. The scholarship of teaching and learning (SOTL) has burgeoned in the past decade in the global North, as well as in many parts of the South, including the universities SCAP worked in. Griffiths argues that the value of this work is not in doubt, more in question is whether it can be regarded as a distinct type of knowledge production or whether it is better seen as a particular form of applied knowledge production.
6. Research infrastructure projects: This type was added after an analysis was done of the projects that were recounted to the SCAP researchers, and it seemed worthy of identification as a further separate type. This is termed an “infrastructural type” of project, as it involves an academic giving their time to set up research infrastructure, which will then be used by other academics. The academic involved will be able to continue doing and publishing their own research using this infrastructure, but will have invested a huge amount of time without clear rewards. 
Griffiths does not outline a type specifically related to consultancy research involving the provision of expert advice to clients. However, he explores how the third type outlined above overlaps with consultancy work, which is often a source of friction amongst academics and managers, with tensions “revolving around whether consultancy generates ‘new knowledge’ or is applying accepted ideas and principles to particular cases”: (Griffiths, 2004, p. 717; see also Mamdani, 2011). Griffiths (2004:718) argues that while “the legitimacy of the former is widely accepted, many academics are much more suspicious of the latter within the university setting, especially if the public availability of the findings is restricted by the terms of the contract with the clients.” This is a debate of great importance for southern African universities, where funding for research of other types is constrained. These problems become evident in the following case study as they have implications for the shaping and the sharing of research, and therefore for researcher development and expertise. 
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Changes to academics’ research communication practices and degrees of openness vary across these types, and the forms of scholarly communication at each stage of the research cycle also differ across these types. Czerniewicz & Kell (2014a) provide examples of each type drawn from the wider SCAP research involving 72 project recounts from academics in four southern African universities. 
The Research and Dissemination Cycle: A Heuristic
Research communication takes place throughout the research process, rather than only being part of the formal outputs stage, where traditionally results are published as journal articles. The heuristic of the research and dissemination cycle analyses research processes down into four stages, including (1) conceptualisation, (2) data collection and analysis, (3) articulation of findings and (4) translation and engagement. Digital mediation of research outputs changes the communication practices at each stage, as can be seen in figures 1 and 2 below. Figure 1 shows a traditional research cycle broken down into the four stages, each with their own forms of scholarly communication. Figure 2 shows how this can be conceptualised differently when digital mediation offers new affordances for changing research communication practices. Within each stage, the following elements can be considered in relation to degrees of openness: 

· Social relations – conceived of as power relations, networks and relationships. 
· Audiences – conceived in the forms of scholar-to-scholar, scholar-to-government and scholar-to-community communication.
· Forms of communication – conceived of as modes of communication (like the linguistic, visual, aural and multimodal), genres and platforms. 
[bookmark: _Toc369249119][bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Each of the six types of research projects involves differing research communication practices and differing degrees of openness, but different types of research projects all contain the same four stages of the cycle (see Czerniewicz & Kell, 2014a and 2014b for a full discussion of this heuristic and its elements).
[image: ]
The following sections apply the typology and the heuristic to data drawn from the case study at the University of Namibia, and with reference to one mid-careers researcher’s scholarly communication practices. The full country case study is reported in Trotter, Kell, Willmers, Grey and King (2014b).
THE CASE STUDY AT THE UNIVERSITY OF NAMIBIA, FACULTY OF HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES
After more than a century of German colonisation and South African rule including the imposition of apartheid, Namibia finally won liberation and achieved independence in 1990. During that period tertiary education opportunities were limited, thus most students studied overseas or within South Africa. The University of Namibia was established in 1992 and only started to engage strategically with research communication in 2003. 
The Faculty of Humanities and Social Science (FHSS) is comprised of 77 academics, of which 32 (42%) hold PhDs and 36 (47%) hold Masters. One third of FHSS members have only 1 – 5 years of university research experience. Older academics interviewed had seen the transformation of the university from a teaching-orientated one to one with more of a research focus. Academics, however, describe heavy teaching and administrative loads (the student to staff ratio is 40:1), while many also commit themselves to forms of community engagement, viewing this developmental work as important as the numbers of articles they publish. The UNAM mission statement is strongly aligned with national developmental goals, and highlights institutional relevance to Namibian societal partners over international engagement and scholarly prestige. More recently UNAM has engaged in a substantial revision of its research and communication policies including an explicit commitment to open access.  
