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Library faculty are often tenure track, requiring a record of significant
publishing and service before achieving tenure. However, meaningful
tools and methods for evaluating the scholarship of librarianship fre-
quently fall short of providing an accurate picture of the scholarship of
any particular candidate. The authors conducted a case study analyzing
the research output of Oregon State University (OSU) Libraries’ faculty
using the Boyer Classifications' and Blake’s research methodologies.?
Broadening our view of acceptable formats and outlets and learning how
to communicate and assess our scholarship within the academy are key
issues that require continued exploration.

ibrary faculty are often tenure
track, requiring a record of
significant publishing and
service before achieving ten-
ure. Inland grant universities, 42 percent
of librarians are on tenure track in profes-
sional ranks and reviewed for promotion
and tenure along with other faculty in
those institutions.® This percentage in-
creases in those land grant universities
granting doctorates to 68 percent, com-
pared to 50 percent in the general faculty
librarian population.*

At times, convincing university tenure
review committees of the value of library
scholarship presents challenges. Hill
makes a convincing argument for faculty
status but understands that the review
process has not been adapted to our
needs or approaches.’ St. Clair and Miller
believe academic librarians need to better

articulate the value of our scholarship and
“rais[e] the profile of librarians within the
academic community.”® This is evident
at the university-level review where li-
brary faculty face scrutiny by colleagues
unfamiliar with our discipline and our
scholarship. Christiansen, Stombler, and
Thaxton give a cogent overview in their
sociological discussion of library-faculty
relations of some of the reasons.” In their
study, they point out that the terminal
degree can reinforce status differences
on a campus. They find that many faculty
members do not understand what librar-
ians do and see them as more service-
oriented and themselves as “focusing
on the production and dissemination of
knowledge.”®

Various studies discuss the challenge
librarians face as scholars. Many describe
the lack of time dedicated to research or

Andrea A. Wirth is Geosciences & Environmental Sciences Librarian in the Valley Library at Oregon State
University; e-mail: andrea.wirth@oregonstate.edu. Maureen Kelly is Head Librarian & Extended Campus
Librarian in Cascades Campus Library at Oregon State University; e-mail: maureen.kelly@oregonstate.
edu. Janet Webster is Librarian in Guin Library at Hatfield Marine Science Center; e-mail: janet.webster@
oregonstate.edu. © Andrea A. Wirth, Maureen Kelly, and Janet Webster

510

crl-51r1



the paucity of research skills gathered
during MLS studies. Others focus on
giving advice for approaching the ten-
ure process and tips for success, recent
examples being Harris, Garrison, and
Frigo,® as well as Houdyshell."® While
these many studies and articles explore
the issues around promotion and tenure
for librarians, few address valuing our
scholarship.

At Oregon State University (OSU), a
medium-sized land, sea, space, and sun
grant university, librarians are tenured
faculty members. The formal promotion
and tenure review process follows the
university guidelines used by all faculty
members. The process is rigorous; and,
while tenure rates vary throughout the
university’s units, the libraries are not
as successful as desired. OSU’s tenure
rate for three years 2005-2007 was 90
percent, while the libraries’ was 75 per-
cent. Looking at ten years of data, the
university rate stays consistent and the
libraries’ rate improves to 83 percent, still
not good enough. One would hope for
close to 100 percent tenure rates, given
regular annual reviews, a comprehensive
third-year review, and ongoing invest-
ment in professional development—all
intended to help faculty members track
performance, address inadequacies, and,
in some instances, recognize a less than
perfect fit with the institution.

The OSU Promotion and Tenure Com-
mittee described the libraries’ dossiers as
“problematic in terms of how to evaluate
scholarship.”’? In addition to ongoing
discussions within the libraries about re-
search and writing, the University Librar-
ian tasked a working group of the library
faculty to review and describe where OSU
Libraries faculty had published in the
past ten years. She requested information
on audience, review process, acceptance
rate, and impact factor. This compilation
of data would possibly provide a succinct
way to describe the value of the published
scholarship.

