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The author conducted a survey of librarians at different types of academic institutions who had earned tenure or
an equivalent form of permanent appointment. The purpose was to illuminate the forms of research that are
valued at different types of institutions, the extent to which tenured or permanently appointed librarians
produce research, and in particular, their perceptions and motivations concerning research productivity. Key
findings showed high levels of post-tenure productivity among survey participants, and the emergence of
grant activity as a valued form of research. Furthermore, respondents provided comparative perceptions of
pre- and post-tenure scholarship, and they described a suite of overlapping extrinsic and intrinsic motivators
affecting their research production.
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CINTRODUCTION

The literature concerning scholarship among practitioners in the li-
brary field is highly focused on support structures for junior or tenure-
track librarians and to the related controversy over faculty status.
There is also a body of relevant research devoted to the publication pat-
terns in select disciplinary journals or among individual institutions,
university systems, or geographic regions. However, this area of the dis-
course characteristically lacks targeted attention to the research pro-
ductivity of a significant population of seasoned librarians: namely,
those who have already earned tenure or an equivalent form of perma-
nent appointment. Furthermore, there is a lack of attention to the re-
search productivity of non-faculty librarians, or to those who operate
in so-called lower tier, non-Association of Research Libraries member
institutions.

Notwithstanding that this line of investigation may be of interest to
library practitioners on its own merits, it is also warranted by virtue of
the amplified climate of institutional accountability. With decreased
governmental funding for the academy and intensified competition
for those funds, college and university administrators are giving greater
attention to the financial benefits that come from increased research
productivity among their faculty. Concurrently, libraries are struggling
to demonstrate their institutional value amid inflationary source
79

80

81

xploratory Study on Post-ten
.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2016.04.
materials, static or decreasing budgets, and advancements in discovery
technologies that lead institutional administrators to the impression
that elements of the library professional's work have become obsolete.
The author of the present study contends that a fuller understanding
of librarian scholarship that goes beyond the proven motivations of
earning promotion and tenure can potentially inform library adminis-
trators who wish to bolster the research productivity of their staffs. It
stands to reason that those who have already earned tenure or perma-
nent appointment have the experience to provide affecting, if not ac-
tionable insights on the matter of research productivity. Logic also
holds that greater engagement with active channels of scholarly com-
munication translates into better-informed professional practice. Fur-
thermore, it is reasonable to argue that increased practitioner
scholarship has the potential to enhance library visibility among post-
secondary administrators, and thus to effectively demonstrate institu-
tional value in areas other than collections and information literacy
services.

This paper is an exploratory investigation. The author seeks to illu-
minate the extent to which tenured and permanently appointed librar-
ians produce research, and more importantly, their perceptions and
motivations regarding such productivity. Given the scarcity of pertinent
discussion in the professional literature, the author enters into this in-
vestigation without prior assumptions or hypotheses. The specific re-
search questions driving this study are as follows:

• What constitutes research productivity at different types of postsec-
ondary institutions?
ure Research Productivity Among Academic Librarians, The Journal of
021
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• What is the nature of post-tenure research productivity among aca-
demic librarians in different types of postsecondary institutions, and
how does that compare to pre-tenure productivity?

• What are the perceptions and motivations of tenured librarians rela-
tive to producing research?
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Establishing a path for the present investigation begins with a
paper by Finlay, Ni, Tsou, and Sugimoto (2013), in which the authors
showed a decreasing proportion of librarian-produced research in
the literature. This followed another study conducted by Wiberley,
Hurd, and Weller (2006) with similar findings, and another by
Mitchell and Reichel (1999) in which the authors maintained that
“most librarians tend not to publish frequently, as a group” (p. 240).
If the results of these papers represent a trend, the implications for
the professional literature are potentially stark; as argued by Gillum
(2014), “Having a body of theoretical knowledge is vital to librarian-
ship as a profession” (p. 327). More specifically, Finlay et al. (2013)
emphasized that “The apparent disengagement of librarians from the
traditional channels of scholarly communication will necessarily
decrease librarians' familiarity with scholarly communication, and
this in turn may affect how librarians, especially those employed at
academic institutions, interact with students and academics who are
conducting research” (p. 417).

Arguments concerning the apparent dearth of scholarship among
practitioners persist; although they are characteristically framed by is-
sues of academic status, the common themes remain to be the librar-
ians' lack of time and training to produce research (Walter, 2013).
However, Finlay et al. (2013) reasoned that the advent of blogging as
an alternative conduit for professional communication serves as a possi-
ble reason for the recent decline in research productivity. Aharony
(2009) confirmed the growing popularity of blogs as “informal chan-
nels” (p. 179) among practitioners; however, Hendricks (2010) cau-
tioned that “most academic library promotion and tenure committees
do not weigh publishing a blog the same as publishing a peer-
reviewed article” (p. 477). This commentary by Hendricks is a useful il-
lustration of the literature's focus on practitioner scholarship mainly as
it pertains to issues of professional status or advancement; furthermore,
it prompts the question of what constitutes scholarship that is valued at
different academic institutions.

