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Counting Publications: A Curriculum of Metrics Across Intersections of Tenure

I vividly remember holding my first publication. It was a paper on m/othering that I
submitted to the Journal of Curriculum and Pedagogy’s annual conference proceedings. As
I noted in the paper, it was a manuscript born from wreckage from my worlds colliding
(Wozolek, 2012). Namely, the exhaustion of being a first-time parent of a baby with
colic, working full time as a K-12 teacher, and experiencing the intellectual whiplash
that often accompanies doctoral programs. Although I submitted the paper with the
assumption that it would be massively rejected, I was thrilled to learn that it was not
only accepted but selected to receive the 2012 James T. Sears award. I arrived in New
Orleans for the annual convening, giving myself about 2 hours to relax before I had to
leave for the conference’s town hall and associated awards ceremony. I closed my eyes

for a quick nap and woke up six hours later, missing the afternoon sessions and town
hall.

The next day, I was greeted by folks who were amused to hear a story about a
napping parent who missed accepting an award that recognized her paper on
m/othering and exhaustion. After receiving my badge, along with the award and the
associated book from the Curriculum and Pedagogy series where the paper was
published, I found a quiet hallway to open the book. There it was—my name, in print,
for the first time. Perhaps it was some combination of bone-weary exhaustion that
collided suddenly with a quiet childhood dream of becoming a published author, but I
was moved from tears that quickly dissipated into panic as I wondered: Would anyone,
aside from the editors and awards committee, read this? What would they think? I was
able to produce this paper but, would there be others? What if my subsequent
scholarship was deemed a comparative failure?

This past May, I earned tenure and was promoted. As I thought about the spaces
that I've occupied between holding that first publication and becoming an associate
professor, I found myself drifting between questions like “What have I done in and for
the field?” and, predictably, “What’s next?” Without the immediacy and anxiety
associated with the tenure track, I have specifically found myself ruminating on the
pressures of publication that I have experienced since receiving my doctorate in 2015. In
what often feels like a scholarly existential crisis, I am left wondering if my desire to
engage in research was sublimated by the necessity to publish and, relatedly, the
intellectual impact that the tenure push has on scholars.

Following the questions above, the purpose of this paper is to explore what I would
call a “curriculum of metrics,” which underscored my experiences prior to and during
my time as an assistant professor. Through a curriculum of metrics, I am theorizing the
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feedback loop of what is taught and learned when both individuals and institutions
value the measurement of scholarly production over a diverse engagement with ideas.
The iterations and recursions of any curriculum—including one that focuses on the
many ways that metrics can impact scholarly spaces and places—are complex. This is
because, as curriculum studies scholars have continually argued, curricula are never
siloed (e.g., Flinders & Thornton, 1997; Malewski, 2010). What we learn from a context;
where we learn across space, time, and place; when we learn; why lessons resonate with
us; and how we are all sociopolitical educators is an entanglement of curricula.

To better theorize the curricular assemblages that form and inform a curriculum of
metrics, this paper begins with a short dialogue about the forms of curriculum. This
section not only “does the work,” so to speak, of theorizing a curriculum of metrics, but
also makes the case that curricula are agential. This discussion is important because it
argues that curricula are never passive. Rather, they are socio-politically active bodies
that are central to the co-constitution of agencies. Understanding the agency of curricula
becomes necessary when describing ideals that are emergent from a curriculum of
metrics, its impact on scholars, and how this curriculum might be interrupted. Next, I
will briefly explicate the methodology used in this paper —which is a critical feminist
autobiographical lens—before turning to a section where my narrative is supported
through this methodological design. The methods selection is intentional (as all
methodological decisions should be) in that it is aligned with the field of curriculum
studies. As William Pinar (2004) argues, “Curriculum theory is, in effect, a form of
autobiographically and academically informed truth telling” (p. 17). The intent of my
narrative is to show how I was impacted by the curriculum of metrics described in the
section on curriculum. It is also meant to re-connect and reflect on my experience as an
assistant professor, which often felt like a dis-embodied rush of research, writing, and
publishing. This turn toward events honors the tensions one often feels in these
moments while understanding what was produced by them; a form of reflexivity that is
common to the field.