During this project, questions, con-
cerns, and challenges arose. What should
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be readily available information of inter-
est to all library faculty (such as journal
lists with acceptance rates) was not so.
Much of the work done on research
outlets, policies, and patterns has not
been regularly updated.”® Describing
publication outlets by impact factor alone
is simplistic and does not reveal the rich-
ness of library scholarship. The interplay
between scholarship and service is rarely
addressed in the tenure review, especially
where scholarly output is directed toward
practitioners and audiences beyond aca-
demia." Finally, documenting the value
of new and nontraditional approaches
to scholarship remains challenging to
many in the university setting.”® Librar-
ians continue to grapple with describing
their scholarly output succinctly and com-
municating its value effectively to those
outside the discipline.

The Carnegie Foundation studies in
the 1990s provide a means of redefin-
ing scholarship within the academy as
well as initial steps toward assessing it.'¢
Sometimes referred to as the Boyer model,
the redefinition was highly touted as a
catalyst for broadening the academy’s
perspective on scholarship. Table 1
describes the model and two interpreta-
tions specific to librarianship. Extension
faculty in tenure positions have worked
with these definitions to develop means
to better describe their scholarship.'” Li-
brarians have been encouraged to do the
same.’® We used the scholarly output of
OSU librarians as a case study to see how
the Boyer model and other factors could
be used to better validate and describe
faculty output. We examined faculty
publications over the past ten years to
provide insight into output trends, valida-
tion of outlets, and the character of library
faculty publications. Finally, we looked
at blogs created by OSU librarians as ex-
amples of a new form of scholarship that
blends service, research, and communica-
tion. Throughout our study, we sought to
find how the value of our scholarly output
could be best described to the university
tenure committee. In doing so, we an-
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TABLE 1
Examples using Boyer’s Classification of Scholarship
Boyer (1990) General: Libraries: Libraries:
Weiser'” St. Clair & Miller® Lowry?*!
DISCOVERY * Generates & « Information organization | « New knowledge
communicates « User needs
new knowledge &  Preservation & access
understanding « Navigating evolving
* Develops & refines information landscape
methods

INTEGRATION | -

Synthesizes &
communicates new or
different understanding
of knowledge or
technology & its
relevance

Develops & refines
methods

Learning theory applied to
bibliographic instruction
Communication theory to
study reference work
Management techniques
as implemented in the
library

* Applying
management &
organizational
theory to library
Working with
computer science to
develop tools

APPLICATION | * Develops &
communicates
new technologies,
materials, or users
Fosters inquiry &
invention
Develops & refines
new methods

Best practices in daily
work

Experiments with what
worked & did not

Advances best
practices

Create
bibliographies, Web
sites

TEACHING

Develops &
communicates new
understanding &
insights

Develops & refines new
contents and methods

« Fosters lifelong .
learning behavior

Create and improve
teaching techniques
Effectiveness of online
tutorials

Best practices in user
interfaces

Learning styles in
teaching

Ensure information
literacy

Develop innovative
methods

ticipate that many tenure-track librarians
and library review committees may look
at their description of scholarship differ-
ently and more creatively.

Defining Scholarship for Librarians

Central to the task of validating library
scholarship is describing it. In 1995, OSU
adopted the Boyer model into its pro-
motion and tenure guidelines to better
articulate the character of scholarship in
a land grant institution.”? The adoption
reinforced the concept that scholarship
is creative, peer validated, and communi-
cated appropriately. It explicitly considers
that scholarship is “broader than results
of research published in a peer refereed
journal.”? Within the OSU Libraries,

faculty members were encouraged to
view their scholarship as the aspects of
their work that involved creativity, peer
validation, and communication. The inte-
gration of the Boyer concepts in the OSU
Promotion and Tenure Guidelines begins
to address concerns about adapting the
tenure process to the library faculty.
Lowry, St. Clair, and Miller explain
how the Boyer model can be applied to
librarianship broadly* (see table 1). Boyer
describes four categories of scholarship:
Discovery, Integration, Application, and
Teaching.? Traditionally, the research
community understands discovery the
most readily, as it represents new contri-
butions to knowledge. Librarians work-
ing in this category are often Library and



