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This study measured the relative academic impact of articles by LIS practitioners by
analyzing library and information science articles published between 2005 and 2014.
The results revealed that, although practitioners were not the main knowledge con-
tributors, the academic impact of articles by practitioners was not significantly lower
than that of articles by academics. No significant differences in academic impact were
present between any two types of coauthored articles. Articles from academic—prac-
titioner collaboration were cited earlier than articles from practitioner—practitioner
and academic-academic collaborations. This study suggests that LIS practitioners
appear to benefit from collaborative scholarship with LIS researchers through more
citations and higher impact.

Introduction

Research collaboration is a strategy used to enhance research productivity (number of scholarly
publications) and academic impact (number of citations received by scholarly publications).
Although research productivity and academic impact are the two basic aspects of individual
research performance,’ the ever-increasing number of studies on citation-related indicators* and
factors that facilitate citation counts® indicate the importance of the academic impact of publi-
cations, and researchers pay more attention to academic impact than to research productivity.
In addition to “academic impact,”* researchers also use synonymous terms such as “scholarly
influence,”” “scholarly impact,”® “academic influence,”” “scientific impact,”® “influence,”® and
“impact.”!? To clarify the specific type of impact of a scientific work, the term “academic impact”
was used in this study. “Academic” refers to the citations received from scholarly publications.
“Impact” emphasizes a short amount of time elapsed from the time of an article’s publication
until it is first cited in another text; this is in contrast to the term “influence,” which highlights
a long-term period in which a work is cited.

To compare academic impact among individuals, citation counts and citation-related indi-
cators have been widely used by researchers in the field of scientometrics.! Even though using
citation counts to measure academicimpact has been controversial,'* the counts are still frequently
used as a proxy for academic impact. The main reason is that no other measure can more effi-
ciently address the regular need for research evaluation.” Numerous studies have proven that
the academic impact of coauthored articles in LIS" and other disciplines' in terms of number of
citations received is higher than that of single-authored articles. Researchers frequently inves-
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tigated certain types of research collaboration, including international, interinstitutional, and
interdisciplinary. Articles resulting from international collaboration have been shown to be more
frequently cited than those generated from domestic collaboration.”® Articles produced through
interinstitutional collaboration have greater impact than do those resulting from intrainstitutional
collaboration.” In addition, differences in academic impact exist between interdisciplinary and
noninterdisciplinary collaborations.' Clearly, researchers have examined research collaboration
from diverse angles, but types of research collaboration are not limited to the differences in geo-
graphical locations and disciplinary attributes of institutions with which authors are affiliated.

The research collaboration facilitates mutual understanding between academics and
practitioners and reduces the research—practice gap. To bridge the gap between academics
and practitioners, various forums for academics and practitioners to develop dialogues and
collaborative relationships have been promoted, such as conferences, workshops, collabora-
tive projects, research training courses, and co-publications.”” As collaboration has become
the norm in numerous fields, co-publication is a common type of research collaboration for
researchers who have to publish. Although numerous studies have focused on the academic
impact of research collaboration from the perspective of coauthorship, the academic impact
of publications by practitioners has long been overlooked.

As practitioners are not the main contributors to scientific publications, this may justify
their lower research productivity compared with academics. However, the extent that practi-
tioners engage in research varies by discipline.” In the field of library and information science
(LIS), a substantial number of academic librarians are involved in publishing.?! Therefore,
LIS was selected as the target field for this study, where librarians were found to be the main
practitioner authors and LIS faculty in universities are the typical academic authors.”? The
following statements are limited to the LIS practitioners.

Numerous LIS studies have demonstrated the publication patterns of librarians* and
highlighted the barriers they face in conducting and publishing research.** However, there
is little literature on the academic impact of these publications. Although LIS studies have
reported that LIS practitioners are not the main contributors to scientific publications,® it
cannot be assumed that publications by academics have higher academic impact than those
by practitioners because numerous factors affect academic impact.*® Thus, because such
impact is valued by academics and other people involved in research and publishing, this
study explored the positive outcomes from the academic impact of publications contributed
by practitioner authors. If the academic impact of articles by practitioners is not determined
to be lower than that of articles by academics, practitioners” confidence in contributing to
research and publishing could be boosted and collaborative opportunities between academ-
ics and practitioners may be enhanced. Furthermore, if evidence indicates that the academic
impact of articles coauthored by only practitioners is higher than that of single-authored
articles by one practitioner, practitioners may be encouraged to seek collaborations in their
research and writing.