As shown by Perkins & Slowik (2013), there is exhaustive research
and opinion concerning practitioner scholarship as it relates to support
structures for tenure-track librarians and the associated controversy
over faculty status. This is understandable; it is disingenuous to over-
look or disregard the fact that institutional requirements for job se-
curity and professional advancement are powerful motivators for
librarians who produce research. Dozens of papers have included
findings to this effect: Gillum (2014), Perkins and Slowik (2013),
Fennewald (2008), Henry and Neville (2004), Hoggan (2003),
Mitchell and Reichel (1999), and Meyer (1999) to name only a few.
Some practitioners may also be motivated by post-tenure review
policies that require ongoing scholarly activity (Sapon-White, King,
& Christie, 2004; Hook, Lees, & Powers, 2000). Still, this cited evi-
dence is similarly focused on structural expectations, chiefly among
librarians with faculty status, and study samples are limited to
small numbers of large research institutions. To date, there has
been an incomplete accounting of the holistic perceptions and moti-
vations of tenured or permanently appointed practitioners—faculty
and non-faculty, at various types of institutions—regarding their re-
search productivity.

Previous studies also fail to address in a straight-forwardmanner the
question of what forms of practitioner scholarship are valued at differ-
ent types of institutions. Research by Bradigan and Mularski (1996)
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demonstrated how books and journal articles are ranked; Lawson and
Pelzer (1999) conducted an early investigation into emerging
technology-based products; Best and Kneip (2010) examined the
value attributed to peer-reviewed journal articles; and as noted,
Hendricks (2010) researched the burgeoning production of blogs. How-
ever, all of these papers addressed practitioner scholarship within the
framework of academic status and professional advancement. Perkins
and Slowik (2013) showed that library administrators encourage schol-
arship among their staffs, but they did not rank or enumerate their pre-
ferred forms of research productivity. Henry and Neville (2004)
provided a potentially useful list of research output in their investiga-
tion of publication patterns among academic librarians in Florida. How-
ever, this list appears to be generated based solely on the authors'
general experience of what constitutes research output; well recog-
nized forms of productivity like grants, patents, and consultancy work
are absent.

The most informative previous research, as it pertains to the pres-
ent investigation, was conducted by Fennewald (2008); his study “ex-
plored the factors contributing to research productivity among a cross
section of Penn State librarians” (p. 104). It is noteworthy that this
cross section included both tenured and tenure track librarians, al-
though their participation in the study was not parsed out. Notwith-
standing that all ranks of library faculty at Pennsylvania State
University were expected to produce research, Fennewald showed
that other motivations also drove that activity: specifically, commit-
ment to the field's body of knowledge, desire to improve professional
practice, intellectual curiosity, and personal satisfaction. Still, as the
researcher concluded, “This is but one study. Further studies should
be conducted at other institutions to provide comparative data”
(p. 113).

To gain a more general perspective, the present investigation in-
cludes input from practitioners from different types of academic in-
stitutions, not only those that require research; it also includes
input from practitioners who serve in a wide variety of functional
areas within their libraries. Furthermore, this inquiry is focused on
professionals who have already earned tenure or an equivalent
form of permanent appointment. The intent is to establish a more
holistic picture of practitioner scholarship by collecting input from
those who are less likely to be driven primarily by issues of job secu-
rity or professional advancement, and who are more likely to have
experienced and mature perspectives on producing research in the
library field.

METHOD

The author developed an online survey instrument—approved by his
Institutional Review Board—to solicit the perceptions of tenured or per-
manently appointed academic librarians concerning their research pro-
ductivity (see Appendix A). Elements of the survey were adapted from
Hollister and Schroeder's (2015) investigation of research productivity
among faculty in the field of professional education; this was necessary
to provide a fuller accounting of the various forms of academy-
recognized research output than what is presently shown in the
literature for academic librarians. The term “research productivity”
was defined for survey respondents as the product of systematic in-
vestigation, including development, testing, and evaluation, de-
signed to develop or contribute to generalizable knowledge or
understanding. Standard examples of research productivity were
given, including books, book chapters, journal articles, grant funding,
conference presentations, juried exhibits, patents, and consultancy
work.

The initial questions of the survey established the basic-level classi-
fications of respondents' institutions, the primary functional areas they
serve within their libraries, and whether they have earned tenure of an
equivalent form of permanent appointment. The question concerning
tenure or permanent appointment was the only one requiring an
ure Research Productivity Among Academic Librarians, The Journal of
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answer; study participants were able to leave other questions unan-
swered. Untenured or non-permanently appointed responders were
prevented from completing the survey, and their preliminary responses
were removed from the study sample. Subsequent survey questions
were crafted to generate a combination of quantitative and qualitative
responses pertaining to research productivity.

