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Demonstrating impact as a practitioner-researcher: Talking Points
[bookmark: _GoBack]Slide 1: My thanks to Stacy and Robin for inviting me to be here today. As a librarian, I am a practitioner first and a scholar second. Today I am sharing pragmatic knowledge of altmetrics, which is based solely on practical experience. I hope it will complement the empirical and rationalistic knowledge that Stefanie has shared and Holly’s practical experience as a scientist. 
Slide 2: I’ll be talking briefly about the institutional context and my case for P&T so that you understand some of the decisions shaping the examples I’m sharing today. I’ll walk through three sets of products and the associated metrics, then talk a bit about broader implications about how existing promotion and tenure practices and many institutional cultures are at odds with how metrics should be used. 
Slide 3: The guidelines for librarians describe the three criteria for P&T: performance, professional development, and service. We must demonstrate excellence in our performance, beyond satisfactory for our secondary area, and satisfactory for the third. Oddly, the requirements for tenure and promotion are slightly different.
Slide 4: My Library and campus administration are relatively OA friendly. In 2015, our Associate Dean for Digital Scholarship was able to get these two statements on OA added to the Institutional Values section of our P&T Guidelines due to her role on our faculty governance executive committee. This kind of explicit support at the campus level and within my Library have made it easy for me to make my scholarship 100% open, from day one. 
Slide 5: As you can see, the candidate’s sections are just a part of the dossier. Candidates are still being encouraged to make statements of impact in our narrative, despite the fact that it takes the entire dossier to speak to impact. I believe those judgments belong to the external reviewers who are established colleagues and peers in the candidate’s field. What is the purpose of peer review of a dossier if we do not trust those reviewers to judge quality and impact?
Slide 6: Let’s focus in a bit more on the candidate sections. The guidelines and advice I’ve received are to describe my work with a particular focus on discrete products. This is done in the five sections listed here. These sections include relatively brief narrative statements for primary and secondary criteria (limited to 9 pages total) in addition to evidence. The evidence should fully support the claims made in those statements, as the Appendices are not circulated outside the School/Department unless they are requested.
Slide 7: Before I get into the specifics examples, here’s a bit more context for my case. The target audiences for my work are IUPUI faculty/staff/students, then data librarians/specialists and other academic librarians and then researchers outside my institution. 
And my goals highlighted in my dossier are here: 
Slide 8: For the examples I’m sharing today, I chose to focus on evidence for professional development activities because they include peer-reviewed products that leave digital traces. In comparison, the evidence used for my performance is based on a program evaluation model which is not really captured by citation or altmetrics. In that sense, it very much like the teaching evidence provided by non-librarian faculty. 
Slide 9: As a body of work, they highlight my relative expertise in research design and statistical analysis within LIS and provide a tangible product demonstrating application of that expertise. 
What I hope the metrics support is that these summaries are helping to advance knowledge by critically appraising LIS research, helping librarians to translate that research into practice, and providing benefit to the librarian community. In my narrative, I speak more specifically about how these summaries address the goals outlined here. What I do not claim is that the metrics demonstrate outcomes, like usage or change in behavior. 
Slide 10: This body of work includes teaching materials that were shared outside of IUPUI. For IUPUI Librarians, dissemination of scholarship related to performance is considered Professional Development as opposed to being included in Performance. 
Here, I am pulling data from Slideshare to show the interest in some of these materials, particularly the data outcomes mapping exercise. Since the data librarian/specialist community is relatively small at maybe 200 people in the US, I feel safe saying that these data indicate I am reaching a more general audience. The geographical information also indicates a fairly strong international interest, which will be presented in another figure.
Slide 11: As I try to interpret these data, I’m left with lots of questions. Can we extrapolate meaning without context? What is the relative value of a citation as compared to a view or download? Do we assign values to citations – positive, neutral, and negative? Or weight them based on where they appear in the article or chapter?)
Slide 12: If we really want faculty and administrators to use metrics appropriately, we to address some things we don’t typically talk about. What are we NOT talking about?
Slide 13: I would like to believe that we all make rational, thoughtful choices regarding our careers – how we publish, share, and value scholarship. 
But I think that is not really the case. We don’t really understand how people make decisions about how to publish, share, and value scholarship. Expecting workshops and webpages to change researcher behavior is unrealistic. Information does not change behavior. 
Slide 14: Shame: Much of the important work done in our institutions is not represented in the P&T process and is therefore not valued. For librarians, this is especially true. How many other faculty understand how central to librarianship our liaison work, outreach, and advocacy are? There are no metrics for listening and relationship building, but those are central to our institutional role. Similarly, many of our public scholarship faculty find themselves in the same dilemma because much of their work does not necessarily result in a recognized product.
I don’t think that metrics are a solution for this problem. We need to be careful not to omit qualitative, evaluative and other types of evidence from the discussion when we recommend altmetrics as a complement to citation metrics. They do not capture all the things that should be valued.
We feel shame at not measuring up, at losing the place we worked so hard to attain. And that leads to fear.
Slide 15: Fear, which is largely due to a lack of clear expectations
Most tenure-track faculty don’t understand the P&T process, specifically the scope of work that is valued and how it is valued in practice by reviewers and committees. Many are not aware of the hidden cultural agendas and personal animosity that can distort the process. Even institutions with progressive P&T guidelines may silently work against them by reinforcing traditional valuation of scholarship at the department or school levels. 
Slide 16: People who are obstacles to change through aggressive resistance or inertia. Remember those department and school level committees I mentioned? Sometimes, their resistance is simply the result of ignorance and the choice not to address it. 
Slide 17: On a more positive note, much of the fear and shame can be mitigated by peers and mentors who help new faculty. A strong support network is vital to successfully navigating the P&T process. One organization that is working to modernize and improve the concept of mentorship is the NCFDD.
Up to now, I’ve talked about my dossier as if it is a document that speaks of MY accomplishments. I would not have been able to choose the path that I have taken, much less to have my work valued, without the support of my library and campus administration. I have been extremely lucky, but a supportive culture should not be left to chance. We need to figure out the ingredients for such a culture.
We can facilitate change only if we envision a better alternative. It’s time to move past a crisis approach that emphasizes what is wrong toward a forward looking perspective of a scholarly ecosystem that facilitates and rewards the values we hold dear - openness and integrity and equitable access.
So let’s get on that 