The research questions addressed in this study are as follows:

Q1: Are coauthored articles cited more often than single-authored articles?

Q2: Are articles coauthored by only LIS academic researchers cited more frequently than
those authored by LIS academics and LIS practitioners or by only LIS practitioners?

(QQ3: Are articles coauthored by only academic researchers cited earlier than those authored
by academics and practitioners or by only practitioners?
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Literature Review

Academics and practitioners, even if they are in the same field, are from different worlds. The
differences between academics and practitioners are represented by the term “academic—prac-
titioner gap”; this gap has long existed across disciplines and has been a topic in the litera-
ture.”” Academics are primarily from academic departments of higher education institutions
and engage in research activities.”® Practitioners engage in the practice of a discipline, and
their main tasks do not generally involve research and publication.?” This difference in the
main tasks between academics and practitioners is the reason that the scientific community
overlooks practitioner authors and academic—practitioner collaborations. However, this does
not mean that practitioners do not make research contributions to their own disciplines.

Librarians are the main practitioners and knowledge contributors in the field of LIS.*
Some academic librarians in certain countries such as the United States are required to
publish for promotion and continued employment.*® A 2011 survey targeting ARL aca-
demic libraries® revealed that 60.2 percent of the 73 academic libraries identified required
publications for promotion, continuing appointment, or both. A higher percentage of
academic libraries offering faculty status to librarians had requirements for publications
(72.5%) compared with other academic libraries. The substantial number of librarian au-
thors justifies the establishment of “librarian” as an independent author category or even
the further division of librarian authors into numerous groups, such as academic librarians
and public librarians.*

Publication patterns of articles by librarians have been investigated for decades.* Although
some librarians with faculty status have to do research and publish, researchers of previous
studies have not differentiated among LIS academics, librarians with faculty status, and librar-
ians without faculty status. The main reason is that researchers cannot identify them from
author affiliation information because faculty status information is not always indicated. Even
if researchers could rely on author biographical information listed in publications, websites,
and other reference sources, few researchers have been willing to undertake the intensive
labor required to identify author type.*® Moreover, although the Association of College and
Research Libraries has set standards for faculty librarians, faculty status for librarians is pro-
vided through various means.* Not all academic librarians with faculty status share common
tasks. Some institutions also expect librarians to conduct research and publish, even if they
are not required to do that.”” The diverse characteristics of librarian tasks make investigating
publications by librarians a challenge. Moreover, another problem has recently been identi-
fied: are librarians with faculty status researchers or practitioners?

Regardless of whether librarians are expected or required to do research, they face several
barriers. Numerous studies have mentioned that the largest problem librarians face is lack
of sufficient time to do research.”® An ARL 2011 survey presented that half of the responding
libraries where librarians hold faculty status, allowing them to use 1 to 5 work hours per week
to perform research and publishing activities; by contrast, the other half allowed 6 to 10 work
hours per week to perform these activities. In other words, assuming a 40-hour work week,
librarians spend <25 percent of working hours on research activities. In fact, neither librarians
nor faculty have sufficient time to conduct research.” Bentley and Kyvik* reported that the
average research time of faculty members across 13 countries was 39 percent of their work
hours; this average for faculty in the United States was 35.8 percent. Thus, the difference in
the amount of research time provided to academics versus librarians is substantial.
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In addition to the amount of research time allocated, research skills are another main
barrier for the librarians required to perform research. This problem also highlights another
relevant difference between librarians and academics.*! In particular, librarians have to learn
about research design and data analysis.*> To boost librarians’ confidence in conducting re-
search, professional continuing education programs are necessary and have been provided
for librarians. Among the various means for enhancing librarians” research skills (such as
writing groups and research mentoring),* taking research method courses while earning a
graduate degree was considered to be the fastest.* In addition, academics are well-prepared
to perform research. This indicates that the partnering of librarians with academics is another
approach that may help librarians overcome barriers to conducting research.

Regarding librarians’ publication patterns, they generally release single-authored publi-
cations.® Although a decline in sole authorship in LIS has been observed,* the proportion of
co-publications by practitioners remains low.*” Moreover, librarians tend to collaborate with
other authors who have interests similar to their own.*® Other librarians were found to be
the main collaborators of librarians, and they prefer topics related to library practice.* This
implies that librarians tend to have similar research interests, although variations in research
topics exist.

