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Assessing RPT documents and perceptions
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How significant are the public
dimensions of faculty work in
review, promotion and tenure
documents?

Abstract Much of the work done by faculty at both public a
public dimensians: it is often paid for by public funds; it is often
it is often subject to public evaluation. To understand how the
valued, we analyzed review, promation, and tenure documents
universities in the US and Canada. Terms and concepts re
mentioned in a large portion of documents, but mostly in w:
undervalued aspect of academic careers. Moreover, the dot
traditional research outputs and citation based metrics: howe:
faculty work targeted to academics, and often disregard the pu

e RPT document collection
e 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
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Why we publish where we do: Faculty
publishing values and their relationship to
review, promotion and tenure expectations
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Use of the Journal Impact
Factor in academic review,
promotion, and tenure
evaluations

Abstract We analyzed how often and in what ways the Journal Impact Factor (JIF) is currently used in
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Abstract

* Qualitative and quantitative
assessment

Using an online survey of academics at 55 randomly selected institutions across the US and

mentioned the JIF, or closely related terms. Of the institutions that mertioned the JIF, 87% Canada, we explore priorities for publishing decisions and their perceived importance within

supported its use in st least one of their RPT documents, 13% expressed caution sbout its use, and

despite this and the various well-documented
limitations of the metric (e.g., Seglen, 1997
Moustafa, 2015; Brembs et al, 2013
The PLOS Medicne Editors, 2006; Kur-
mis, 2003; Sugimoto and Larividre, 2018;
Haustein and Lariviére, 2015; The Analogue

tenure track (for review seo Schimanski and
Alperin, 2018). Institutions in some countries
financially reward their faculty for publishing in
journals with high JIFs (Fuyuno and Cyrancski,
2006; Quan et al, 2017), demonstrating an

axtrame bust imnartant sxamnle nf how this mat-

Iy d its use. ., 63% of the JIF LA, Mok K review, promotion, and tenure (RPT). We find that respondents most value journal reader-
associated the metric with quality, 40% with impact, importance, or significance, and 20% with LA, MckKiernan EC, . N . . . . B
prestige, reputation, or status. We conchide that use of the JIF s encouraged in RPT evaluations, lish where we do: ship, while they believe their peers most value prestige and related metrics such as impact
especially at research-intensive universities, and that there is work to be done to aveid the potential their retationship to factor when submitting their work for publication. Respondents indicated that total number
misuse of metrics like the JIF. sons. PLOS - . N i~
o e ek P of pu 18, number of per year, and journal name recogpnition were the
101371 . "
. L4 4 _ dolorg10.1371/ most valued factors in RPT. Older and tenured respondents (most likely to serve on RPT
. ERIN C MCKIERNAN'™, LESLEY A SCHIMANSKI, CAROL MUNOZ NIEVES, . . . . _ .
- LISA MATTHIAS, MEREDITH T NILES AND JUAN P ALPERINT ‘committees) were less likely to value journal prestige and metrics for publishing, while
erita de Valencia, untenured respondents were more likely to value these factors. These results suggest dis-
connects between what academics value versus what they think their peers value, and
Introduction assaciation between the JIF, journal prestige, ce :
The Journal Impact Factor (JIF) was originally and selectivity s strong, and has led academics betweon the mportance of joumal prestige and metrics for tenured versus ulenured faculty
developed to help libraries make indexing and 1o covet publications in journals with high JIFs in publishing and RPT perceptions.
- purchasing decisions for their joumal collections  (Harley et al, 2010). Publishers, in tum, pro
(Garfield, 2006; Archambault and Lariviére, mote their JIF to attract academic authors
2009, Haustein and Lariviére, 2015), and the  (Hocht ot al, 1998; Sugimoto and Lariviére, scognizes th
matric’s creator, Eugene Garfield, made it dlear  2015: Springeriature, 2018). soognizes the
that the JIF was. nol appropriate for evalualing | some academic disciplines, it is considered & peer review
indnidusls o for assessing the signiieance of nococeany 1o have publications in joumals with {10 publication of
individual articles (Garfield, 1963). However, ip jiFs 16 succeed, especially for those on the w and author

1. Introducti




Percent of Research Institutions Including Output Types in

Data and other rerpocuments
O u t p u tS Unspecified (outputs, papers, etc.)

Traditional (books, articles, presentations,
etc.)

* 127 different outputs  Fducation
grOUpEd |n 15 Events

96%

93%

91%
91%

. Funding 86%

CategO ries Academic Communication (book reviews, 829
posters, etc.) .

* Diversity of outputs A B82%
. Intellectual Property 68%

* Howeve [, outside Public Media 68%
co.IIa boration, pre- Information and Communication 7%
prints, and data Software 65%

60%

Outputs |nCIUded by Works in Progress
less than half

a‘e ““

Third Party Collaborations 44%
Preprints 23
Data 16%

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

e n ga ge m e nt? Public and Community Terms and Concepts by Institution Type

e 75% mention the term
"public” Term: Public ***

e 87% of institutions
mention the term
"COmmunity" Term: Community

e Common in research:

* 64% include at least
one mention of "public  concept: Public and/or

c}

and/or community community engagement ** o
engagement in SRR
research and 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
SChOIa rSh I p'” m R-type m M-type ®mB-type

N=57 N=39 N=33

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?

Research and Metrics Terms and Concepts by Institution Type g

* Evaluating research is
typically done through Term: Impact ***
impact, metrics, and
traditional outputs

* Impact related to
public dimensions are
rare (9% Of resea rch Concept: Traditional output
institutions)

Concept: Metrics ***

¢ MEtrICS to evaluate Term: Open Access ' :‘ P:-gé
publicly engaged re:p < 001
academic work rare 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% S50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
®m R-type m M-type mB-type
N=57 N=39 N=33

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? elLife 8:e42254.



Prominent metric-

Impact score

Journal Impact Factor (JIF)

* 40% of research universities

mentioned JIF, or closely related Figh (- Ahuhckplsr
Impact of the journal
terms. J:urrtlai(’ts) il:'lpact

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

Top(-)tier journal Recognized journal

] I . Upper-tier journal Prestigious journal
Used In three Ways' High-ranking journal (Highly) regarded journal
* Quality (63% of institutions) O ading ournal  Significant journal
e Impact (40% of institutions) e e

* 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

HelsH«TsHE Most important Least important

The name recognition of the journals 20.0% 6.9% -
The impact factor of the journals 20.7% 10.4%

20.5% - 7.5%

Book publications or monographs

Society journal publications
Book chapters
Popular media coverage of my work

Performances or artistic outputs

Pre-prints

Public availability of the journals (i.e. open-access) 10.7% 13.0%

Blog posts/other public outputs . 10.8% 33.2% 48.3%

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.



What do faculty care about?

« “We” value readership Self and Peer Perceptions of Publication Venue Choice

I Self Mean [} Peer’'s Mean

e “Others” value prestige
and metrics more Readership*

°® Te n u re m atte FS Prestige of journal/publisher/venue*

e Tenured res pond ents Peers read journal/publisher/venue
less likely to value
journal prestige and
metrics

* Untenured
r.eS pO n d e ntS more Article freely available to the public*
I|ke Iy to va I ue th ese Direct support (e.g., money) for pubs in
fa CtO rs specific journals*

0.0

| read journal/publisher/venue
Journal impact factor (JIF)*
Journal citations *

Publication costs

Society journal*

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

e 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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