Information Science (LIS) faculty as op-
posed to practicing librarians with faculty
status. Research on new ways to organize
or search for information are examples of
Discovery. Integrative scholarship brings
together ideas and concepts across disci-
plines and consequently interprets them
or finds new perspectives. Examples
include collaborations with computer sci-
ence or business management examining
library processes and services. Scholar-
ship of Application addresses problems
and issues encountered in library work
and professional service commitments.
The development of software, compila-
tions of bibliographies, and assessment
of library services and products are
examples. Finally, Teaching as a form of
scholarship involves the development
of innovative methods, articulation of
outcomes, assessment of efficacy, and
best practices.

Raber and Connaway® suggest that
the Boyer model helps bridge the gap be-
tween librarians as scholars and librarians
as practitioners because it “incorporates
research, teaching and service, but in a
holistic and practical context.” For faculty
who are on tenure track with a research
component to their position description,
the tension between research and practice
can make it difficult to define and execute
a research agenda because “research”
can be seen as removed from the prob-
lems and issues raised from daily work.
Raber and Connaway make a strong case
for valuing all categories of scholarship
as they inherently address the needs of
librarian-scholars as well as practitio-
ners. They also stress the importance of
teaching as a process of discovery and
education. They encourage flexibility in
faculty evaluation criteria and stress the
importance of the practitioner as audi-
ence for scholarship. The Association of
College and Research Libraries 1996%
task force on redefining scholarship also
voices support for use of the Boyer model
because many activities of academic
librarians do not fall “neatly into the
traditional model of faculty performance
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expectations.” St. Clair and Miller dem-
onstrate the applicability of the Boyer
model with their analysis of one volume
of Journal of Academic Librarianship.®® They
show that articles fall into the categories
of Discovery, Integration, Application,
and Teaching in patterns similar to other
disciplines.

The Value of the Journals

Even given OSU’s acceptance of the Boyer
model, OSU librarians still face the chal-
lenge of how to effectively evaluate our
scholarship and communicate that to oth-
ers. Usually, we use the publication record
in peer-reviewed journals as validation in
itself, a shared practice among disciplines.
We look to impact factor, newer metrics
such as Eigenfactor (http://eigenfactor.
org), and expert opinion to assess the val-
ue of ajournal. Noting the problems with
the Institute for Scientific Information’s
Journal Citation Reports, Cameron explains
the limitations of the ISI impact factors
and citedness including journal size, type,
and frequency, as well as language and
lack of coverage.” He reminds us that “it
is misleading to assess the value of the ar-
ticle based solely on the journal in which
it has been published.” Nissonger agrees
that “a journal’s position in the various
rankings for its discipline helps define the
journal and delineate its role in scholarly
communication.”*® He is concerned with
flaws in the ranking caused by blending
information and library science journals
into a single ranking as well as combining
titles aimed at different audiences (such as
LIS faculty versus library faculty).

More generally, Browman and Ster-
gious remind us that the use of perfor-
mance metrics without considering their
weaknesses and strengths runs counter to
the purpose.® Quantifying performance
without context has limited value. Cole-
man echoes this in her study examining
the multifaceted value of specialized
library journals.> She contends that a
journal may have a low impact factor, yet
serve a primary role among a specialized
audience. Rousseau describes several
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indicators used to evaluate scholarship
including citation factor, timeliness of
publication, quality of the editorial board,
review process, and where the journal is
indexed.® He encourages using an array
of tools to evaluate library journals. Rous-
seau is one of the few to discuss shifts in
evaluation given electronic journals. He
suggests that the increased emphasis and
use of individual articles “erode[s] the
value given to journal impact factors.”

