
Journal of the Australian Library and Information Association
 

A study of core competencies for supporting roles in engagement and impact
assessment in Australia

--Manuscript Draft--
 

Full Title: A study of core competencies for supporting roles in engagement and impact
assessment in Australia

Manuscript Number: UALJ-2017-0031R4

Article Type: Peer reviewed research-in-practice

Keywords: Research Engagement;  Research Impact;  Excellence in Research for Australia;
Engagement and Impact Assessment;  Library and information science;  Societal
Impact

Abstract: In 2018 Australia will include, for the first time, an engagement and impact assessment
exercise as a companion to the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) national
framework.  This paper sought to research the core competencies that are crucial to
supporting roles within this emerging field.  The study conducted a content analysis of
position descriptions and job advertisements from the UK and Australia and mapped
this to current industry skill audits for library and information science (LIS)
professionals.  The comparison to the UK created a representation of future
requirements of engagement and impact (EI) support roles in Australia. The paper also
considers the role of LIS professionals and what competencies they will need to
acquire or develop if they are to contribute to institutions and researchers meeting the
requirements of an EI assessment exercise.  The skills required by both UK and
Australian EI support roles are aligned to those endorsed and promoted by the LIS
industry.  The study supports the viability of using current academic library networks
and LIS professionals to meet the demands of an engagement and impact assessment
thereby reducing the cost and creating a more efficient implementation of such an
exercise.

Powered by Editorial Manager® and ProduXion Manager® from Aries Systems Corporation



Hard Skill DATA* RESEARCH* GENERAL* ACADEMIC*

Relationship management yes yes yes yes

Research ability yes yes yes yes

Industry knowledge yes yes yes yes

Information and data management yes yes no yes

Software, IT and web knowledge yes no yes yes

Report writing yes yes no yes

Writing and grammar yes yes no yes

Analytical skills no yes yes no

Data and research output analysis yes no no no

Events management no no no yes

Funding knowledge and support yes no no no

Social media management no yes no no

Education (qualifications) no no no no

Project management no yes no no

*was content coded to the hard skill node from this template

Table 3 Click here to download Table Table 3 V2.xlsx 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/jalia/download.aspx?id=2963&guid=4df8f216-8611-4596-ae93-dcd7ae6b5424&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/jalia/download.aspx?id=2963&guid=4df8f216-8611-4596-ae93-dcd7ae6b5424&scheme=1


Soft Skill Australia*

% of 

sources** Soft Skill UK*

% of 

sources**

Total sources**: 9 100 Total sources**: 32 100

Communication 7 78 Team work 23 72

Negotiation and influencing skills 7 78 Organisational skills 19 59

Leadership 5 56 Communication 18 56

Organisational skills 5 56 Interpersonal Skills 11 34

Problem solving 5 56 Prioritisation 11 34

Team work 5 56 Initiative 10 31

Prioritisation 4 44 Negotiation and influencing skills 10 31

Networking 3 33 Problem solving 10 31

Initiative 2 22 Leadership 7 22

Interpersonal Skills 2 22 Networking 7 22

Customer service 1 11 Customer service 5 16

** job advertisements and position descriptions 

*coloumn represents the number of job advertisements and positions descriptions with conded coded to that soft skill node.

Table 1 Click here to download Table Table 1 V2.xlsx 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/jalia/download.aspx?id=2965&guid=31f1236f-780e-47e1-b2bc-f86e81ddd30f&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/jalia/download.aspx?id=2965&guid=31f1236f-780e-47e1-b2bc-f86e81ddd30f&scheme=1


Hard Skill Australia*

% of 

sources** Hard Skill UK*

% of 

sources**

Total sources**: 9 100 Total sources**: 32 100

Relationship management 9 100 Industry knowledge 26 81

Education (qualifications) 7 78 Relationship management 24 75

Project management 7 78 Education (qualifications) 21 65

Industry knowledge 6 67 Project management 18 56

Report writing 5 56 Software, IT and web knowledge 17 53

Funding knowledge and support 4 44 Events management 15 47

Information and data management 4 44 Writing and grammar 15 47

Software, IT and web knowledge 4 44 Report writing 13 41

Analytical skills 3 33 Data and research output analysis 9 28

Research ability 3 33 Funding knowledge and support 9 28

Data and research output analysis 2 22 Analytical skills 8 25

Writing and grammar 2 22 Information and data management 8 25

Events management 1 11 Research ability 8 25

Social media management 0 0 Social media management 7 22

** job advertisements and position descriptions 

*coloumn represents the number of job advertisements and positions descriptions with conded coded to that soft skill 

node.