To solicit input from practitioners at a variety of postsecondary insti-
tutions, the survey was distributed on the following Association of Col-
lege and Research Libraries (ACRL) sectional email discussion lists:
College Libraries (COLLIB-L), Community and Junior College Libraries
(CJC-L), and University Libraries (ULS-L). The author also invited partic-
ipation from a variety of functional areaswithin different types of librar-
ies by way of ACRL's Information Literacy and Instruction (ILI-L) and
Scholarly Communication (SCHOLCOMM-L) discussion lists, by Kent
State University's Library Reference (LIBREF-L) list, and by Syracuse
University's AUTOCAT-L list, which is primarily populated by technical
services personnel. Despite the variety of potential input, the nature of
this manner of solicitation meant that there was also a potential for
self-selection bias.

The surveywas distributed in January of 2016 andmade available for
30 days; it generated 222 total responses. Given the exploratory nature
of the investigation, this was deemed to be an adequately sized conve-
nience sample from which to make relevant observations.

RESULTS

Readers should note that the number of survey respondents varies
among questions; this is particularly important where cross-
tabulated data is presented. Percentages given in text are rounded to
the nearest whole numbers, andwhere it is necessary, clarifying num-
bers of respondents are given parenthetically. Survey responses to
open-ended question were profuse and multidimensional; to extrap-
olate, they were coded into generalized themes and presented
accordingly.

Sixty-three percent of survey respondents (139 of 222) worked in
doctoral-granting university libraries; this was followed by 21% (47)
in Master's colleges or universities, 7% (16) in Baccalaureate colleges,
and 9% (20) in associate colleges. There was no representation from
tribal colleges or special focus institutions. Sixty-three percent of re-
spondents (139) also indicated that the primary functional area of
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Fig. 1. Institutional importance of research productivity relative to professional
advancement (n = 195).
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their daily responsibilities fell within the purview of public services;
this was followed by 14% (30) in technical services, 12% (26) in admin-
istration, and smaller numbers in scholarly communication, access
services, systems, assessment, and others. Of the 196 participants
who shared how long they have had tenure of permanent appoint-
ment, 39% (76) indicated 1–5 years; this was followed by 29% (57)
for 5–10 years, 23% (45) for 10–20 years, and 9% (18) for more than
20 years.

RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY

Survey participantswere asked to relate the professional importance
of research productivity prior to and after the granting of tenure or per-
manent appointment at their respective institutions. As seen in Fig. 1,
there was substantial variability in these responses. Perhaps the most
noteworthy disproportion was the 72% (141) of respondents who in-
dicated that research productivity was required for earning tenure or
permanent appointment, as compared to the 9% (18) who indicated
that research was a requirement after the granting of tenure or per-
manent appointment. Cross-tabulated data showed that 82% (102 of
125) of respondents who worked in doctoral-granting institutions
were required to produce research in order to earn tenure or
permanent appointment; those figures were 68% (28 of 41) at
Master's colleges and universities, 77% (10 of 13) for librarians at
Baccalaureate colleges, and 7% (1 of 15) at associate colleges. For com-
parison, the same cross-tabulated data shows only 9% (11 of 125) of
respondents who worked in doctoral-granting institutions were re-
quired to produce research after earning tenure or permanent ap-
pointment; those figures were 10% (4 of 40) for librarians at
Master's colleges and universities, 21% (3 of 14) at Baccalaureate col-
leges, and 0% at associate colleges.

The survey asked participants to qualify the value given to differ-
ent forms of research productivity in terms of earning tenure or pro-
motion in rank at their institutions. As seen in Table 1, refereed
journal articles were regarded as the most consequential. Cross-
tabulation further specified that this notion was strongest among
practitioners in doctoral-granting universities: 82% (102 of 124) of
those respondents ranked refereed journal articles as “Very impor-
tant” in terms of professional advancement, as compared to 53% (20
of 38) of librarians at Master's colleges and universities, 50% (7 of
14) at Baccalaureate colleges, and 7% (1 of 15) at associate colleges.
Otherwise, the cross-tabulation of institutional affiliations and the
perceived values of different research products aligned well with the
figures given in Table 1.

Study participants were then asked to indicate if additional forms of
research productivity (i.e. those not listed in Table 1) are valued at their
institutions in terms of earning tenure or promotion in rank; to this
question, 68% (134 of 196) answered “No” and 32% (62) answered
“Yes.” Participants who answered affirmatively were prompted to elab-
orate by specifying those additional forms of research. The most com-
monly cited product was artistic or creative expression, followed in
order by journal editorship, book reviewing, original coding (e.g. soft-
ware, catalog records, discovery standards, and finding aids), profes-
sional reports, digital curation, and substantial bibliographic activity.
Additional responses to this prompt were more characteristic of activi-
ties commonly associatedwith service to the profession (e.g. committee
work andmanuscript refereeing), teaching responsibilities (e.g. instruc-
tional and curricular design), or professional responsibilities (e.g. liaison
work).