The research questions for the Namibia study were: 
· What are the research communication practices of academics in the FHSS at the University of Namibia? 
· What enables or constrains the flow of research communication within these practices? 
· How open or closed are academics’ scholarly communication practices?
Several methods of data collection were used including four change laboratory workshops (in which academics, librarians and university managers analysed the scholarly communication ecosystem), a focus group interview with 18 academics, a series of ethnographic observations, a survey for academics (n=50), in-depth, semi-structured individual interviews with academics, managers and librarians (18 in total), and day-recall interviews with three of the academics interviewed. During interviews, we asked six individuals to narrate stories of three recent research projects, from beginning to end, ending up with narratives of 18 research projects. Finally, a ‘shadows and footprints’ exercise was conducted to determine how engaged our research participants were with web 2.0 technologies (see Trotter et al., 2014a). A shadow is a person’s passive online profile that is created without any special effort on that person’s part, and is generated by aggregators such as Google Scholar. A footprint is the profile created actively by a scholar on personal websites, departmental webpages, social media platforms and scholarly profiling sites like Academia.edu, ResearchGate, and Mendeley. All of the above methods aimed to produce “thick descriptions” of research communication practices of Namibian scholars as they go about producing, accessing and sharing research.   
The 18 research projects that our interviewees narrated to us were categorised according to the six research types discussed above. Six projects were categorised as applied, five were interpretive/applied projects, and three were applied/consultancies (the others were interpretive, or teaching and learning projects and none were discovery). The applied type of research included a wide range of projects and pieces of work, mostly unfunded or funded by the university; some examples of these were projects like “hybrid libraries and e-governance”; “payment for environmental services for small-scale farmers”. It was striking that 14 of the 18 projects were either applied research projects or overlapped with or included a strong applied research dimension. Many of these were development-oriented consultancies.   
The majority of the staff say that they have either none or little of their work available online to the general public and that most of the journal articles and conference papers that they have produced have been disseminated through traditional subscription or closed communication models. Many suggested that they could make some efforts to get their research outputs online free to the public but that they do not have time to do so and lack the support needed to make their work more visible. Many expressed reluctance to share their research online and “put themselves out there” due to:
· An ambivalence about the quality of their research (feeling exposed)
· Minimalist communication strategies where dissemination is achieved through reading a paper at a conference, or perhaps publishing in a journal
· A culturally informed sense of personal modesty (not wanting to draw attention to themselves)
· An anxiety about having no control over how they might be represented on the internet
· A concern for damaging one’s reputation in a small country where “everyone knows each other” and can influence future prospects.
None of the staff interviewed used Web 2.0 tools for their academic work and their shadows and footprints exercise revealed that they cast a very light footprint on the internet. An earlier attempt to develop an institutional repository to make all research available digitally, had failed and this had left academics disillusioned about open access and visibility. 
The remainder of this paper focuses on a single example of an applied research project, which shows how the nature of the project influenced the types of communication practices at each stage of the research cycle, and illustrates how some of the above themes play out in one project. 
Research Communication PRACTICES in an Applied Project

NZ, a staff member in her mid-thirties and in the process of completing her PhD at a South African university undertook a project commissioned by an international philanthropic foundation which required a Namibian case study on the differentiated impact and vulnerability of gender in climate change. While this could be classified as a consultancy since it was wholly funded by the international philanthropic institution, it was open-ended research with no conditions imposed, particularly in relation to publishing, so it meets the criteria for an applied research project. The primary audience for this research was not fellow scholars – the project was conceptualised as a scholar- to-community project, with specific audiences being the grant-giving foundation itself and the decision-makers with whom the foundation wished to engage. We describe NZ’s practices at each stage of the research cycle. All quotes in the following section are drawn from the interview with NZ unless acknowledged otherwise. 
[bookmark: _Toc369249120]Stage 1: Conceptualisation

NZ had no involvement in the conceptualisation stage of the project as the terms were set by the commissioning group. She explained how she was able to make this consultancy work for her: 
We’ve been doing research consultancy work because of lack of funding. Sometimes you end up doing more consultancies and maybe working on one piece of applied research. Sometimes we work with international partners. At least that is better because then, you’re not doing it for a client; it’s just for academic inquiry. 