Counting and Curricula

Aligned with the field of curriculum studies, a curriculum of metrics is understood
as enmeshed across the forms of curriculum; formal, enacted, hidden, and null. While
the curriculum of metrics has iterations in many places that use quantitative means of
evaluating “successful” work, this section will explicate how the forms of curriculum
function in places like schools and then give one of many examples of how the
curriculum of metrics can emerge for pre-tenure faculty. This is not to overlook how a
curriculum of metrics can otherwise be expressed. Rather, it is at once a way to reflect
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on the connections between K-12 and higher education while theorizing how this
curriculum impacted me as an assistant professor.

The formal curriculum is theorized as the “official” knowledge taught in any context
(Apple, 2014). Common examples of this would include course objectives outlined in a
syllabus. The formal curriculum of metrics often includes artifacts like faculty
handbooks that attach quantitative standards to scholarly work, like impact factor or h-
index. The formal curriculum is nested and layered with the null curriculum, or the
lessons that are un-intentionally not taught through the formal curriculum. For
example, although many students do not learn much (if anything) about queer
communities in social studies classes, they might attach value to voices that are present
and unintentionally learn to devalue those perspectives that are absent. There are
several inroads to all forms of curriculum, with the hidden curriculum of metrics being
no exception. Not only are equity measures for minoritized people often absent from
faculty handbooks!, but inequities are also often falsely flattened through metrics. This
is a claim that the metrics a university deems appropriate for tenure and promotion
cases are somehow equitable, ignoring how such metrics are not only devoid of
experiences and broader oppressions (Wright, 2023) but, in many ways, engender and
maintain them.

The hidden and enacted curricula are de-and-re-constructed in relation to the formal
and null curricula. The enacted curriculum can be understood as what is learned
through interactions one has with human and nonhuman bodies (Page, 2006). This is
often observed through what one learns by interacting with spaces carved out in
schools for students with disabilities, which are generally lackluster at best. These
interactions are instructive about the value of people and communities. Scholars are
consistently interacting —or, as I will argue below, intra-acting (Barad, 2007) —with the
curriculum of metrics and the many bodies that co-constitute power relations. Finally,
the hidden curriculum is cultural norms and values that are learned, but not always
openly intended, especially as they are hidden from those enacting and maintaining it
(Giroux & Purpel, 1983; Jackson, 1968). In schools, the hidden curriculum can be subtle,
like the practice of expecting that a child must raise their hand to speak and wait until
the teacher recognizes their voice. This follows the curriculum of metrics as a
normalized academic practice where the value of scholarship is not seen as having
merit until it has been recognized by certain measurements. Additionally, expectations
of productivity as they intersect with how publications are rendered quantifiable can

! For example, many faculty handbooks do not mention policies on gender affirming names for dossiers or how the
university plans to collect affirming pronouns prior to the administration seeking external letters of evaluation.
When the null curriculum allows voices and perspectives to be overlooked, the metrics that disproportionately
harm minoritized people through how they assess “success” are also often not interrogated for their inequities.
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establish a hierarchy that places metrics over intellectual engagement with ideas. As
metrics become more central to schooling in general but, as discussed here, to tenure
and promotion, so too are measurements over ideas.