Via examines the meaning of peer-
review and the level of acceptance as
indicators of value.® She finds a lack of
consistency in the manuscript review
process that suggests difficulty in using
peer review as a term. Peer review ranges
from editorial to full double blind; hence
knowledge of the process for each jour-
nal is important. She encourages review
committees to consider the quality of the
articles including its writing, contribution
to the field, timeliness and accessibility
in addition to where it is published. This
last consideration is particularly pertinent
with changes in patterns of communica-
tion and shrinking library collections. Ali,
Young, and Ali reinforce this approach
with their two checklists for review deci-
sions.® The first checklist addresses the
quality of the articles; the second checklist
assesses the quality of the journal. They
encourage thoughtful and multifaceted
assessment rather than reliance on one
or two popular measures.

Value is a judgment call. The opinions
of experts are often used to compile
rankings. Nissonger and Davis continue
this practice, comparing the opinions of
ARLlibrary directors with those of ALA-
accredited LIS programs.* They show a
hierarchy of LIS journals, but that compo-
sition is slowly changing as LIS becomes
more diverse and interdisciplinary. They
also point out that a low-ranking journal
may be important for a specialized audi-
ence. Campbell, the editor-in-chief of
Nature, reminds us that articles may “fail”
the citation test because they are in fields
with low rates (such as LIS) or are good
papers “but not ‘hot’.”%
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The OSU Case Study

O’Meara reminds us that “tenure and
promotion are the valuing of people’s
professional lives.”?® The publication
record is one element of those lives. This
case study examines scholarly output by
describing it in terms of the outlet, the
topic, the methodology, and the Boyer
Classification. In the process, we found
ways of more thoroughly describing our
scholarship.

Methodology

We created an EndNote library of OSU
Library faculty publications, using sub-
scription databases (Library Literature
and Library and Information Science and
Technology Abstracts) and the Internet
(Google Scholar) as the primary tools.
Since none of these resources provide an
author affiliation field, we used several
search terms reflecting the names of our
main and branch campus libraries in
the subject and keyword fields to find
publications. In addition, we searched
individual author names as they were dis-
covered and maintained a list of authors.
To further identify authors, we reviewed
the OSU Archives collection “Library
Memorabilia.”*® Several documents in
the collection included references to pub-
lications, and others included names we
had previously missed in our searching
efforts. We looked for articles authored by
at least one OSU librarian and published
between 1998 and 2007. We eliminated
book reviews and abstracts of conference
proceedings from the list.

Using the research notes field in
EndNote, the entries were tagged by the
type of publication (such as chapter, peer
reviewed, magazine, newsletter, proceed-
ings, report) and whether their audience
was local (such as a report to the OSU
faculty senate), state, national, or inter-
national. Some liberties were taken with
the audience classification, as it was not
always easy to distinguish international
from national. We reviewed each pub-
lication’s online description including
place of publication and editorial board
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TABLE 2
Categories Used to Describe OSU Library Publications

Boyer Blake Methodology*’ Topics
Scholarship
Discovery Descriptive Instruction
Teaching Case study Cataloging
Integration Bibliographic (such as essays, review articles) Collections
Application Historical/Biographical Management

Survey Profession

Bibliometric (citation studies) Public Services

Experimental Scholarly communication

Quasi-experimental Systems

Theory

members to help determine audience
geography.

We also identified the acceptance
rates, review process, impact factor from
Journal Citation Reports, and SCImago
Journal and Country Rank (www.scima-
gojr.com/). We were surprised that an
accurate, current list of library science
journals was not readily available that
had at least some of this information. This
type of guide would be useful, as past
examples illustrate.*!

We each reviewed the subset of 87 peer-
reviewed articles and tagged each with
three additional descriptors identifying
the Boyer form of scholarship, the meth-
odology, and the topic (see table 2). The
methodology terms were derived from
Blake*? as described by Lowry* and the
topics were devised by us.