For the next part of the survey, respondents were asked to specify
the forms of research they have produced since earning tenure or per-
manent appointment—including current projects—and the forms they
intend to produce in the future. As seen in Table 2, there is only minor
variability between the two categories. Perhaps the most noteworthy
figures relate to the exceptionally high rate of production of journal ar-
ticles and conference presentations; these aligned well with the overall
ure Research Productivity Among Academic Librarians, The Journal of
021
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t2:14
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values attributed to research products as seen in Table 1. Cross-
tabulated data is given in Table 3, which shows a breakdown of research
production relative to the number of years since earning tenure or per-
manent appointment.

MOTIVATIONS

Participants were prompted to describe what, if anything had
changed in terms of their productivity since earning tenure or
permanent appointment. The most pervasive themes to emerge were
increased academic freedom, reduced institutional pressures, trans-
formed or unchanged motivations, recast professional responsibilities,
and disillusionwith administrative support. Nearly one-half of these re-
spondents (73 of 162) described their post-tenure experience as liberat-
ing in terms of their ability to pursue more fulfilling research
opportunities; these included projects of greater personal interest or
professional impact, publishing in different venues, and involvement
in more long-term projects. The excerpted response below is represen-
tative of this theme:

“I can choose things that I'm really interested in, rather than saying
yes to any opportunity that arises. I've also had the time to focus
on larger research projects. Previously, the big multi-year projects
weren't really feasible since I both needed to publish fast and I didn't
necessarily have the experience to design a project and complete the
analysis.”

Roughly one-third of the respondents to this prompt (56) character-
ized their post-tenure experience in terms of reduced institutional pres-
sures. Phrases like “more time,” “more relaxed,” “less rushed,” and
“less urgent” qualified these portrayals, many of which were interwo-
ven with the theme of academic freedom. Almost the same number of
respondents (55) explicitly described their post-tenure research pro-
ductivity experiences in terms of motivation. A greater percentage of
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Table 2
Post-tenure research production.

Since earning tenure
(n = 190)

Future projects
(n = 190)

Books 23% (44) 36% (68)
Book chapters 54% (103) 44% (83)
Refereed journal articles 80% (152) 87% (166)
Non-refereed articles 65% (123) 60% (114)
Grants 44% (84) 46% (87)
Conference presentations 88% (168) 76% (145)
Juried exhibits 6% (11) 4% (7)
Patents 1% (1) 1% (1)
Consultancy work 26% (50) 28% (53)
Other forms 13% (25) 7% (14)
None of these 2% (3) 3% (5)
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to produce research, while smaller percentages suggested that they
were either more or less inclined. Whereas some qualified their
motivations as extrinsic in nature—mostly related to post-tenure re-
view expectations or requirements for further professional
advancement—a striking subtheme emerged pertaining to intrinsic
motivations. The excerpted response below is representative of this
subtheme:

“I feel I no longer have to check off boxes on a list. This allows me to
NOT engage in research that is of marginal interest to me and that
only fulfills P&T requirements. So my research interests are based
much more on intrinsic interests. My research seems to develop
more organically and more deeply since tenure. It is richer in that,
because it comes from within me, it also synergistically reinforces
my professional practice—and so the two, research and practice,
complement and feed each other. My research now helps me make
more sense of my world and work.”

Twenty-four respondents to this prompt reported that their profes-
sional responsibilities or job duties had changed significantly since the
granting of their tenure or permanent appointment. Most had been
given additional service or governance responsibilities, and some
had moved into administrative positions, all resulting in less or no re-
search production. Eighteen respondents described insufficient ad-
ministrative support for research overall, or reduced levels of
support for those who are tenured or permanently appointed. Other
minor themes to emerge were changes in respondents' personal
lives, philanthropic desires to aid junior or tenure-track faculty re-
searchers, feelings of professional burnout, and levels of disaffection
with institutional directions or administrators that inhibit productive
research environments.

For the next part of the survey, respondentswere asked if their insti-
tutions provided opportunities for advancement in rank beyond the
milepost of tenure or permanent appointment; 90% (170 of 188) an-
swered “Yes” to this question, and 10% (18) answered “No.” Cross-
tabulation showed that 97% (115 of 119) of these respondents from
doctoral-granting institutions were afforded opportunities for profes-
sional advancement beyond tenure; those figures were 90% (36 of 40)
for respondents in Master's colleges or universities, 100% (13 of 13)
for Baccalaureate colleges, and 40% (6 of 15) for associate colleges.
Next, participants were asked a sequence of directed questions
concerning post-tenure review. As seen in Table 4, 65% of survey partic-
ipants (123 of 190) worked at institutions with tenure review policies.
Cross-tabulated data showed that 63% (76 of 120) of the respondents
working at doctoral-granting institutions had tenure review; those fig-
ures were 73% (29 of 40) for respondents inMaster's colleges or univer-
sities, 71% (10 of 14) for Baccalaureate colleges, and 53% (8 of 15) for
associate colleges. Furthermore, 52% (39 of 75) of those working in
doctoral-granting institutionswith tenure reviewwere required to con-
tinue producing research; those figures were 59% (16 of 27) for
ure Research Productivity Among Academic Librarians, The Journal of
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t3:1 Table 3
t3:2 Forms of research production relative to number of years since earning tenure.

