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and open science more broadly

• We have seen OA justified by all of the following:
• citation advantage for authors (OA leads to more 

citations)
• ethical imperative (it is the right thing to do)
• economic necessity (ease financial burden on university 

budgets)
• responsibility to tax-payer (those that pay deserve 

access)
• accelerated discovery (easier access and fewer 

restrictions means faster science)
• contribution to development (bridge an access to 

knowledge divide)
• and more…

why open access? 



SciELO portal in 2014: 80,000+ respondents; 36% response rate

who accesses research in Latin America

Alperin, J.P. (2015). The Public Impact of Latin America’s Approach to Open Access. Doctoral Dissertation, Stanford University.
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less than 50% of recent literature is available as open access
yet, we are still not there

Piwowar H, Priem J, Larivière V, Alperin JP, Matthias L, Norlander B, Farley A, West J, Haustein S. (2018) The State of OA: A large-scale 
analysis of the prevalence and impact of Open Access articles. PeerJ. 

Number of articles (left panel) and proportion of articles (right panel) with Open Access copies, estimated based on a random
sample of 100,000 articles with Crossref DOIs
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why not?
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We have evidence the public values 

research that has been made open.

We should value providing access.
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do we?

but
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would there be so 
much talk about 

incentives?

if we did



“We agree that an international approach can help 
the speed and coherence of this transition [towards 
open science], and that it should target in particular 
two aspects. First, the incentives for the openness 
of the research ecosystem: the evaluation of research 
careers should better recognize and reward Open 
Science activities.”

G7 Science Ministers

G7 Science Ministers' Communiqué, September 28, 2017. Available at: 
http://www.g7italy.it/sites/default/files/documents/G7%20Science%20Communiqu%C3%A9.pdf



offering specific suggestions for campus administrators 
and faculty leaders to help improve the state of 
academic publishing: 

“Ensuring that promotion and tenure review are flexible 
enough to recognize and reward new modes of 
communicating research outcomes.”

Provosts from 11 universities

Wheeler, R., Robel, L., Butler, P. B., Hanlon, P. J., Wilcox, K. A., Hanson, K., … DeLuca, P. M. (2012). Essay on open access scholarship 
| Inside Higher Ed. Retrieved March 20, 2017, from https://www.insidehighered.com/views/2012/02/23/essay-open-access-scholarship

https://www.insidehighered.com/views/2012/02/23/essay-open-access-scholarship


“There were calls, however, for a more nuanced 
academic reward system that is less dependent on 
citation metrics, slavish adherence to marquee 
journals and university presses, and the growing 
tendency of institutions to outsource assessment of 
scholarship to such proxies.” 

Faculty across 7 disciplines at UC Berkeley

Harley, D., Acord, S. K., Earl-Novell, S., Lawrence, S., & King, C. J. (2010). Assessing the future landscape of scholarly communication: 
An exploration of faculty values and needs in seven disciplines. Center for Studies in Higher Education. 
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what do we know 
about incentives?



• 864 documents from 129 universities and 381 academic units
•many documents undated, but some as far back as 2000 
• document from at least one AU from 60 of the 129 universities
• of those academic units:
• 98 (25.7%) are from Life Sciences;
• 69 (18.1%) are from Physics, Science and Math; 
• 187 (49.1%) are from the Social Sciences and Humanities; and 
• 27 (7.1%) are from multidisciplinary units. 

sample characteristics

Alperin, J.P. Muñoz Nieves, C., Niles, M., Schimanski, L.A., Fischman, G.E., Niles, M., & McKiernan, E. 2018. How significant are the 
public dimensions of faculty work in review, promotion, and tenure documents? eLife.
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Results
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Research and Metrics Terms and Concepts by Discipline

Results

Alperin, J.P. Muñoz Nieves, C., Niles, M., Schimanski, L.A., Fischman, G.E., Niles, M., & McKiernan, E. 2018. How significant are the 
public dimensions of faculty work in review, promotion, and tenure documents? eLife.
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open access 

digging in further



insktukon-level: negakve

“Unfortunately, it is now possible for candidates who 
receive negative evaluations at lower levels (department, 
department chair, College Advisory Committee) to 
compensate (for these negative evaluations) by using 
online journals which feature ‘instant publishing’ of articles 
of questionable quality for a fee. These journals have been 
described as ‘predatory open-access journals.’”