Thus a fine balance was struck. NZ suggested that because she was working with an international philanthropic partner she was able to enjoy a level of personal agency, as implied by her use of the term “academic inquiry”. But in this case she was also keen to do the work for personal financial reasons, as she was on study leave working on her PhD:  “broke, since the university cuts your salary every year while you are studying”. Someone forwarded her the outline and so she applied. 
It is not clear whether NZ would have asked different questions had she been involved in conceptualisation. She argued that “research here is reactive. When there is a problem we all start to focus on that to see how it happened, but we hardly have baseline studies or other information that existed that you can go and see if you can learn something from that”. The parameters of the work are shaped by the availability of Namibian data. As NZ explained the study ended up being focused on rural communal areas “because that’s where a lot of background information is”. 
At this stage, gatekeeping and competitiveness played a crucial role in determining the level of access to information. Thus NZ explained that there were completed Masters and PhD theses that would have relevant data, and “even though UNAM is now starting with this research policy [of promoting open assess] there is no repository that would ensure access” and so “we have this habit of holding on to it, we don’t want to share. Even with my PhD I was really struggling. There were people who didn’t want to give it to me. It’s government data but they didn’t want to give it to me, it’s really, really a struggle”. This literature and background data should be in the public domain and should be digitally curated for researchers to use, however NZ found herself powerless to overcome the gatekeeping which appeared quite deeply entrenched.
However, the importance of social networks for accessing materials was crucial during this stage, playing out in unexpected ways:
A lot of papers that I really, really wanted - I think there were about 11 - I didn’t have. So I had to email a friend of mine in the UK to do a search and send me the articles. He downloaded them and then forwarded them…I do the search, I give a list of the papers I want. He doesn’t mind because he was doing his post-doc here and I really helped him with his work. He understands that, he really understands our situation.
In addition, due to bandwidth and log-in constraints NZ found it difficult to access UNAM’s library resources from home. Thus she faced serious constraints on her ability to frame the research at this early stage through an engagement with secondary literature. 
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Since NZ was studying in South Africa, she employed a research assistant in Namibia to undertake the literature review and select field sites. She then travelled back to Namibia for fieldwork, consisting of surveys, group discussions, key informant interviews and life histories. She was strategic in the approach to data collection: “I want to see how - if I’m given a consultancy, because it’s already paid for by the client - how can I use that time and money and see if I can collect more data”.
In this way she took control of a resource-constrained research environment, maximising the opportunity that some funding affords. But just as accessing relevant literature proved challenging, so did accessing relevant data. NZ spoke at length about how difficult it was to access Namibian data in her subject area. She was concerned  that there was insufficient demographic information and quantitative material, and getting to the data that did exist in government offices proved to be difficult, again, as a result of gate-keeping:
It was difficult to get any evidence-based data. The census is only preliminary – that is out [available]. But you don’t want to have information on the village or the areas where you study, you want to have information on the region that you are covering - that kind of evidence-based statistical information, for example, how many people have access to the town, maybe. You can integrate that into your study so you have a finding, but you can’t argue when you don’t have a figure. If it’s a finding then you can back it up with something, but then you don’t really have that evidence. 
NZ stressed that she was confident in the value of her networks, but frustrated by the lack of relevant data, especially statistical baseline data: “It’s always difficult to get that data. It’s not just because of access to where it is - it’s just not there”. Therefore NZ used this opportunity to collect data not only for the commissioned research project, but also for other future projects: “you rely on projects, at the same time when they are engaging with the community, you are collecting data, so that’s what you do”. She did not, however, indicate whether she herself had strategies for sharing this. It was clear that NZ and her colleagues therefore use consultancy projects to collect data for their own ends:
.. when they were doing the consultancy they collected other data because they really want to see how you can have something published from your consultancy. Because due to this lack of funding for applied research - I want to see how, if I’m given a consultancy because it’s already paid for by the client - how I can use that time and money and see if I can collect more data on top of that.
Data collection was therefore a multi-faceted affair, involving strategic choices and serving the purposes of both the consultancy and the research interests and knowledge-building ends of the scholars. However, NZ continued to describe her lack of confidence about the quality of the data in the study. This made her anxious about the work being made widely available. This was a key factor in inhibiting the broad dissemination of open data and sharing at this stage of the research cycle.
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The outputs specified by the funder were a set of public briefings and a report. The report was not made available openly, but only on request. NZ was comfortable with this, since the briefings were widely circulated. Because much of her research is commissioned, NZ does not often have a say in whether or not it is available, and she is grateful that the commissioning organisations have made many of her outputs available.