As curriculum theorists have noted, teaching and learning is ubiquitous, which is
why attending to curricula as intra-connected and multifaceted is significant (Brown &
Brown, 2015; Doll, 2008; MacDonald, 1982; Williams, et al., 2020). While one might
temporarily attend to one form of curriculum, ultimately, it is folded back into
curricular assemblages. Central to this discussion is the idea that agency is not inherent
to someone or something, but, rather, emerges from events (Barad, 2007). Therefore, by
noting curricula as “intra-connected and multifaceted,” this paper similarly argues that
curricula have co-constituted agency through what Barad (2007) calls intra-actions or
Tsing (2005) discusses as friction. This is not to say that curricula can make plans on
their own. However, aligned with Rosiek’s (2018) work on the agency of racism, this
argument includes the many socio-political and cultural curricular connections that
have the agency to shape local and less local norms and values. The faculty handbook
did not write itself, but it is central in how the university does business-as-usual. In
sum, while the field is open in terms of how curricula are conceptualized and the tools
through which they are theorized, there are general understandings that curricula are
always political (Appelbaum, 2010), they are enmeshed across contexts (Snaza et al.,
2014), and they are are more than simply ideas and ideals that are produced for the sole
purpose of consumption (Pinar, 1997). Curricula are always in-action (Schwab, 1969);
they are agential.

Before continuing I would like to briefly pause and make two points clear. First, it is
not my desire to participate in a dialogue about perceived binaries of productivity. This
is not a claim that scholars with a robust production record have inferior work or that
those who publish less than a university’s threshold for tenure are somehow less
significant than their peers or do not have important work to share. This kind of false
binary is precisely the kind of narrative I would like this paper to avoid and interrupt.
Minoritize people are consistently asked to do additional service activities and hidden
labor that often negatively impact publication records (Taliaferro Baszile, Edwards, &
Guillory, 2016) while, at the same time, be criticized for doing “too much” or being “too
successful” (Berry & Mizelle, 2006). As Wright's (2023) work shows, scholars of color
tend to be underrepresented in editorial boards, as authors, in citations, and their
papers are often under review for longer periods of time than their white counterparts.
Although it is not often discussed this way, one can argue that there is a null curriculum
of barriers significant to achieving tenure, especially through the quantitative lens used
to evaluate dossiers. Rather than reinforce binaries that maintain harm and are woven
through a curriculum of metrics, this paper reflects on how publications are counted,
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valued, and deemed “significant” by institutional spaces. As publications are
“counted,” scholars are frequently positioned to rush papers to submission, effectively
truncating the time one might spend reading others” work and thinking about ideas as
they are in resonance and dissonance with their own.

Second, it is important to note that the central points of this paper are not specific to
my institution or any specific interaction itself; though institutional context is always
significant, especially in terms of tenure and promotion. My pre-tenure experiences
were underscored by supportive administration and many helpful colleagues. I remain
deeply appreciative for the care I received as an assistant professor, especially since
much of my pre-tenure time was deeply impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. Despite
this care, it is important to remember that the expectations explicated in the faculty
handbook for successful tenure and promotion seems to emphasize an attention to the
number of publications produced and the associated metrics that deem each publication
significant to the field. In other words, despite what might be read as an interruption to
the curriculum of metrics, hidden curricular values were consistently present,
pervasive, and enacted unintentionally. This does not negate care, but it is important to
think about how such care is always already touched by oppressions (e.g., Berlant,
2011). Much to my disappointment (but, frankly, not my surprise), as I discussed
similar processes with colleagues at other institutions across the United States, it
became clear that my experience was not unique. Before re-turning to my narrative, I
will now delve into the methodology used to explore my experiences.