t3:3 1–5 years (n = 76) 5–10 years (n = 57) 10–20 years (n = 45) 20+ years (n = 18)

t3:4 Books (n = 44) 11 (25%) 16 (36%) 10 (23%) 7 (16%)
t3:5 Book chapters (n = 103) 33 (32%) 36 (35%) 23 (22%) 11 (11%)
t3:6 Refereed journal articles (n = 152) 54 (36%) 45 (30%) 37 (24%) 16 (11%)
t3:7 Non-refereed articles (n = 123) 41 (33%) 41 (33%) 26 (21%) 15 (12%)
t3:8 Grants (n = 84) 31 (37%) 23 (27%) 21 (25%) 9 (11%)
t3:9 Conference presentations (n = 168) 66 (39%) 49 (29%) 36 (21%) 17 (10%)
t3:10 Juried exhibits (n = 11) 3 (27%) 3 (27%) 4 (36%) 1 (9%)
t3:11 Patents (n = 1) 1 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
t3:12 Consultancy work (n = 50) 15 (30%) 14 (28%) 13 (26%) 8 (16%)
t3:13 Other forms (n = 25) 8 (32%) 7 (28%) 4 (16%) 6 (24%)
t3:14 None of these (n = 3) 2 (67%) 1 (33%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

t4:1

t4:2

t4:3

t4:4

t4:5

t4:6

t4:7
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respondents inMaster's colleges or universities, 40% (4 of 10) for Bacca-
laureate colleges, and 13% (1 of 8) for associate colleges.

ACADEMIC FREEDOM

Participants were asked if the rigors of earning tenure or permanent
appointment had forced them into areas of research that did not align
with their professional interests; 24% (45 of 186) answered “Yes” to
this question, 73% (135) answered “No,” and 3% (6) indicated that this
question did not apply to their circumstance. However, when asked if
the granting of tenure or permanent appointment allowed for the free-
dom to pursue research of greater professional interest, 70% (129 of
183) answered “Yes,” 19% (35) answered “No,” and 10% (19) indicated
that this question did not apply to their circumstances.

Next, participants were queried about the production of non-library
and information science (LIS) research. As seen in Table 5, the percent-
ages of those who produced non-LIS research pre- and post-tenure are
remarkably similar. However, the increased percentage of respondents
who intend to produce non-LIS research in the future was noteworthy.
Cross-tabulation showed percentages of intent among practitioners in
all types of academic libraries. Forty-two percent of respondents (48
of 115) from doctoral-granting institutions intended to produce future
non-LIS research; those figures were 49% (19 of 39) for respondents in
Master's colleges or universities, 50% (7 of 14) for Baccalaureate col-
leges, and 40% (6 of 15) for associate colleges.

PERCEPTIONS OF PRE- AND POST-TENURE PRODUCTIVITY

The next sequence of questions asked participants to share broader
perceptions of their pre- and post-tenure productivity in terms of crea-
tivity, professional impact, professional reward, and personal fulfill-
ment. Forty-three percent of respondents (79 of 185) qualified their
post-tenure work as more creative; 41% (76) suggested that their pre-
and post-tenure activity was equally creative; 10% (19) indicated that
their pre-tenure research was more creative; and 6% (11) did not
know. Forty percent of respondents (73 of 183) suggested that their
pre- and post-tenure activity had equal professional impact; 38% (69)
qualified their post-tenure work as more impactful; 13% (23) indicated
that their pre-tenure research was more impactful; and 10% (18) did
not know. Fifty-eight percent of respondents (106 of 182) suggested
Table 4
Post-tenure review.

Question

Does your institution have a post-tenure review policy? (n = 190)
In your view, does your institution abide by its post-tenure review policy? (n = 120)
Does your institution's post-tenure review policy include research productivity requireme
Is your institution planning to develop a post-tenure review policy? (n = 65)
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that their pre- and post-tenure activity had equal professional reward;
34% (61) qualified their post-tenurework asmore rewarding; 5% (9) in-
dicated that their pre-tenure research was more rewarding; and 3%
(6) did not know. Forty-seven percent of respondents (86 of 184) qual-
ified their post-tenure work as more personally fulfilling; 44% (81) sug-
gested that their pre- and post-tenure activity was equally fulfilling; 4%
(7) indicated that their pre-tenure research was more fulfilling; and 5%
(11) did not know.