Because the scientific community values collaboration and academicimpact, it is necessary
to fill the research gap regarding the academic impact of publications by LIS practitioners.
Finlay et al.* studied the academic impact of articles coauthored by at least one librarian and
nonlibrarian and reported that these articles were cited twice as frequently as articles by only
librarians; however, Finlay et al. divided authors into only librarian and nonlibrarian groups
and did not distinguish single-authored articles from coauthored articles by only librarians.
Their results thus did not reveal the differences in impact among various types of collabora-
tive articles. Although academic-academic collaboration is the most prevalent,” differences
in the academic impact among academic-academic, academic—practitioner, and practitio-
ner—practitioner collaborations remain unknown. Sife and Lwoga reported changes in the
annual number of publications and citations received by each of 434 publications produced
by academic librarians in Tanzania.” However, the academic impact established by academic
librarians was not further explored.

Methodology

Data Collection

This study identified the types of authors of articles published in LIS journals based on au-
thors’ occupation information. To select the sample articles for analysis, two processes were
performed. First, the LIS journals to be examined were selected. Journals covered by Journal
Citation Reports (JCR) are considered as leading journals in various disciplines. Therefore,
LIS journal candidates were 85 titles classified as “information science & library science” by
the 2016 version of JCR. To classify authors into academics, practitioners, and others, detailed
author information including author job title listed in articles was a requirement for the
selected journals. Each author’s occupation needed to be identified. However, most author
affiliation information does not include the authors’ job titles. This made author biographi-
cal information, which is usually listed in the end of an article, a key information source for
determining the type of author. However, articles in most LIS journals do not provide both
author job titles and author biographical information; these journals were excluded. Other
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journals that had some articles listing author job titles or author biographical information were
also excluded because the vast majority of the articles lacked the author information needed
for this study. In addition, non-English-language journals were excluded. At this stage, only
nine journals that met the study requirements were identified. Two out of nine journals were
information science—oriented journals. Considering the differences in characteristics between
library science journals and information science journals that have been emphasized,” the
two information science journals were also excluded to reduce the possibility of the results
being affected by journal selection.

Next, the coverage of the articles for this study was determined. Articles published between
2005 and 2014 were collected considering the appropriate time period for collecting the data
citation counts received by the articles. The number of citations received by an article was used
to measure academic impact in this study. To measure the academic impact, only one document
type “articles” formed the sample data. Articles published very recently were excluded due to the
lack of opportunity to receive many citations. Notably, social science articles require more time
to receive citations than do natural science articles. After examining the proportion of articles
that had at least one citation each year, a substantial increase in the proportion of articles with
at least one citation was observed for articles published within the last four years. No noticeable
increase was found in the proportion of articles with at least one citation when they had been
published for five or more years. Thus, articles published from 2015 to 2018 (aged four years
or less) were excluded because their academic impact had not had sufficient time to develop.

The number of articles covered by Scopus is larger than those included in the Web of
Science citation index database, so a higher number of citations received by the same articles
could be anticipated. To present the more complete academic impact of articles, Scopus was
selected as the data source. Finally, the bibliographic records and number of citations of 1,388
articles of the seven selected journals published between 2005 and 2014 were retrieved over a
three-day period (May 26-28, 2018) and converted from the Scopus citation index database.

Data Processing
Each author was classified by job title and the type of institution with which they were affili-
ated listed in articles. Authors were divided into three groups: academics, practitioners, and
students. “Academics” refers to researchers whose main task is to do research and publish-
ing. Faculty members with academic rank and researchers from universities and colleges ac-
counted for the majority of academics.” Students formed an individual group that included
undergraduate, master’s level, and doctoral students. Students, academics, and other staff are
the main components of universities. To identify specific author types, authors affiliated with
universities were further categorized by their job titles. Authors with academic rank, including
professors, associate professors, assistant professors, and lecturers, were labeled as academ-
ics. Authors affiliated with libraries and other non—-degree-granting units were classified as
practitioners. However, librarians with faculty status were marked as practitioner-researchers
due to their dual roles as practitioners and researchers. Practitioner-researchers were identi-
fied from author biographical information attached to the end of full-text articles analyzed
(for example: “Assistant Professor & Life Sciences Librarian™).

After classifying type for each author, the specific type of research collaboration for each
coauthored article could be determined. Four types of research collaboration were focused
on in this study:
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e academic—academic (AA);

* academic—practitioner (AP);

* practitioner—practitioner (PP); and
¢ other collaborations (T).