Messy Intra-actions: Writing Autobiographically

To unpack my time as an assistant professor at a large state institution, this paper
uses a critical feminist autobiographical lens (e.g., Collins, 2002; Miller, 1998). I came to
writing this with uneasy feelings. This is because, like other critical feminist
autobiographical work, this paper seeks to interrogate the conditions of observation
that have historically underscored oppressions in the academy —in this case a
curriculum of metrics (Smith & Watson, 1992). The purpose is not to narrow paradigms
or pose a collective “I,” but to call the authority of this curriculum and its tendrils
throughout the academy into question. Calling norms into question, what Pinar (2004)
discusses as “informed truth telling” (p. 17), can come with uncertainty, even with the
security of tenure. It was suggested by a colleague at another institution that I wait to
publish this paper for a few years as I decide when I will seek promotion to full
professor. Informed truth telling, as minoritized people and their accomplices know,
means also being informed of the consequences of standing with/in one’s truth.
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While I thought about leaning on studies that show how algorithms guide the
ideas to which we are exposed on social media (Beer, 2018), the metrics that explicate
confirmation bias when sharing articles across media sources (Gabielkov et al., 2016), or
recent dialogues that cast doubt on the publishing industry all together (Kafka, 2018),
centering my narrative was an intentional and carried out for several reasons. On one
hand, I have included my own voice at both the beginning of this paper and in the
following section because, as research has shown (Johnson, 2015; Pefia, 2022), first-
generation queer women of color like me are often minoritized further through tenure
and promotion systems. Sharing our narratives against systems of oppression is
important to interrupting such injustices and for creating spaces of community (Smith
& Watson, 1992). On the other hand, the purpose of thinking autobiographically in this
paper is to critically and reflexively approach questions of erasure, gatekeeping, and co-
constituted agencies (Barad, 2007) that emerged from pre-tenure metric-driven
curricula. Finally, autobiography is used in this paper as a nod to the rich histories of
autobiographical work in curriculum studies and its relation to the focus of this special
issue, data science and algorithms.

It is important to note that autobiography, like most qualitative research,
“recognizes its own social construction and cultural conditioning” (Miller, 2000, p. 254).
As such, an autobiographical lens is tied up in one’s emotional memory, an act of re-
membering (Dillard, 2008) that is entangled with what Toni Morrison (1990) wrote was
what the “nerves and skin remember as well as how it appeared” (p. 305). While the
notion of algorithms can falsely flatten the human element, layering my
autobiographical perspective is a resistance to what many minoritized folks consider
dehumanizing acts prevalent across tenure process (e.g, Fraser-Burgess et al., 2022).
This does not mean that power structures are somehow suddenly absent. They are fully
at play and, following Foucault (1978), there is a strong argument to be made that there
is no outside of power. Although my home institution worked to make the process as
supportive as possible, the curriculum of metrics remained, even within what was
perceived by some as an ethical approach to tenure and promotion.

In this paper I am imagining the messy, nested, and layered process of memory
that is central to autobiographical work and qualitative research in general. I am also
leaning on this work to argue that a greater emphasis on power relations and their
relationship to agency should be present in tenure and promotion dialogues, especially
as it relates to scholars’ capacity to read, digest, and implement others” work. Returning
to Barad’s (2007) discussion on intra-actions, I would like to briefly note my attention to
autobiographical processes as relational layers. Not only are there intra-actions (Barad,
2007) and frictions (Tsing, 2005) between human and non-human bodies during the
initial event, but there are intra-actions in re-calling events as synapses literally map
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memories across old and new connections of the brain. How and what we re-tell others
is an intra-action where one is, to borrow from Cynthia Dillard (2008), socio-politically
and culturally re-membered. A telling of truths that are at once socio-political, cultural
and, as one might imagine, deeply personal.

Finally, there are overarching intra-actions across each of these layered moments.
As one’s experiences are in friction (Tsing, 2005) in an among themselves, agency, and
the related curriculum —what we learn through the co-constitution of subjectivities —is
always in-action (Schwab, 1969). Afterall, as Tsing argues, friction —like curriculum—is
productive. Tsing uses the image of a tire on a road and the friction caused by its
movement. She explains that both the tire and the road are worn down by the process,
though the rate of wear is unequal. A critical feminist autobiographical lens is used here
to better conceptualize what both emerges from a curriculum of metrics while listening
deeply (Oliveros, 2005) to the intra-actions themselves. The purpose is to think about
what is produced by curriculum but, also, what is lost through a metric-driven
curriculum for assistant professors. As such, this paper refuses to be “tidy” in that there
are few clear lines between my narrative as it was braided with a curriculum of metrics
during the tenure and promotion process. This is because, as curriculum scholars have
noted (Hendry, 2007), even in the act of storytelling, analyzing, and discussing these
experiences—even in the hopes of publishing this paper —I am contributing to these
messy curricula. A few months post-tenure, I feel the entirety of the events and their
tensions, a complex and yet common position that I am articulating here.