Finally, participants were given an open-ended opportunity to share
additional or concluding thoughts. The author invited commentary on
anything related to research productivity that was not broached in the
survey, or that participantswished to emphasize to the academic library
community. As an additional prompt, the author included the following
encouragement: “Feel free to surprise the survey administrator with
your unexpurgated thoughts on the matter.” Feedback given to this
prompt (n= 86) was effusive and in many instances very personal. Al-
though numerous remarks were emotionally charged and laden with
content of potentially high entertainment value, the most compelling
commentaries were those that exhibited reflection and included over-
lapping themes. Themost persistent themeswere post-tenure academ-
ic freedom, pre-tenure pressures, post-tenure review, institutional
cultures, administrative support, professional growth, professional ad-
vancement, personal fulfillment, and the state of library research in
general.

Unsurprisingly, the input concerning post-tenure academic freedom
was uniformly affirming, and the preponderance of observation on pre-
tenure pressures was highly critical. However, some respondents were
more holistic in their reflections, as exemplified in the following
excerpt:

“Post tenure has been themost creative and liberating time in terms
of research. As I was doing this survey I became a little resentful re-
membering all the hoops I had to jump through to get tenure. But as I
thought more I realized that really what was happening over the
5 years to tenure was that I was finding my voice and my true re-
search passions.”

Commentary regarding post-tenure review and professional ad-
vancement was mainly focused on those two factors as direct, causal,
extrinsic motivators for ongoing or increased research production.
Yes No Unknown

65% (123) 28% (53) 7% (14)
67% (80) 13% (16) 20% (24)

nts? (n = 120) 50% (60) 33% (40) 17% (20)
12% (8) 26% (17) 62% (40)
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t5:1 Table 5
t5:2 Production of non-library and information science (LIS) research.

t5:3 Question Yes No

t5:4 Did you produce non-LIS research prior to earning tenure?
t5:5 (n = 186)

30% (55) 70% (131)

t5:6 Have you produced any non-LIS research since earning
t5:7 tenure? (n = 186)

29% (54) 71% (132)

t5:8 Do you intend to produce any non-LIS research in the
t5:9 future? (n = 184)

43% (80) 57% (104)
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However, some respondents viewed these factors as systemic forces
resulting in an ineffectual professional literature, as demonstrated in
the following criticisms:

“Much of what's written in the field of library and information sci-
ence has little value to the profession; it has value to the individual
author who receives credit for their work toward the award of
tenure or promotion.”

“The traditionalmechanisms in place for earning tenure atmany col-
leges and universities limit the capacity for noteworthy research. As
a result, much of the discipline's published research is shallow and
contrived.”

Notwithstanding these characterizations, much opinion was
expressed concerning the merits of post-tenure research for the ad-
vancement of disciplinary knowledge, despite systemic imperfections.
As one respondent noted, “It always seemed backwards to me that the
newbies are expected to push hard for research and publication when
more seasoned professionals are the ones who have far more perspec-
tive, experience, and wisdom to share.” Others argued the necessity of
research for the purposes of professional growth and improving
professional practice, as exemplified here:

“I've found having an active research agenda enhances my ability to
connect to users across campus…I'm talking from the experience of
an editor, a reviewer, and a writer. Whether working with graduate
students or faculty, engaging in these activities has not only helped
me connect with users but opened doors on campus that would
not have been easily available otherwise.”

Some respondents described the benefits of institutional cultures
that nurtured library research, but more conveyed their frustrations
over insufficient levels of administrative or institutional support. Many
contributors expressed great personal satisfaction with their engage-
ment in post-tenure research, although the unique challenges of library
practice were abundantly evident. As one respondent wrote, “I want
very much to produce research; I enjoy it as much as any other part of
my job. However, my devotion to faculty and students trumps that
work and limits my attention to scholarly activities. The tension is
always there.”

Additional subthemes included diminished overall motivations to
produce research, issues surrounding merit pay, and the evolving role
of library researchers in the academy. In a gratifying turn, several re-
spondents also indicated their desire to read the results of the present
study.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study may provide some useful insight into the
question of what constitutes library research that is valued at different
types of postsecondary institutions. As shown, a significant majority of
survey participants were required to produce research for the purpose
of earning tenure or permanent appointment, and nearly half of the re-
spondents were expected to continue doing so in the post-tenure
Please cite this article as: Hollister, C.V., An Exploratory Study on Post-ten
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environment. The most valued forms of productivity in terms of these
institutional pressures—i.e. those deemed to be important or very
important—were refereed journal articles and conference presenta-
tions. This compares well with previous research (Wirth, Kelly, &
Webster, 2010; Henry & Neville, 2004), particularly where journal ar-
ticles are concerned. Although the feedback given to open-ended sur-
vey prompts included effusive commentary on the post-tenure
freedom to produce research in different venues, the accompanying
data suggested that the most persistent forms of production remain
largely unchanged. One exception to this may be grant-related activ-
ity, which ranked just below books in terms of valued research pro-
duction. There is no comparable research about the perceived value
of library practitioner grant production; however, Hollister and
Schroeder (2015) recently showed that grant activity had surpassed
the value of book authorship in a study of research productivity
among faculty in the field of professional education. Another excep-
tion may be the institutional acceptance of additional forms of schol-
arship; one-third of survey participants indicated that forms of
research other than those shown in Table 1 were valued at their insti-
tutions in terms of professional advancement. The author advocates
for further investigation into this particular area.