Her university does however reward the production of research outputs such as grey literature, in addition to the traditional scholar-to-scholar outputs such as journal articles and books. University guidelines state that consultancy, technical and commissioned reports available for reference in local/regional libraries (depending on size, format and academic quality) can receive half the number of points of journal articles. This system does therefore encourage scholars to produce outputs in multiple formats for multiple audiences.
It took NZ some time to think of publishing academic journal articles however, although she was given permission to do so by the funders. She said she only really “started publishing academically very recently”. Up until then: “I was just doing research reports. I didn’t have a mentor. I also just felt like it was qualitative not quantitative and so who would accept this paper?”  She was also worried about her uneven baseline statistics because of the trouble she had had accessing government data, so she was cautious about her conclusions. As she was starting to feel the pressure to publish in her academic position, she therefore decided to just submit a “general paper on gender, culture and climate change” to the second issue of a recently-established faculty journal. Even though this is an in-house publication, its articles still count as full academic papers. To write it, NZ needed to find additional literature, which she sourced in South Africa. She explained her way of dealing with the lack of confidence she felt about the data: “In the conclusion I said the paper established a link and that further research has to focus on that, so that people don’t have to say where is the evidence base, where are the numbers of women and so on?” 
NZ was keen for her first audience to be her own colleagues, and presented it at the newly inaugurated faculty research conference, before publishing it in the journal which had started off as a hard copy journal but was due to go online. This journal appeared to play an important role in encouraging staff to publish and was highly regarded at the university. NZ was starting to think about a wider arena for the work however, saying: “If we are successful to meet the deadline for the journal then we submit it to the Faculty Journal, if not then we submit it internationally.” NZ added “someone has now recommended it to some journal in the US so they sent an email saying that they are interested in publishing it.” This indicates the rather random strategy for publishing internationally, coupled with the lack of confidence that she was expressing. 
Although NZ was therefore able to publish the research from her commissioned work as a research paper, and the report itself was made available, this was not always the case with consultancy work and many academics were quite bitter about the bind that they are put in. As one of her colleagues observed: 
Academics can’t get publications, well, they can, but usually the [commissioning agency] wants those results to be confidential to their own organization because it’s research that they predetermined, the objectives were predetermined, the sample sizes were predetermined and everything was fixed…. So they restrict the information. It becomes proprietary. (CN Interview, August 2011)
This point was echoed in a number of interviews with academics in other southern African countries and it indicates a trend that runs counter to the global trend towards open scholarship. The researchers themselves bemoan the fact that their research does not feel like their own, as one said: “our hands are tied!”
[bookmark: _Toc369249123]Stage 4: Engagement and translation

The requirement for the set of briefings was an unusual aspect of this project, although it is now common in funded research projects in the North. NZ presented her set of briefings at an international climate change event in Europe, and they were further distributed digitally and as hard copies. NZ was also invited to prepare two-page pieces on the work for several international newsletters which were uploaded online. She received numerous emails about these and feels that the research made a name for her: “If you just google my name it’s widely coded and referenced”. She added “When I went to that same conference two years later it’s like every paper written on the topic referenced it.” 
Going to the international conference with these popular briefings enabled her to raise her profile, she felt, to a much greater degree than if she had written an academic article on the findings. She was bemused about the fact that the commissioning agency had put them up on a website which led to the citations that she mentioned, many of which, however, are from non-governmental groups, rather than academic. However, the briefings also made an impact on government in Namibia. She says:
Yes, it (my research) has to [be useful to government and communities]; I have to see it really contributing directly to development, whether community or something. I don’t just want to do abstract kind of research. You are theorising and then it’s journals and it’s just there. But you want to get acknowledged and that understanding you used it to do this for development.
So the conventional genre, the academic journal article, was not the dominant one here. The research report represented the full findings but the research briefings which were digitally distributed, were more influential. These extended NZ’s networks, established her in a niche research area, and brought her more research work. This shows the importance of genre in communicating research successfully. 
[bookmark: _Toc369249115]In summary then, NZ’s project shows how applied research in Namibia and research communication practices occur as a local response to local conditions, imperatives and constraints. Such projects offer opportunities for experience in empirical work, for increasing one’s profile in the development field and for enlarging local data sets and literature. In some cases, they increase academics’ sense of agency, allowing them exploit the opportunities proffered in enterprising ways. Yet they are far from the dynamic and collaborative practices that are emerging in Research 2.0 in the North.