Publish or Perish: Metrics, Motivation, and Tenure

Six years ago, I transitioned from teaching in K-12 schools to higher education.
Although there were many reasons for my departure from public schools, one
consideration that solidified my decision was the quickly eroding barriers that once
hindered harmful practices, like performance-based pay. For example, under the “Race
to the Top” act, districts were encouraged to tie teacher evaluations and students’ test
scores to educators’” pay and, potentially, to job stability (Hunter, 2010). As a world
language educator, I was disappointed when the district’s curriculum rapidly shifted
from the many contours of culture as they were braided with language to a near-hyper
tixation on grammar and vocabulary. From my position, we were urged to produce
students who were adept at reading, writing, and speaking languages without fostering
cultural connections. In many ways, my job was akin to teaching language without a
cultural home. As I wrestled with this notion, a senior colleague urged me not to make
waves, stating that attending to quantifiable grammatical points might be one of the
few ways to ensure students passed the tests, which focused on a numerical evaluation
of language production. In other words, as schools continued to bend to neoliberal
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ideas and ideals of education (Giroux, 2019), what counted was only what one could
count.

The possibility of be(com)ing a scholar after this experience was seductive
because, from my position,? the academy was entangled with the privilege of engaging
with ideas, rather than being consumed by inane metrics. Upon leaving K-12 schools, I
wanted to develop a relationship with the art of publishing. I quickly found that this
connection engendered a kind of intimacy with affectively touching and feeling
(Sedgwick, 2003) institutional spaces. These spaces are imbued with what many
scholars might describe as the ordinary affects (Stewart, 2007) that are in constant
circulation across academia. Shame, relief, excitement, joy, fear, and a host of other
everyday affects have felt like the poles of a magnet in my professional life, pushing me
toward or pulling me away from ideas with varying degrees of force. These affects are
often most palpable as I write, a process that Denise Taliaferro Baszile once described as
an act of focusing thoughts that are akin to children running wildly in one’s head prior
to writing. The act of assembling these children can be exhausting. For me, it has meant
affectively engaging with a desire to express my thoughts in ways that provoke hope; a
hope that someone will accept not just the ideas but how they are expressed for
publication and, ultimately, a hope that those ideas will be taken seriously enough that
others might read them and, perhaps, use them in their own thinking-writing process.

There were moments when hope dissipated into feeling overwhelmed. I began
my position in fall 2019, a few months prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. As someone
who was relatively unknown to my new campus community, the local service in which
I participated that first semester was largely one-off events, like helping the admissions
department on college open-house days. When the pandemic began, I was still
relatively unknown and was unaware of local service opportunities in the face of a
pandemic. I was also reminded that national service opportunities were important
because they were central to increasing my name-recognition in academic fields and, as
a result, growing community interest in my scholarship, which could lead to stronger
metrics. During the pandemic, I was also told by a senior scholar that with the lack of
face-to-face opportunities, I needed to “get my media blast going” and consider “hiring
someone for promotional purposes.” As the pandemic became less emphasized in
public spaces, I was told that I needed to be more active on campus and, as one senior
colleague reminded me, this was especially true for a woman of color. She noted that
since our voices are limited, being present was important for additional representation,
especially on search committees where we could “limit the foolishness” and ensure that

2 It is important to note that during my doctoral studies, | was working full time as a K-12 teacher. This meant that
while my student-colleagues went to school full time, and largely held graduate assistant positions that provided
them with a more intimate relationship with the academy, | often felt excluded from this knowledge, including the
possibilities and challenges therein.
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strong candidates of color felt welcome. I was also informally told that if “people don’t
know who [I am], it might negatively impact the tenure and promotion committee’s
ability to read [my] dossier.” The tension between local and national service meant that
I needed to be strategic about my visibility, thinking foremost about the future
adjudication of my file or to the measurement of my publications, rather than
considering which service opportunity might mean the most to me as a queer woman of
color in and across community contexts.