Single-author articles were also included. The academic-academic collaboration referred
to articles by only academics, academic—practitioner collaboration referred to articles by both
academics and practitioners, practitioner—practitioner collaboration referred to articles by
only practitioners, and other collaborations referred to articles by authors with other types of
affiliations, such as students. The number of authors per coauthored article was not limited to
two. Therefore, a practitioner—practitioner article may be written by three librarians. Types of
research collaboration, including collaboration with librarians with faculty status, were not
formed because only 25 authors were identified as librarians with faculty status and each of
them had only published single-authored articles. In addition, the length of time between
the publication date and the first citation received for each article was calculated in the unit
of months.

Results

Distribution of Articles by Type

Approximately 53.9 percent of articles were coauthored, ranging between 38.6 and 68.3 per-
cent for a given journal. Because LIS academics were the largest group of authors and they
frequently collaborated with other academics in LIS,” as expected, among the four types of

TABLE 1
Journal List
Journal Titles No. of Articles, | S(%) | PP (%) | AA(%) | AP (%) | T(%)
2005-2014(%)
College & Research Libraries 243 77 79 41 32 14
(100.0%) (31.7%) | (32.5%) | (16.9%) | (13.2%) | (5.8%)
Information Technology and Libraries 117 41 40 21 11 4
(100.0%) (35.0%) | (34.2%) | (17.9%) | (9.4%) | (3.4%)
Library & Information Science Research 250 96 5 86 24 39
(100.0%) (38.4%) | (2.0%) | (34.4%) | (9.6%) | (15.6%)
Library Quarterly 114 70 2 20 15 7
(100.0%) (61.4%) | (1.8%) | (17.5%) | (13.2%) | (6.1%)
Library Resource & Technical Services 119 52 43 12 10 2
(100.0%) (43.7%) | (36.1%) | (10.1%) | (8.4%) | (1.7%)
Library Trends 315 189 36 49 18 23
(100.0%) (60.0%) | (11.4%) | (15.6%) | (5.7%) | (7.3%)
Libri 230 115 7 49 32 27
(100.0%) (50.0%) | (3.0%) | (21.3%) | (13.9%) | (11.7%)
Total 1,388 640 212 278 142 116
(100.0%) (46.1%) | (15.3%) | (20.0%) | (10.2%) | (8.4%)
Note: S refers to single-authored articles; PP refers to articles coauthored by only practitioners; AA refers
articles coauthored by only academics; AP refers articles coauthored by academics and practitioners; T
refers to other coauthored articles.
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FIGURE 1
Changes in Proportion of Five Types of Articles by Year
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Note: PP refers to articles coauthored by only practitioners; AA refers articles coauthored by only academics;
AP refers articles coauthored by academics and practitioners; T refers to other coauthored articles.

FIGURE 2
Changes in Number of Single-authored Articles by Year
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coauthored articles, the proportion of articles from academic-academic collaborations was
higher than that of articles from academic—practitioner and practitioner—practitioner collabo-
rations. The number of articles from practitioner—practitioner collaboration was higher than
that of academic—practitioner collaboration (15.1% vs. 10.4%). A chi-square test demonstrated
a statistically significant difference in the distribution of the five types of articles consisting
of four types of coauthored and single-authored articles (p = .000 < 0.05).

Figure 1 shows the change in number of each of five types of articles by year. A slightly in-
creasing trend was identified in all four types of coauthored articles. Although single-authored
articles dominated each year, a decreasing trend was observed (see figure 2). Academics were
the main contributors of single-authored articles and accounted for the largest part each year
with an increasing trend.

Academic Impact of Articles by Type

Table 2 shows the average number of citations received per article by type. The average number
of citations received by a single-authored article was lower than that received by each type
of coauthored article. AA articles received the highest average number of citations (14.8), fol-
lowed by AP articles (11.6), PP articles (11.5), and T articles (10.3). Notably, AA articles had
a larger standard deviation and featured a wider range of citation counts than other types
of articles. A significant difference in average number of citations received among the five
types of articles was confirmed by ANOVA tests with F, .., =5.11 and p = 0.000 (in other
words, <0.05). To ensure which two types of articles had reached a significant difference, a
post-hoc test was conducted. A significant difference existed only between single-authored
articles and AA articles (p = 0.000 < 0.05). When single-authored articles were further divided
into four subgroups according to type of author, one specific type of single-authored articles
(articles by one practitioner) was identified to have significant differences from AA articles
(p=0.004 < 0.05).