Other academics in the FHSS echoed many of NZ’s experiences, but situated them in a wider discussion of the political economy of knowledge production and digitally-mediated communication. There was also a certain amount of bitterness about academics and institutes coming from universities in the north, seeing Namibia as “virgin territory” for research projects but not helping to build capacity or collaborate fairly. 
The lack of accessibility to local data and completed research projects was seen as deepening the problem of undertaking local research, a vicious cycle. An academic expressed the dilemma thus: “We rely so much on literature done in developed countries and…you don’t have this global picture of what is going on in Africa…A comprehensive bank of collected knowledge in Africa will strengthen our voice” (MT, Interview, August 2011). A UNAM librarian asserted that: “It’s very difficult to get materials that talk about Africa. You can have access to other articles that talk about Europeans…So I realise that most African context materials are not accessible to us” (UD, Interview, August 2011). Furthermore, northern work may not be useful to local academics, as “most of the theories we tend to take them without interrogating them and finding out whether they apply in our situation” (MT, Interview, August 2011). Another scholar added, “If I want to write something which is defiant from the position of the colonised, so to speak, there is no voice there in those theories for the colonised to find space there” (SH, Interview, August, 2011).
Echoing some of NZ’s reservations about making her work visible; other academics expressed concern that their work is not taken seriously: “Africa is marginalised both in terms of funding and possibilities for dissemination and as academics from the humanities and social sciences, the knowledge they are contributing is not always seen as valid” (MT, Interview, August 2011). And finally: “What is important is that the North accepts us as Africans and African researchers as equal partners” (SH, Interview, August 2011). 
SOLUTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It is no co-incidence that two thirds of the research projects undertaken by FHSS scholars were applied research/consultancies, but notable is the way that the researchers balance, buy into and engage with the discourse around research addressing local development imperatives. For all public universities, community engagement is the third leg of a three part institutional mission along with teaching and research. In Africa however, the imperative of community engagement exerts a powerful force in the form of the institution’s commitment to national economic and social development. This perspective is summed up by one FHSS academic who observed when asked about the space to do ‘blue skies’ research:
Everything we do or plan here is governed by Vision 2030 [Namibia’s National Development Plan], even our own plans at the Faculty, our university plans, are geared towards the implementation of this. It can act as… a sort of blinkering mechanism but on the other hand you have a socially relevant type of research. It doesn’t rule people out from going out and doing research in areas that are not development-related. And what it does help us to some extent is that it protects us against research being determined by the agendas of other powerful agencies outside. We can’t have these powerful agencies constantly changing their agendas and then expecting you to change immediately to meet their changed priorities, and they make this a condition of getting their resources.(DW Interview, August 2011)
Again, providing evidence of a juggling act, this comment indicates not only a personal ownership of development-oriented research, but also an aversion to external agencies setting local agendas. 
Academics were clear that there was a link between the kind of research commissioned in line with Vision 2030 and the fact that this usually involved consultancy projects with the associated constraints. As discussed above, consultancy work overlaps with applied inquiry, a form of Boyer’s (1990; 1996) scholarship of application and engagement but with some characteristics of Cooper’s (2009) “use-inspired basic research (UIBR)”. Cooper’s UIBR is central to a positive vision of where research in Southern African universities could be directed. It portrays a renewed role for the deep disciplinary expertise of university-based scholars who take forward basic scientific work at the same time as they keep their eyes on the real-world problems to which their research may be addressed. From a research communication perspective the danger lies in the findings being restricted or not made available, breaking the necessary accretion of knowledge building. For this reason it is not a non-trivial matter that the research example reported on here allows for multiple forms of dissemination outputs. In defence of applied research, Griffiths (2004) argues that rigour is derived from relatively direct feedback loops that generally apply when knowledge is being tested in the context of application and that this offers distinct ways of making knowledge with their own methods and tests of validity. When the transparency of these processes and findings is made invisible in consultancies, it is a genuine loss to knowledge production and dissemination. 