Where Do OSU Librarians Publish?
Peer-reviewed publications with an in-
ternational or national reach comprise

the majority of OSU librarians’ scholarly
output over the last ten years (see table 3).
This is congruent with the trends expect-
ed in a library whose faculty members
are tenure track and where publishing
in venues that provide the most impact
is essential for achieving tenure. The sec-
ond highest number is in the magazine
category, where the geography is defined
as “state.”

The number of peer-reviewed articles
published by OSU librarians between
1998 and 2007 fluctuated from year to
year, but generally trends upward (see
figure 1). This is opposite of Wibberly,
Hurd, and Wellar’s findings, which de-
scribe a downward trend in publication
outputby U.S. academiclibrarians.* They
recognize that the research libraries have
the most productive librarians with eight
of the top twelve being land grant institu-
tions. For OSU, the upward trend reflects
the variation in where faculty members
are in the tenure process, rather than the

number of librarians. In fact, the

TABLE 3 number of library faculty has
OSU Publications by Publication Type and ?ecreased slightly in the past
Publication Audience enyears. .
- - As described earlier, our
Type'of ) International | National | State | Local original task was to find and
Publication s

: present traditionally accept-
Peer Review 44 43 0 0 able metrics for the journals in
Magazine 3 8 25 0 the list of faculty publications.
Chapter 1 0 1 0 These metrics include such
facets as impact factor and ac-

P di 10 3 0 0 . .
e ceptance rates. With consistent
Newsletter 6 0 1 data, a higher impact factor and
Report 2 0 0 1 a lower acceptance rate could
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FIGURE 1
Peer-Reviewed Publications Published 1998-2007 at OSU Libraries
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provide one way to measure a journal’s
value and likewise OSU librarians’
scholarship. However, the peer-reviewed
journals OSU librarians published in
most frequently (see table 4) did not
consistently provide acceptance rates or
appear in Journal Citation Reports. Other
measures such as the SCImago Journal
Rank also did not offer a clear indication
of accepted value. Mukherjee’s analysis
using GoogleScholar of open-access LIS
journal offers initial measures for the
impact of some electronic journals.* The
“standard” metrics called upon to evalu-
ate the quality of library publications fall
short, except for the use of peer review.
Not a single research journal in which
OSU librarians published most frequently
had all of the desired metrics available,
and only three had an ISI Impact Factor.
Table 4 shows each title in which OSU
librarians published twice or more over
thelast decade. In addition to some of the
metrics discussed previously, information
on the open-access status of the publica-
tion is included.*

Schwartz’s work on uncitedness versus
usefulness questions the concept of cited-
ness and whether it reflects usefulness
of the journal or of specific articles.¥ He
also stresses the value of practitioner-
oriented information, as validated by the
2000 survey of ACRL members.* Via and
Schmiddle describe the purpose of the
journals as either a means of “sharing

trends and reporting on improvements in
operations and services” or “publishing
research findings that advance theories of
information science.”* These findings im-
ply that the value of scholarship has more
dimension than simply being published
in a high-impact journal.

Besides the peer-reviewed publica-
tions, publishing locally is important to
OSU librarians. OLA (Oregon Library As-
sociation) Quarterly is not peer reviewed
and has a smaller geographic range than
the national and international library sci-
ence journals. Publishing locally reflects
the OSU commitment to the broader Or-
egon community through its role as aland
grant institution. It helps the community
of librarians develop, communicates with
partners in other endeavors such as local
consortial initiatives and programs, and
is a good way to get started in publishing.
Most of the articles in OLA Quarterly ad-
dress the librarian’s service mission rather
than scholarship.