Perhaps of equal importance are the forms of research towhich little
perceived value is attributed: namely, non-refereed articles, juried ex-
hibits, consultancywork, and patents. Notwithstanding that the present
study lacks supporting data, the specialized nature of juried exhibits,
consultancy work, and patents presumably makes them less common
forms of production for many library practitioners. Non-refereed arti-
cles are an interesting contrast; despite their reported lack of institu-
tional value (Table 1), nearly two-thirds of survey respondents
generated this form of production since earning tenure or permanent
appointment (Table 2). This suggests the prevalence of incentives
other than tenure requirements or post-tenure review. To this point,
numerous survey respondents described blogging as an emergent and
favored form of non-refereed publication, which reinforces the proposi-
tion that this enterprise might have a negative impact on collective
practitioner scholarship. These countervailing notions of practitioner
weblogs were portrayed by Wirth, Kelly, and Webster (2010), who
wrote: “Blogs are vehicles to teach and communicate to both broad
and specific audiences. Their format precludes them being taken seri-
ously as scholarship in current tenure review processes, but their con-
tent often demonstrates engagement and suggests impact in ways
rarely seen in the print journal” (p. 520).

The survey results allow for multiple views into the nature of post-
tenure research productivity among library practitioners, including
their perceptions andmotivations. As shown in Table 2, respondents in-
dicated encouraging levels of ongoing engagement, especially in the
production of journal articles and conference presentations. Undoubt-
edly, a significant ratio of this can be attributed to extrinsic motivators:
namely, the 65%majority of respondents (Table 4) who operated under
institutional post-tenure review policies and the 90% (170 of 188)
whose institutions provided opportunities for promotion in rank be-
yond the milepost of tenure or permanent appointment. However, the
survey results also provided an abundance of data and qualitative
input illustrating the significance of intrinsic motivators in terms of
practitioner research productivity. While one quarter of the respon-
dents (45 or 186) asserted that the rigors of earning tenure or perma-
nent appointment had forced them into areas of research that did not
align with their interests, 70% (129 of 183) affirmed that earning tenure
allowed the freedom to pursue activities of greater interest. Practitioner
research in non-library science fields was explored as an example of
that freedom. Therewas a noteworthy increase in the percentage of sur-
vey respondents who, given the privileges of tenure, intended to pro-
duce research in non-library fields (Table 5)—an endeavor for which
library practitioners characteristically gain elevated professional status
and personal satisfaction (Montelongo, Gamble, Brar, & Hernandez,
2010). The freedom to pursue more abiding research activities and
ure Research Productivity Among Academic Librarians, The Journal of
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venues was another preeminent theme; many respondents described
their post-tenure gravitations away from time-constrained or
advancement-driven projects and toward those of greater personal or
professional affect. Furthermore, the freedomof experimentationmate-
rialized as a subtheme; as one respondent noted, “I feel more comfort-
able writing about failure, and what didn't work. I think this is
important to share, but so much more difficult to share pre-tenure.”

Study participants' perceptions of their pre- and post-tenure pro-
ductivity were unambiguous; considerably greater levels of creativity,
professional impact, professional reward, and personal fulfillment
were attributed to research conducted after earning tenure or perma-
nent appointment. Open-ended survey feedback strongly reinforced
this finding; examples are given by respondents who qualified their
post-tenure projects as more “meaningful,” “mature,” “seasoned,”
“thoughtful,” and “worthwhile.”Many respondents explicitly described
the “enjoyment” or “satisfaction” of producing research in the post-
tenure environment. A comparatively high percentage of respondents
attributed equal levels of creativity, professional impact, professional re-
ward, and personal fulfillment to their research. This was epitomized by
one respondent who stressed, “I can honestly say that nothing has
changed for me. I have always been curious about our profession, so I
am always doing research.”