The analysis here also confirms that the worldwide rise of traditional metrics - because they do not measure the range of research outputs that African researchers produce - contributes to the narrative of marginality and invisibility, and this is internalised by scholars in the south. However, if scholars from the south must tailor their research to meet the desires of WoS-rated journals (the vast majority of which are edited by scholars in the global North), then this may decrease the “relevance” of local research for development. At UNAM, this is not yet the case, as most researchers interviewed said that they were keen and proud to share their work primarily with local audiences (even if that work was rendered invisible by northern-based bibliometric indices). In terms of scholar-to-scholar connections, UNAM scholars feel that the annual university research conference and the faculty journal play a valuable role in knowledge sharing.
Broader networks are important too, especially as routes to accessing relevant knowledge resources. Of course, international recognition is welcome, especially as that recognition comes from work that is firmly locally based. Researchers are aware that the local context is “virgin territory” offering unique and original empirical sites, and want to contribute knowledge to the global pool but wish to do so as equals.
In the case of the briefings, two-pagers and presentations discussed above, none of these successes would be picked up by traditional bibliometrics which measure only journal articles on certain lists. The analysis points to a disjuncture between the internal systems of some universities which acknowledge the importance of a wider variety of outputs aimed at different audiences, and international systems with their metrics and indices that can only measure WoS outputs. 
At the same time, these successes would not necessarily be picked up by new types of metrics, either. As the university in which these academics worked did not yet have a functioning repository, their work (in whatever format) was not yet being curated and made discoverable by search engines. This is exacerbated by the fact that many outputs are still only available in hard copy form, but as elsewhere, those which are available in digital format are generally not curated to be discoverable.  ALTMetric which measures downloads, ‘views’, ‘saves’, or ‘mentions’ on social media would also not extend or improve the visibility and contribution of these researchers given that the analysis of their communication practices shows such little evidence of open scholarship activities. 
In the end the wider SCAP project raised a number of systemic recommendations aimed at building research infrastructure and culture, with only one being aimed directly at individual academics (Trotter et al., 2014a, pp 221-236). The recommendations that were specifically relevant to discussions about Research 2.0 included:
· Incentivising open dissemination: This suggested, for example, that university administrations should develop open access policies mandating that all publically funded research be made open access; that performance assessments of scholars’ outputs is based on what they have deposited into the repository; that in-house journals be open access and run on the Open Journals System; that all staff be required to create personal profiles on departmental webpages and that they explore the utility of altmetrics. 
· Providing support services for scholarly communication: This suggested, for example, that establishing support services that can translate scholars’ research into texts for non-academic audiences that can easily be shared online; developing a network of communications officers and content managers who can pursue dissemination activities more strategically; pressurising consultancy research projects to make as much of any contract research publishable, available and accessible. 
The main recommendation for individual academics was that they needed to share responsibility for research visibility with the university administrations, and that they should prioritise open access. 
Conclusion
The challenges faced by academics in Namibia around knowledge production and communication and the visibility of their research appear daunting; even more so when viewed against the strides that are being made in the North towards research 2.0 practices and open access. 
Applied research in the form of consultancy work is the most readily available type of research project for UNAM scholars and it can offer them an important opportunity to do empirical research, although they are not always able to leverage it to boost their profiles and to add depth to the building of a research culture at UNAM. The type of consultancy work, however, is important. Mamdani (2007) has argued that that “the problem [facing Higher Education in Africa] can be summed up in a single phrase: the spread of a corrosive consultancy culture”, in which the “collection of data to answer pre-packaged questions is not a substantial form of research if it displaces the fundamental research process of formulating questions”. In this paper we have revealed a more nuanced approach to this problem, by arguing that more confident scholars can use the opportunities presented in agentive and strategic ways, developing a range of outputs which profile the work, in the context of few opportunities for scholars to embark on their own research projects, and the challenges they face at each stage of the research cycle in Namibia.
There is a commitment amongst scholars at UNAM to widen their range of research communication practices at all stages of the research cycle, however, these commitments are not deeply embedded yet, nor are they strategic. Widening these practices through Web 2.0 tools and applications does not come easy, bound up as it is with existing patterns of gate-keeping and reluctance to academic exposure. Given the wider political economy of research in which Namibia is entwined and the pressures that thus ensue, there are some encouraging signs of change and of agency amongst academics at UNAM, who often seem to be struggling against all odds. 
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Figure 1. The traditional research cycle and forms of scholarly communication
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Figure 2. The research cycle showing how forms of scholarly communication may change through the
uses of digital technologies
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