When I received my first faculty handbook, I began to peruse the section
regarding tenure and promotion. I quickly noticed that the criteria section for
“scholarship of research” was rather vague. One portion read that candidates must
“initiate, conduct, and sustain a high-quality research program...This research and
scholarly work is expected to have had or to be likely to have significant impact in the
tield. While outlets may vary, given the diverse disciplinary and interdisciplinary
interest of our faculty, evidence of quality is expected.” The handbook further stated
that it was “up to the candidate to establish the importance of their work/publications.
For example, one might give citation count, the acceptance rates of journals, or the
impact factor if the field uses that measure.” Concerned with ideas connected to “high-
quality” and “significant,” I spoke to my administrator, hoping for some clarity. I was
told that because committee members outside of each professor’s home field would
eventually evaluate each dossier for the university tenure and promotion committee,
making a strong case should include at least three metrics that spoke across fields to
demonstrate “evidence of quality” and “significant” achievement for publications and
one’s career. The vague wording was apparently meant to protect fields, like the
humanities or some disciplines in the social sciences, where classification indexes might
not be clear indicators of impact for certain fields. After thinking with several mentors
across institutional spaces, I decided to include the acceptance rate for the journal, the
journal tier, citation data, and how often the article had been viewed and downloaded.

I quickly became engrossed with “the game” of earning tenure. Rather than
seeing tenure as a process—a way to become more intimately connected with ideas and
community —I felt consumed by the metrics that I had chosen to provide as evidence of
my scholarly significance®. I found myself frequently looking at how other academics
promoted their work and wondered how I should participate in these practices. I also
began to explore how “influencers” create content. Content creators and those in fields
like marketing and communication were clear that consistency was key, as was finding

3| would like to note that although these pressures were rather present in my scholarly life, | have delighted in my
work as a scholar and the ability to read, write, and theorize for a living. What | am highlighting here is how those
pleasures can become subsumed by a perceived necessity to attend to metric-based evaluations of scholarly
worth.
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a balance to not “overdo” new posts (Peters et al., 2013). I returned to the colleague’s
suggestion to find a company that could assist in promotion but quickly decided that
any efforts toward tenure should be personally performed. I also quickly found that I
was not alone in my concern (Ale Ebrahim et. al., 2014; Schilhan et. al., 2021). Like many
colleagues of my scholarly generation, I felt worried that a lack of self-promotion would
equal a lack of clicks, that a lack of hashtags would lower my online presence, and that
not being present across spaces and places would negatively impact name-recognition.

Since the faculty handbook does not clearly state the number of desired
publications, the ambiguity, along with the pressure to “stay relevant” in an era of
social media, often left me wondering how many papers would keep a scholar relevant.
Speaking with an administrator at another institution during a conference, he
referenced a faculty member who had “over produced.” He questioned the faculty
member’s ability to “do good work” with so many publications. I asked how many
publications he felt were necessary for a “steady” publication record. He was unsure
but mentioned that “when you know, you know, but there is a balance. Write enough,
but not too much.”

I was also acutely aware of the tensions minoritized people and communities
face when managing their professional images. Women, for example, often find that
being too self-assured in their public image often cuts against expectations of modesty
(Smith & Huntoon, 2014). People of color and, especially Black individuals and
communities, are often told that self-promotion can engender negative outcomes in
terms of being perceived as arrogant, especially by white colleagues (Wayne et. al,
2023). Finally, intergenerational tensions frequently emerge when increasing a scholar’s
visibility is viewed by senior scholars as narcissistic, rather than a necessary tool for
surviving in the academy (Holmes, 2022).