Estimates vary concerning the percentages of library practitioners
who have faculty status; Fleming-May & Douglass (2014) speculate a
range of 50–60%, and Galbraith, Smart, Smoth and Reed (2014) project
76%. These figures are pertinent because several study participants em-
phasized their professional responsibility as faculty members—
independent of institutional pressures—to produce research. Different
layers of this notion were illustrated by one respondent who wrote,
“Many of my colleagues did not continue research and professional ac-
tivity once awarded tenure. This is most unfortunate because it rein-
forces and confirms the belief that academic librarians should not be
tenured faculty as others on campus.” The evolving status of librarians
in the academy was also cited as an influencing factor, as exemplified
by this survey response: “My institution has decided to stop allowing li-
brarians to be hired as tenure-track faculty…It is making it difficult to
know how research requirements will be viewed in the future.”

Finally, the more holistic perceptions of individual library cultures
and support structures were shown to have considerable influence on
respondents' overall motivations to produce research; this corresponds
well with previous investigations by Fennewald (2008) and by Sapon-
White, King, and Christie (2004). Study participants who described
their library atmospheres as nurturing, encouraging, or supportive of
scholarship also articulated greater penchant for producing research.
To these points, one respondent explained, “One of the greatest reasons
why I continue to conduct research is thatmy institution provides facul-
ty librarians with an enormous amount of support, such as sabbaticals,
research grants, IR assistance, and a lot of travels funds to present at
conferences.” Conversely, but not surprisingly, negative impressions of
library cultures and structures were shown to have an adverse impact
on research, as exemplified by low or non-producing responders who
described their circumstances as “demoralizing,” “exhausting,”
“unsupportive,” and even “hostile.”
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CONCLUSIONS

Results of this study suggested an ongoing commitment to scholar-
ship among tenured and permanently appointed library practitioners.
An encouraging percentage of survey respondents from different types
of postsecondary institutions indicated that they had produced or that
they intend to produce research beyond the tenure milepost. Refereed
journal articles and conference presentations were specified as favored
and highly valued forms of scholarship, and grant activity emerged as
form not seen in previous investigations. The majority of open-ended
survey feedback from low and non-producing respondents implied an
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underlying desire to pursue scholarly projects, save for a variety of per-
sonal or professional circumstances.

A combination of extrinsic and intrinsicmotivators was shown to in-
fluence sustained research productivity. The chief extrinsic factors were
post-tenure review policies and institutional requirements for profes-
sional advancement, which confirms Henry and Neville's (2004,
p. 443) commonsense finding that “requirements for promotion and
tenure lead to greater research and/or publication.” Merit pay was also
noted as an incentive. However, the presence of extrinsic motivators
also prompts the concern voiced by previous investigators (Galbraith
et al., 2014; Perkins & Slowik, 2013) and by some survey respondents
that institutional requirements for practitioner research might lead to
an emphasis on the quantity of production rather than the quality.
Thus, there is the importance of overlapping intrinsic motivators: intel-
lectual curiosity, personal interests, personal satisfaction, and desire to
contribute to professional discourse. Several survey respondents pro-
vided compelling accounts of their intrinsically motivated research
being of higher professional impact and caliber, reinforcing a keyfinding
in Fennewald's (2008) work: “Although one cannot underestimate the
influence of promotion and tenure and annual evaluations…personal
factors motivated librarians to undertake research” (p. 112).

In this examination, the notion of intrinsic motivations was heavily
tied to that of post-tenure academic freedoms, to which respondents
profusely ascribed great personal and professional value. The presence
of supportive and cultivating research cultures was also put forth as a
vital element for producing research, substantiating another of
Fennewald's (2008) findings that “librarians who are self-motivated to
do research and publish, as well as those who lack confidence and re-
search experience, benefit from a collegial environment in which
involvement in research is normative” (p. 112).

As shown, exploring post-tenure research productivity among li-
brary practitioners raises several persistent and intersecting quarrels
in the field: namely, those concerning the professional status of librar-
ians, institutional pressures for tenure and advancement, dueling ser-
vice and scholarship responsibilities, and uncertain research roles in
the academy. The author of this study would argue that advancing
post-tenure productivity, independent of these issues, has the potential
to positively affect all of them; the benefits of practitioner research are
clear. As summarized by Perkins and Slowik (2013, p. 153), these bene-
fits include “fulfilling tenure-track requirements, enriching relation-
ship[s] with teaching faculty, library faculty recognition, improved
services and programs, collaboration with others, research result appli-
cation to daily issues, development as librarians, and improved knowl-
edge of the research field.” Add to this list the fulfillment of post-
tenure review requirements, meeting the professional expectations of
campus faculty, feeding intellectual curiosity, satisfying personal inter-
ests, and generating greater levels of respect and support among cam-
pus administrators who are focused more than ever on research
production as a means of achieving institutional goals. By virtue of
their professional experience and academic freedoms, tenured and per-
manently appointed librarians are well-situated to lead and to affect
positive change in all these areas.

The author recommends the emergence of non-traditional forms
of research production and the development of innovative or exper-
imental library research cultures as themes that merit further inves-
tigation. In terms of demonstrating institutional value, it may also be
useful to explore the relative metrics of post-tenure research among
practitioners.
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