Every discipline has a “top tier” of
journals. Yet many more journals have
audiences ranging from those focused on
very specific topics to those looking for
good ideas. Powell, Baker, and Mika stress
the role of popular journals in the dis-
semination of scholarship.® They examine
how practitioners discover research and
hence integrate it into the profession
and their understanding of their work.
They found that many practitioners “do
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engage in and care about research,” but
many limit what they read (for example,
15 percent read more than four research
journals regularly).

What Do OSU Libraries Publish?
Where OSU librarians publish suggests a
leaning toward being practitioners who
write rather than scholars who practice.
Does the content reveal the same pattern?
Hildreth and Aytac found little differ-
ence between the two camps, although
“practitioners conduct more library-
specific studies and academics conduct
more use and user studies.”* The authors
expressed concern in the low use of quali-
tative research methods by practitioners.
The 2003 report also noted this weakness
but stated that the output is usually well
structured and readable.” OSU librarians
publish on topics from think pieces to the
edges of digital librarianship to usability
studies for Web interfaces to collection
assessment case studies. A critical look
at the type, methodology, and content of
peer-review publications over the past ten
years suggests that, while the librarians
are practitioners, they are also thoughtful
researchers with a breadth of approaches
that refute stereotyping.

This examination was not straight-
forward in part because there is little
discussion of this approach.® Initially,
there was disagreement among us after
individually reviewing and classifying
the OSU Libraries’ faculty peer-reviewed
articles. Out of the 87 articles,

November 2010

bringing together knowledge and practic-
es from various perspectives and possible
disciplines. Application is more directly
working to communicate new approaches.
Teaching works with instruction methods
and theory. In light of our deliberations,
we reconsidered our choices and pro-
duced the categorized list of articles used
in the analysis that follows.

More than half (52%) of the articles
fell into the Boyer classification of Ap-
plication. The remaining articles classed
fairly evenly across the remaining three
categories, with Integration leading at
19 percent, followed by Discovery and
Teaching (see figure 2).

Case Study (36%) was by far the
dominant methodology used. Surveys,
Quasi-experimental, Bibliographic/Com-
mentary, and Descriptive research had
similar numbers, about 15%-16% each,
and represented the majority of other
articles. Bibliometric (5%), Historical/Bio-
graphical (4%), and Theory (2%) reflected
approaches employed in a small number
of articles (see figure 3).

No one topic dominated, although
those reflecting expertise and interest in
direct services to users (Public Services,
Instruction) comprised nearly 40 percent
of the publications. Some of the distribu-
tion can be attributed to the expertise of
librarians in the tenure process (Public
Service, Cataloging, Collections). Other
topics reflect emerging interests (Systems,
Scholarly Communication) (see figure 4).

we disagreed on Boyer clas-
sification on 26 of them, 29 on

Boyer Scholarship Classifications

FIGURE 2

methodology, and 12 on topic.
It took discussion to arrive at
ashared understanding of the
Boyer classifications and the
different research methodol-

' Integration,
ogy terms. In particular, the Application, 19%
differences between Integra- 529
tion versus Application, and
Teaching versus Application
in the Boyer classification Discover
required thoughtful conver- 16% Y,

sation. Integration focuses on

Teaching,
13%
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FIGURE 3
Research Methodologies

sure to fit new formats and
methods into the traditional

Theory, 2%

Survey,
16%

Case Study,
36%

Descriptive,
13%
Bibliometric, 5%

Biographical, 4%

Bibliographic/
Commentary, 15%

value system. Born-digital
and open-access journals,
while not new, are slowly
gaining recognition along
with their older print coun-
terparts. The journals used

Quasi- by Nisonger and Davis in
exPerlig:;”'falr their survey of ARL library
° directors and LIS deans in-
cluded several e-only jour-

Historical/ nals (such as D-Lib and First

Monday), but there was not
agreement on their value.®®
Mukherjee’s study on open-
access journals suggests the