TABLE 2
Academic Impact of Articles 2004-2014
Type of Articles Average No. of Standard Range of No. of
Citations Division Citations
AA articles 14.8 23.025 0-228
AP articles 11.6 12.839 0-68
PP articles 11.5 12.726 0-98
T articles 10.3 12.514 0-80
Single-authored article 9.8 13.485 0-149
by single practitioner 8.8 10.970
by single academic 10.7 15.578
by single practitioner-researcher 11.6 11.630
by single student 8.5 9.827
Note: PP refers to articles coauthored by only practitioners; AA refers articles coauthored by only academics;
AP refers articles coauthored by academics and practitioners; T refers to other coauthored articles.
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Time Lag between Publication Date and First Citation

Figure 3 shows the average length of time and the range between minimum and maximum
lengths of time for three types of coauthored articles receiving the first citation. The smallest dif-
ference between minimum and maximum time length was identified in AP articles (87 months),
whereas the largest difference was in AA articles (104 months). A few articles (8 articles, 1.3% of
632 articles of three types) could receive the first citation before their publication date, as more
and more journals now publish accepted articles online before the formal publication date. Al-
though the possibility of AP, AA, and PP articles receiving attention before they are formally
published is low, it can happen when there is a long time between the article being accepted,
being accessible online, and published. From our own publication experience, this occurs when
the entire process takes approximately two years or longer. Thus, it is possible for articles still
awaiting formal publication to start receiving citations after they are published online.

FIGURE 3
Time Length for Three Types of Coauthored Articles Receiving First Citations
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Note: PP refers to articles coauthored by only practitioners; AA refers articles coauthored by only
academics; AP refers articles coauthored by academics and practitioners.

Table 3 shows the average number of citations received by three types of coauthored
articles for each journal and the length of time in receiving the first citation. AA articles re-
ceived the highest average number of citations in four journals. PP articles received the high-
est average number of citations in only one journal. AP articles received the highest average
number of citations in three journals. Both AA and AP articles in Libri received the highest
average number of citations. Regarding the average time length for receiving the first citation,
the shortest time length was observed in AP articles of four journals, in AA articles of two
journals, and in PP articles of one journal.
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TABLE 3
Academic Impact of Articles by Journal and by Type

Journal Titles Average | Average | Average | Average Average Average

Citation | Citation | Citation | TimeLength | Time Time

Per PP Per AA | Per AP of Receiving | Length of | Length of

Article | Article | Article First Receiving | Receiving

Citation for | First First
PP Articles | Citation for | Citation for
AA Articles | AP Articles

College & Research Libraries 16.7 18.1 19.8 12.5 15.0 11.8
Information Technology and 2.9 10.2 15.6 18.4 17.2 12.2
Libraries
Library & Information Science 19.6 22.3 13.6 8.2 15.1 14.0
Research
Library Quarterly 6.5 15.8 9.1 250 11.1 17.0
Library Resources & Technical 8.3 2.7 6.1 17.3 18.0 11.3
Services
Library Trends 6.8 11.9 6.3 294 16.5 19.1
Libri 1.7 6.2 6.2 18.8 234 17.8
Average 9.8 12.5 11.1 18.6 16.6 17.8

Note: PP refers to articles coauthored by only practitioners; AA refers articles coauthored by only
academics; AP refers articles coauthored by academics and practitioners.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study confirmed that each type of coauthored article had greater average academic
impact than did single-authored articles. When dividing articles into only two groups
(single-authored articles vs. coauthored articles), a significant difference in the academic
impact was confirmed between them according to a t test (p =.001 < 0.05). This is consistent
with Levitt’s study that articles by at least two authors possess a substantial citation impact
advantage in LIS.** Moreover, the effect of research collaboration on academic impact of
publications is positive.”” This suggests that academics and practitioners should collabo-
rate with other academics and practitioners rather than publish single-authored articles to
enhance academic impact.