open access

University of Southern Mississippi, Faculty Handbook, 2016



insktukon-level: caukous

“In a related issue, as technology advances and fields 
expand, publication in less traditional venues is becoming 
more common. This includes online and open access 
venues, blogs, or other types of non-traditional 
publications. CAP recognizes that work in non-traditional 
venues may be meritorious and impactful; however, it is 
incumbent on the department Chair to explain the 
importance of any non-traditional publication venue, as 
well as the peer-review process involved in publication.” 

open access

San Diego State University, FAQ. About CAP, 2016



insktukon-level: supporkve

“The UNC-CH Health Sciences Library maintains a web 
site promoting open access: 
http://www.hsl.unc.edu/Collections/ScholCom/index.cfm, 
and the UNC Libraries maintains web access to services 
and information from the University Committee on 
Copyright http://www.lib.unc.edu/copyright/. Further, 
the libraries are creating the infrastructure to support an 
institutional repository for all kinds of scholarly work, 
thereby ensuring that such work will be preserved and 
will be made widely accessible by scholars everywhere. 
UNC-CH librarians also can advise faculty and P & T 
committees about tools that can help assess the impact 
of new forms of scholarship and online media, beyond 
those typically used.”

open access

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Report of the UNC Task Force on Future Promotion and Tenure Policies and Practices, 2009



academic unit-level: negative

1. “Faculty are strongly cautioned against publishing 
in journals that are widely considered to be 
predatory open access journals.” 

2. “…self-published, inadequately refereed, open-
access writing, or on-line publications will be 
scrutinized carefully, and may be given little or no 
stature as evidence of scholarly accomplishment 
unless the candidate provides convincing evidence 
of peer review and impact comparable to that of 
established major journals.” 

open access

1. Department guidelines for tenure and promotion, University of Southern Mississippi –Department of Political Sciences, 2016
2. Promotion and tenure guidelines, Purdue University – Department of Anthropology, 2014



academic units: cautious
1. “Many new journals have been established that are electronically 

published and only accessible online. Sometimes, the e-journals are peer-
reviewed and sometimes they are not. The same can be said for what are 
known as “open access” journals. That is, some of them are peer-reviewed 
and of very high quality, and some of them are not. The critical issue for 
tenure and promotion is neither the medium of publication nor the 
business model of the publisher but the rigor of the peer review process 
and the quality of the papers.” 

2. “The faculty member should discuss evidence for the quality and 
appropriateness for her or his journal selections in the personal 
statement. At the time this document was updated, open access social 
work journals have proliferated; however, their quality, value, and impact 
remains uneven. The faculty member is advised to consult senior faculty 
members concerning their opinions about different publication outlets.”

Open Access

1. Department criteria for tenure and promotion, University of Central Florida - Department of Sociology, 2015
2. Personnel promotion and tenure procedures, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill – School of Social Work, 2013



academic units: neutral

1. “Open-access, peer-reviewed publications 
are valued like all other peer-reviewed 
publications.”

2. “For electronic publications consult the 
Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ) 
on requirements and the peer review 
process used by individual electronic 
journals (www.doaj.org). Require disclosure 
of any fees paid that were required for 
publication.” 

1. Promotion and Tenure Guidelines, University of Central Florida - Department of Writing and Rhetoric, 2014
2. Personnel Procedures, California State University - Department of Health Sciences, 2015



Research and Metrics Terms and Concepts by Institution Type
Results

Alperin, J.P. Muñoz Nieves, C., Niles, M., Schimanski, L.A., Fischman, G.E., Niles, M., & McKiernan, E. 2018. How significant are the 
public dimensions of faculty work in review, promotion, and tenure documents? eLife.
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impact factor

digging in further



Terms considered
Journal Impact Factor



How many institutions mention the JIF?
Journal Impact Factor

McKiernan, E.C., Schimanski, L.A., Muñoz Nieves, C., Matthias, L., Niles, M.T., and Alperin, J.P. (2019). The use of Journal Impact 
Factor in academic review, promotion, and tenure evaluations. PeerJ Preprints

All

N=129

R-Type

N=57

M-Type

N=39

B-Type

N=33

JIF Mentioned 30 (23%) 23 (40%) 7 (18%) 0 (0%)



Are JIF mentions supportive of cautionary?
Journal Impact Factor

McKiernan, E.C., Schimanski, L.A., Muñoz Nieves, C., Matthias, L., Niles, M.T., and Alperin, J.P. (2019). The use of Journal Impact 
Factor in academic review, promotion, and tenure evaluations. PeerJ Preprints