Analyzing the articles in light of Boyer,
research methodologies and even topic
areas was very challenging. The exercise
raised the question of how complex as-
sessing the content of publications is when
done by those familiar with the field, let
alone those unfamiliar. Applying a lens
of Boyer classification, methodology,
and content requires effort, yet doing so
reveals more about the breadth and depth
and value of scholarship. Our results indi-
cated that, like the St. Claire/Miller study,
librarian scholarship is not so different
from that of other disciplines when ana-

growing validity of open-

access e-journals in the library field.”
Beyond journals, blogs are emerging as
a method for communicating to patrons,
for keeping up in one’s profession, and as
instructional design tools. Their value as
scholarship is less clear. Recent publica-
tions on this topic include development
of blogs for specific audiences.®” Murray
and Bell recommend librarians track
faculty (nonlibrarian) blogs as a way of
keeping up with their scholarly interests
and perspectives in their subject areas
and their roles as educators.®" Martindale
and Wiley describe the use of RSS feeds

lyzed by the Boyer
classification.””

FIGURE 4
Publication Topics

Assessing

New Forms of
Scholarship

We can assess value
when published in a
peer-reviewed, high-
impact outlet. We can

examine it by looking | Instruction,

closely using Boyer’s 19%

model. However, the

library community

as well as others in

academia confront Management,
5%

the evolving nature
of scholarly commu-
nication and pres-

Collections, 15%

Cataloging, 9%

Systems, 21%

Scholarly

Communication,
0,

0

Profession, 8%

Public Services,
20%
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to track blogs as a tool that makes keep-
ing up with development in one’s own
field easier than in the days of surfing
from Web page to Web page.®? Via and
Schmiddle also mention blogs and dis-
cussion lists as timely and cost-effective
means of sharing information.®® Hard-
esty and Sugarman look at how librarian
practitioners stay abreast of the field.®
Their findings show mixed opinions on
the usefulness of blogs but high use of
discussion lists and journals (84% and
95% of respondents respectively).

The blog as a form of academically
acknowledged scholarship in the library
and higher education communities has
not been adequately studied. In the rare
article in which blogs are mentioned in
proximity to scholarly pursuits, they seem
to be dismissed out of hand as not having
scholarly impact but instead accepted as
part of academic service requirements—
which often is also considered in promo-
tion and tenure processes.® Lawson and
Pelzer are one of the few to focus on as-
sessing technology projects as scholarship
but do not mention blogs or open-access/
born-digital journals—not surprising
given the date of publication.®® Rather,
they seek to validate Web-based and other
technology projects as scholarship.

Several examples from OSU highlight
the complex nature of assessing blogs as
scholarship or service. OSU librarians
started Infodoodads as a forum to share
“existing and new tools, services, and
technology for finding information on
the [I]nternet” (www.infodoodads.com).
Most of the short reviews are personal
impressions and encounters with the
technology. This informal style belies the
testing and thought that goes into recom-
mending these tools to others. This blog is
partly service, but it reflects the scholarly
interests of its creators—how people are
coping with new technology in the infor-
mation realm.

Individual blogs vary, but they can
have a thread of scholarship intertwined
with opinion, practical advice, and whim-
sy. Terry Reese’s blog, Terry’s Worklog

November 2010

(http://oregonstate.edu/~reeset/blog/),
provides users of his software programs
with critical updates and advice, describes
for friends his latest cycling adventures,
and then delivers insights on current
developments in the library world. The
first is service, the second just fun, but
the third opens a window into a creative,
thoughtful mind in ways that journal
articles do not. Another example at OSU
Libraries is Anne-Marie Deitering’s blog
Info-fetishist (http://info-fetishist.org/). It
combines observations on teaching and
information visualization with personal
information. Deitering’s communications
challenge the reader to engage with the
topic and leave comments if so inclined,
making the process of scholarship more
interactive. This type of engagement is
hard to measure in terms of value, yet it
should be seriously considered.