With these tensions in mind, I began to post across media and, as predicted, my
visibility increased, positively impacting the data points for my dossier. Also, as
predicted, I had multiple colleagues complain directly and indirectly about my
increased presence. I was given public praise by some peers, while being quietly
reprimanded by senior scholars for using social media. I was told that every minute
spent posting was time that I could be writing, and I was reminded several times of the
adage, “publish or perish” and the associated conversations around this notion (e.g., de
Rond & Miller, 2005). When my publications reached the tipping point of “too much,” I
was reminded of that too, and it was suggested by more than one scholar that I should
post less about my successes because it was “overwhelming to others,” “a bad and
narcissistic look for someone so accomplished to be so public about their publications,”
and “setting an unhealthy bar for younger scholars by giving an unrealistic
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expectation.” Around my fourth year as an assistant professor, I was told that I needed
to “gain more recognition from the field through grants or awards,” since the awards I
received prior to my time at this institution “no longer counted” and could not be
included on my dossier.

I could not escape the idea that “if you are not data, you don’t exist” (Bowker,
2013, p. 170) and wondered how quickly I would perish as an academic. If the data
validated the significance of my work, even with several publications and growing
recognition in the field, I found a constant need to “declare my [scholarly] self alive”
(Bowker, 2013, p. 70) through the curriculum of metrics. Worse, while I had moved
away from the K-12 obsession with metrics, I found the same, if not very similar,
fixations on data. It therefore came of little surprise when I learned that pay increases
were tied to the overall scores that faculty received on the annual review that, like most
institutions, focused on teaching (40%), scholarship (40%), and service (20%). Practically
speaking, this means that 80% of a faculty member’s annual review is determined by
the associated, and highly problematic, metrics of teaching evaluations* and scholarly
data. In short, what counted is what folks could count.

Conclusion: Curricula and Counting

Returning to Herbert Spencer’s (1859) salient question, “What knowledge is of
most worth?”, alongside many scholars who have explored how dominant
ontoepistemologies are prioritized over others (e.g., Breidlid, 2013; Cooper, 1892;
Woodson, 1933), my narrative reflects the curriculum of metrics as it underscored my
experiences as an assistant professor. This is not new. There are longstanding evaluative
processes for faculty that have associated metrics. There are also continual oppressions
that minoritized faculty experience in the academy that negatively impact their ability
to thrive against a system where their failure is not only integral but, in many fields,
expected (Harris, 2020). New to the curriculum of metrics are several points. First, there
is a generational shift. This is aligned with Paris and Alim’s (2012) work on culturally
sustaining pedagogies that argues youth have their own cultural elements, as well as
the work of scholars like Osgerby’s (2020), as well as Calvo-Porral and Pesqueira-
Sanchez (2020) who discuss social media as a potential bridge between people and
communities. Younger generations use social media as a space to gather information in
general (Aichner et al., 2021). This means that younger scholars might use social media
as one place to gather information about new publications from their networks and to
distribute information about their recent successes. Therefore, new to a curriculum of

4 While not the focus of this paper, it is worth briefly noting the inequities in teaching evaluations and
microaggressions that minoritized faculty often experience (Bernal & Villalpando, 2002). This practically means
that 80% of merit-based pay in the academy can be tied to metrics that are designed to harm minoritized faculty.
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metrics is the potential use of social media for both publicity of publications and as a
tool to increase name-recognition, which can be integral to the citation process. The
politics of citation is therefore in relation to traditional markers like race, genders,
sexual orientations, and the like, as well as to online networks. The advice I received
was to both boost name-recognition through national service and to find ways to
promote myself through social media. Both were suggestions to increase future citation
and other metrics, something I felt was akin to a business transaction, like yard signs
functioning as a testimonial to encourage foot traffic and sales. As younger generations
use social media to collect perspectives, it made sense that the combination of my
service and a certain kind of buzz on social media meant that my overall metrics
positively increased. This is, perhaps, why younger generations of scholars easily
accepted me leaning into a generational shift toward sharing successes online while I
was often chastised by more seasoned academics.