All

N=30

R-Type

N=23

M-Type

N=7

B-Type

N=0

Supportive 26 (87%) 19 (83%) 7 (100%) -

Cautious 4 (13%) 3 (13%) 1 (14%) -

Neutral 5 (17%) 4 (17%) 1 (14%) -



What do institutions measure with the JIF?
Journal Impact Factor

McKiernan, E.C., Schimanski, L.A., Muñoz Nieves, C., Matthias, L., Niles, M.T., and Alperin, J.P. (2019). The use of Journal Impact 
Factor in academic review, promotion, and tenure evaluations. PeerJ Preprints

All

N=30

R-Type

N=23

M-Type

N=7

B-Type

N=0

Quality 26 (87%) 19 (83%) 7 (100%) -

Impact/ Importance/ Significance 4 (13%) 3 (13%) 1 (14%) -

Prestige/ Reputation/ Status 5 (17%) 4 (17%) 1 (14%) -

Unspecified 23 (77%) 17 (74%) 6 (86%) -



with quality

“Of all the criteria listed, the one used most extensively, 
and generally the most reliable, is the quality and quankty 
of published work in refereed venues of internakonal 
stature. Impact factors and/or acceptance rates of refereed 
venues are useful measures of venue quality..."

JIF associations

Faculty of Science at the University of Alberta (2012)



with impact and reach

“The TPC [Tenure and Promotion Committee] may 
additionally consider metrics such as citation figures, 
impact factors, or other such measures of the reach and 
impact of the candidate’s scholarship."

JIF associations

Department of Psychology at Simon Fraser University, 2015
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who writes this stuff?
oh yeah. it is us, faculty.



what do faculty think is important when 
considering where to submit scholarly work

Figure 1. Importance of various factors when respondents consider where to submit their scholarly work.  Scale ranges from 1 
(not important) to 6 (very important).  Factors are ordered in their overall rate of importance (percent indicating a 4, 5 or 6).

Considerations for publishing

Niles, Meredith T., Schimanski, Lesley A., McKiernan , Erin C., & Alperin, Juan P. (forthcoming). Some title we haven’t made up yet. 



what do faculty think their peers think is important 
when considering where to submit scholarly work

Figure 2. Importance of various factors when respondents think their peers consider where to submit their scholarly work.  
Scale ranges from 1 (not important) to 6 (very important).  Factors are ordered in their overall rate of importance (percent 
indicating a 4, 5 or 6).

Considerakons for publishing

Niles, Meredith T., Schimanski, Lesley A., McKiernan , Erin C., & Alperin, Juan P. (forthcoming). Some title we haven’t made up yet. 



we care about audience, 
but they care about money and prestige Self 

Mean
Peers 
Mean

p 
value

Has a readership that I/they want to reach 5.02 4.60 <0.001

Overall prestige of the journal/publisher/venue 4.76 5.02 0.013
Journal/publisher/venue that my peers regularly read 4.68 4.60 0.488

Journal/publisher/venue that I regularly read 4.48 4.45 0.790
Impact factor of the journal 4.29 4.77 <0.001

How often the journal appears to be cited 3.87 4.57 <0.001

The cost (or lack of cost) to publish 3.70 3.51 0.241
Journal of a society to which I belong 3.45 3.77 0.023
That the publication makes my article freely available to the 
public

3.29 2.73 <0.001

Receive direct support for pubs in specific journals 1.94 2.79 <0.001

it is not me, it is YOU. 



percepkons of the RPT process

Figure 3.  Perceived value of factors in the RPT process.  Bars show percentage of respondents.  Scale ranged from 1 (not 
valued) to 6 (very valued). Factors are ordered in their overall rate of importance (e.g., percent of respondents indicakng a 4, 
5 or 6).



faculty members:
• our values are well aligned with some principles of 

openness: quality and audience matter
but

• still do not explicitly value it
so

• we fall back on metrics and prestige assuming it is what 
others care about. 

In short, 
• we are very inconsistent. 

Summarizing
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we need better a better 
fallback position
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set the default to open
we need to
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OPEN
is not enough

while acknowledging that:
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who is going to take up 
the challenge?



1. Open Scholarship Policy 

2. Educakon and Outreach Efforts Within Open 
Scholarship

3. Souware and/or technological infrastructure related to 
open scholarship

4. Insktukonal workflows and operakons

5. The human element

as you think about the 5 themes
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thank you to the RPT  team
Erin McKiernan, Meredith Niles, 
Lesley Schimanski, Carol Muñoz Nieves,
Lisa Mayhias, Michelle La

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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www.scholcommlab.ca/stay-up-to-date/
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