Blogs are vehicles to teach and com-
municate to both broad and specific audi-
ences. Their format precludes them being
taken seriously as scholarship in current
tenure review processes, but their con-
tent often demonstrates engagement
and suggests impact in ways rarely seen
in the print library journal. This raises
questions about the concept of format
and vehicle. Expanding acceptance of
new forms of communication along with
reconsidering what constitutes scholar-
ship will benefit librarianship as a whole.
A first step is accepting open-access,
peer-reviewed journals as outlets of high
impact and validity. The next step will be
integrating nontraditional peer-reviewed
work such as blogs that have an active
readership and generate comments and
discussion.

Valuing Our Scholarship: Changes in
Approach

This study demonstrates the challenges
of describing and valuing library schol-
arship. OSU librarians are publishing
more, yet not in journals with the highest
impact. There is breadth in approaches,
topics, methodologies, and outlets. The
librarians are contributing in a meaning-



ful way to the profession. We can do a
better job of adequately explaining this
breadth and impact of our contribution.

The value of library scholarship is not
measured solely by where one publishes.
It includes assessment of the author’s
scholarly thinking and ability to com-
municate to the appropriate audience.
Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff describe
a framework for assessing scholarship
in its variable forms.®” They focus on
the steps shared by those involved with
scholarship and the qualities of a scholar.
Both can be used in libraries as criteria
for assessing the value of a librarian’s
work. Integrity, perseverance, and cour-
age—the qualities of a scholar—should
be reflected in the methods, willingness
to collaborate, curiosity, focus, and will-
ingness to take on difficult work. The
resulting works can then be assessed by
considering the Boyer classification, the
research methodology, and the topic.
Tenure committees may use these three
as a consistent means of describing the
scholarly works. At OSU, the Library
Review Committee discusses the quality
and value of a candidate’s scholarship
in light of the above. The university
recently revised its guidelines in recog-
nition of differences in types of scholar-
ship among units. The three categories
provide a more disciplined approach to
review that can be shaped to both the
libraries” and the university’s view of
scholarship.

Value is also found in the impact of
the work, where something published or
communicated should align with the in-
tended audience. It may be a high-impact
journal, a specialized e-journal, or a blog.
Each outlet has value. Recent candidates
in the OSU Libraries have included more
description about their publications
including articulating their roles in the
research and writing, and documenting
the impact (such as journal rank, accep-
tance rate, or number of downloads). This
in turn aids the University Promotion and
Tenure Committee in understanding the
value of an article or report.
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Journals emerge, disappear, and
change focus and relevancy. New ven-
ues for scholarly communication are
evolving. Yet the library community
lacks comprehensive tools to describe
those outlets and keep the descriptions
current. The Association for College and
Research Libraries would be doing the
community a great service if it developed
aresource listing current information on
policies, acceptance rates, audience, and
impact of the various outlets for library
scholarship.

Finally, the intersection of service and
scholarship needs to be explored more
completely in the review process. It is
simplistic to partition a librarian’s work
into teaching, administration, service, and
scholarship. To truly embrace the Boyer
concept, library faculty should explain
how their work contains elements of
scholarship throughout. Communicating
to alocal audience often has value as both
service and scholarship. This needs to be
better explained by librarians involved
with such activities. One approach is
better definition of position descriptions,
a task undertaken across OSU. Position
descriptions are expected to accurately
describe what a candidate has done while
working toward tenure. Recently, faculty
members are revising their position de-
scription to define what percentage of
their duties result in scholarship. This
gives librarians an opportunity to link
teaching and administrative duties, for
example, to scholarly outcomes.

This study enabled us to better under-
stand how to assess and value scholar-
ship. Understanding suggests dialogue
about what makes good scholarship,
including the relevant issues to research,
the possible audiences, and the appropri-
ate mechanisms of communication. Using
the Boyer classification provides a means
to assess our scholarship within the acad-
emy. Only time will reveal if thoughtful
and consistent evaluation will help ar-
ticulate the value of library scholarship in
the context of the tenure review process
at both the library and university level.
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