The hidden curriculum of metrics is well aligned with the formal curriculum
stated in the faculty handbook that expected “high-quality” work as established
through measurable tools. This is not to say that peer reviewed articles should not be
valued. Indeed, the peer review process can be important to scholarly growth. In fact, I
have strengthened this paper in response to generous peer review suggestions. It can
also be deeply flawed (Merchant et al., 2021). The argument here is that the value of
“high quality” scholarship is subjective and, in an era of social media, potentially tied to
one’s ability to successfully promote themselves across platforms. The intersection of
the formal and hidden curricula through this generational shift is worth noting and
asking how the academy will move forward in light of this change. What happens, for
example, when “significance” can be determined by clicks, rather than ideas?
Additionally, what does it mean when clicks becomes more important than the ideas
that were produced before the clicks were necessary? It is worth wondering what a
return to a relationship with ideas might mean for the curriculum of metrics and how
institutions might adjudicate files as “significant” or “high quality” without a
preoccupation with measurement. As data scientists have noted, just because a paper
received a high click count, doesn’t mean that that paper was read, critiqued, or
otherwise helpful to other scholars (Gabielkov et al., 2016; Kafka, 2018; Shu et. al, 2017).

The ontoepistemological norms felt and learned through the enacted curriculum
of metrics were similarly complex for at least the following reasons. First, as scholars
like Krause, Baum, Baumann, and Krasnova (2021) have argued, one’s self-worth can be
skewed when filtered through the lens of digital media. This is an era when mental
health has received much needed attention and respect. Following this trend toward
mental health awareness, it important to consider the potential impact on scholars who
are working to ensure their academic security through digital media platforms.
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Although I did not tie my self-worth to my publications or the publicity connected to
them, I found myself worried that a lack of engagement might lead to less recognized
work, impacting my overall metrics.

Second, the perceived value of one’s scholarly significance can be distorted when
amplified through social media. This is especially true when one’s ideas are no longer
evaluated through (perceived) merit, resonance with a scholarly community, or other
such factors but, rather, distilled to recognizing value through measurable factors,
counting only what “counts” to a university. To be clear, I am aware that this is a
potentially dangerous position to take because every community has some form of bias
which disproportionately and negatively impacts minoritized communities in layered
and longstanding ways. Additionally, how and by whom “merit” is defined is uneven
terrain at best. One can correctly argue that social media provides a platform where
marginalized voices can be heard and that increasing visibility is vital (Ciszek et al.,
2023). This is especially true in scholarly communities that overlook and discourage
voices of color, queer perspectives, people with disabilities, people who are bilingual,
and the like. Rather, the concern is that one’s voice and academic presence would be
condensed to the access one has to media, the ability to negotiate media, and the ability
to attract attention of one’s peers solely through media.

Alongside these curricular complications, it is significant to return to the work of
scholars like Barad (2007), Tsing (2005), Ortner (2006), and others who theorize the
slippery, always already complex nature of agency and what is produced through
events. The intra-action (Barad, 2007) and associated friction (Tsing, 2005) of my
experiences have, in many ways, produced another layer of oppression central to the
tenure and promotion process. Much to my joy and my dismay, I have successfully
participated in a system that will reproduce violence for the next generation of junior
scholars. However, as my agency has been co-constituted through this system, it is
worth noting how post-tenure scholars might act to resist and refuse such systems
while maintaining anything positive that is produced through them. This is a
“both/and” moment, a re-turn to complicated conversations that seek to trouble what,
who, and how we “count” in the academy.
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