Although academics have been regarded as the main scientific contributors to research,
there was no significant difference in average number of citations of single-authored articles
by single academics and that of articles by single practitioners. Moreover, no significant differ-
ence was found in average number of citations between any types of coauthored articles. This
reveals that the type of author does not affect the academic impact of articles. The academic
impact of articles by single practitioners and by academics and practitioners collaborating
should not be overlooked. Due to higher academic impact hold by coauthored articles, it is
a better strategy for a practitioner to collaborate with other practitioners or academics rather
than publish by oneself. In particular, the shift from single authorship to coauthorship in LIS
has been observed in this study and previous studies on LIS publications.* Practitioners have
to consider how to seek research partners.
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Although practitioners could collaborate with both academics and practitioners, there is
greater opportunity for practitioners to collaborate with other practitioners due to differences
in research topic preferences between academics and practitioners. Librarian authors tend to
publish in library science—oriented and practice-oriented journals.” This tendency is affected
by their preference toward research topics related to library practice, such as library informa-
tion resources, and library instruction.® In other words, librarians have high interest to assess
and improve library services, programs, and workflows.®! To ensure whether academics and
practitioners each have their own preference for research topics, research topics of the five PP,
five AP, and five AA articles with the highest number of citations were selected for further
examined. The top five PP articles were published by academic librarians, and their research
topics were related to library practice, including library usage, library websites, and informa-
tion literacy. This is consistent with findings from prior studies that librarians prefer to explore
topics related to library services and operations, such as electronic information services, library
management, user needs, staff development, information resources, learning and informa-
tion skills. Conversely, academics prefer to focus on LIS education.®® Although various more
influential research topics were observed from PP, AP and AA articles, information literacy
is a common research topic between academics and practitioners. When a research topic is
contributed to by both academics and practitioners with various concerns and views, it can
be enriched. This highlights the necessity and importance of collaboration between academics
and practitioners. Generally, academics tend to have more theoretical discussions,*® whereas
practitioners can provide more practical considerations. Academic—practitioner collabora-
tions not only enable librarians to improve their research skills and gain experience but also
provide academics with various points of view to enhance research quality.

In fact, both academic researchers and practitioners preferred to collaborate among
themselves.* Therefore, promoting academic—practitioner collaborations is more difficult than
promoting practitioner—practitioner collaborations to practitioners. However, academic—prac-
titioner collaboration still matters. Joint’s study claimed that the growth of LIS research relies
on the collaboration between academics and practitioners because LIS is an applied field.®
Additionally, the current study found that AP articles could receive their first citations earlier
than PP articles. Although AP articles were first cited only an average of 2.7 months earlier
than PP articles, they were also first cited earlier than AA articles, implying a possible incen-
tive for academic—practitioner collaboration. Although academic—practitioner collaboration
brings positive impact on LIS research, a prerequisite to successful research collaboration is
mutual understanding of the concerns that both academics and practitioners have regard-
ing the research.® Thus, facilitating research culture in libraries matters.®” Some universities
have shared the methods they have adopted to encourage and support librarians to become
involved in research.®® Furthermore, professional associations are regarded by researchers
as the appropriate actor to facilitate the collaboration between academics and practitioners.*
Although collaborations between academics and practitioners in LIS vary from country to
country, this study suggests that cases of academic—practitioner collaborations should be
shared frequently to encourage practitioners to demonstrate their academic impact.

According to the findings of this study, practitioners should have more confidence to
engage in research and publishing. The gap in the academic impact of articles by single aca-
demics and by single practitioners is not large; this is inconsistent with our original hypoth-
esis. Librarian—academic collaborations should expand to research partnerships and not be
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limited to teaching activities.”” Two main limitations of this study may affect the interpretation
of the study findings. First, only seven LIS journals were analyzed due to the limited number
of journals that met the requirements for analysis. Second, only citation counts were used as
a proxy for academic impact. Nevertheless, this study contributes evidence that encourages
librarians to engage in collaborative research. To enhance the academic impact of articles by
practitioners, practitioners should publish their research results in reputable journals and not
be limited to publishing conference papers. With the growth of open access journals, librar-
ians’ publication opportunity is also increasing.”

In addition to obtaining research support from institutions including funding and guid-
ance,”” to reduce the fear experienced by practitioners regarding insufficient research skills
and experience, practitioners should seek opportunities for collaborating with academics
by demonstrating the academic impact of practice-oriented research topics. Librarians with
faculty status can play an important role in facilitating the research collaboration between
academics and practitioners due to their familiarity with research and their practical knowl-
edge. To increase their collaboration opportunities, librarians must demonstrate their value
to the scholarly community. Publishing, including faculty-librarian collaboration publishing,
is the optimal method of demonstrating the librarians’ value to their home institutions. Other
feasible approaches include providing services and support emphasized by academics, such
as providing research impact assessments, supporting funding and grant applications, and
disseminating research output.” To learn more about the academic impact of publications by
practitioners, observing and tracking this issue is a worthwhile endeavor.
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