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Assessing RPT documents and perceptions

• RPT document collection
• 864 documents from 129 universities 

and 381 units in US and Canada

• Online survey of a random sample 
of faculty (n=338) at 55 of those 
institutions 

• Qualitative and quantitative 
assessment

• 6 peer-reviewed publications and 
book chapters 2019-2022



Data and other 
Outputs
• 127 different outputs 

grouped in 15 
categories

• Diversity of outputs
• However, outside 

collaboration, pre-
prints, and data 
outputs included by 
less than half

Alperin, J.P., Schimanski, L., La, M., Niles, M. & McKiernan, E. (2020). The value of data and other non-traditional scholarly 
outputs in academic review, promotion, and tenure. Open Handbook of Linguistic Data Management. MIT Press.



Do we evaluate public and community 
engagement? 
• 75% mention the term 

"public”
• 87% of institutions 

mention the term 
"community" 

• Common in research:
• 64% include at least 

one mention of "public 
and/or community 
engagement in 
research and 
scholarship.“

Alperin, J.P., Nieves, C.M., Schimanski, L.A., Fischman, G.E., Niles, M.T., McKiernan, E.C. (2019) Meta-Research: How 
significant are the public dimensions of faculty work in review, promotion and tenure documents? eLife 8:e42254.



How do we evaluate research?

• Evaluating research is 
typically done through 
impact, metrics, and 
traditional outputs

• Impact related to 
public dimensions are 
rare (9% of research 
institutions)

• Metrics to evaluate 
publicly engaged 
academic work rare

Alperin, J.P., Nieves, C.M., Schimanski, L.A., Fischman, G.E., Niles, M.T., McKiernan, E.C. (2019) Meta-Research: How significant are the 
public dimensions of faculty work in review, promotion and tenure documents? eLife 8:e42254.



Prominent metric-
Journal Impact Factor (JIF)
• 40% of research universities 

mentioned JIF, or closely related 
terms.

• 87% supported its use in at least 
one of their RPT documents

• Used in three ways:
• Quality (63% of institutions) 
• Impact (40% of institutions)
• Prestige (20% of institutions) 

Terms found in RPT documents related to JIF.  
Only rings 1 and 2 were included in our analysis

McKiernan, E.C., Schimanski, L.A., Nieves, C.M., Matthias, L., Niles, M.T., Alperin, J.P. (2019) Meta-Research: 
Use of the Journal Impact Factor in academic review, promotion, and tenure evaluations. eLife 8:e47338.



What do faculty think matters for RPT?
• Most important: Total number of publications, Number of publications per 

year, Journal name
• Least important: Pre-prints, Open-access, Blogs and public outputs

Niles MT, Schimanski LA, McKiernan EC, Alperin JP (2020) Why we publish where we do: Faculty publishing 
values and their relationship to review, promotion and tenure expectations. PLoS ONE 15(3): e0228914. 

Most important Least important



What do faculty care about?  

• “We” value readership
• “Others” value prestige 

and metrics more
• Tenure matters

• Tenured respondents 
less likely to value 
journal prestige and 
metrics

• Untenured 
respondents more 
likely to value these 
factors.

Niles MT, Schimanski LA, McKiernan EC, Alperin JP (2020) Why we publish where we do: Faculty publishing values and their 
relationship to review, promotion and tenure expectations. PLoS ONE 15(3): e0228914. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0228914



Key Takeaways
• A variety of outputs and public engagement are mentioned in RPT 

documents, but data, preprints, and non-academic partnerships are 
less mentioned.

• How we evaluate these outputs largely remains traditional. 
• Faculty seem to pick up on this: believe that quantity, prestige, and 

metrics are most important in an RPT process, despite themselves 
valuing some other outputs.

• We measure and evaluate traditional things inside academia, and 
often ignore and don’t measure everything else.
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