Table 2 Click here to download Table Table 2 V2.xlsx 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/jalia/download.aspx?id=2966&guid=ae1a3b6b-c745-4567-b2d3-b8cda7fa6599&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/jalia/download.aspx?id=2966&guid=ae1a3b6b-c745-4567-b2d3-b8cda7fa6599&scheme=1


Abstract 

 

In 2018 Australia will include, for the first time, an engagement and impact assessment exercise 

as a companion to the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) national framework.  The 

research underpinning this paper sought to identify the core competencies that are crucial to 

supporting roles within emerging impact and engagement expectations.  A content analysis of 

research support position descriptions and job advertisements from the UK and Australia was 

conducted and these were mapped to current industry skill audits for library and information 

science (LIS) professionals.  As the UK has already conducted an engagement and impact 

assessment the comparison to the UK may enable identification of future requirements for 

engagement and impact (EI) support roles in Australia. Also discussed are the current 

knowledge and skills of LIS professionals and what additional competencies they may need to 

acquire or develop if they are to contribute to institutions and researchers meeting the 

requirements of an EI assessment exercise.  The study found job roles that would cover this 

aspect of research management had a range of hard skill requirements that are underpinned by 

a suite of transferable soft skills.  The hard skills required by both UK and Australian EI support 

roles are aligned to those endorsed and promoted by the LIS industry and are reflected in the 

Australian Library and Information skills templates demonstrated through a gap analysis 

indicating that LIS professionals would be suitable candidates for EI support roles.  The study 

points to the viability of using current academic library networks and LIS professionals to meet 

the demands of future engagement and impact assessment in Australia  by making use of 

existing knowledge and skills. 

 

Keywords: Research Engagement, Research Impact, Excellence in Research for Australia, 

  Engagement and Impact Assessment, LIS. 
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Introduction  

Academic institutions have been evaluating research for many years.  However, much 

assessment was previously based on quantitative measures while in recent decades there has 

been a move towards the demonstration and evidencing of research quality, through peer 

review and national assessment frameworks.  The UK has been in this environment since the 

1980s but more recently there has been an increased focus towards measuring and 

demonstrating research excellence promoted in Australia through the Excellence in Research 

for Australia (ERA).  The first full round of ERA was conducted in 2010 with results published 

in 2011 (Australian Research Council, 2017).  The Australian Research Council (ARC) website 

notes: ‘This was the first time a nationwide stocktake of discipline strengths and areas for 

development had ever been conducted in Australia’ (Australian Research Council, 2017). 

 

Research engagement and impact are important parts of creating a broader and more complete 

picture of research excellence in Australia.  Quantitative metrics and qualitative peer review 

within the research sector such as ERA will not achieve this, and so the implementation of an 

engagement and impact (EI) assessment framework that attempts to understand the 

engagement and impact of research in the broader society is needed (Cahill, 2015).  This paper 

demonstrates via an analysis of job advertisements and position descriptions that research 

support knowledge and skills are similar to knowledge and skills already demonstrated by 

academic and research librarians. It thus proposes that academic libraries and library and 

information science (LIS) professionals have the potential for central roles in supporting 

engagement and impact assessment. 



 
 

 

 

The aim of the study being reported was to investigate the skills needed by information 

professionals to guide researchers and universities in fulfilling their requirements of the EI 

assessment.  The study aimed to answer the following two questions: 

 

1. What are the core competencies required of individuals in order to support researcher 

and university responsibility in meeting EI assessment conditions? 

 

2. Are these skills different from current core competency expectations of LIS 

professionals (academic and research focused) in Australia? 

 

The study was part of a masters dissertation project and took a content analysis approach 

thematically coding job advertisements and position descriptions within the research 

engagement and impact environment in order to understand the requirements needed to fulfil 

these roles.  This analytic inductive approach enabled core competency themes to emerge 

giving a clearer understanding of what is needed to develop future LIS professionals in this 

emerging field. 

 

The position descriptions and job advertisements were sourced from both the UK and Australia.  

Through this process the study contrasted the findings against industry expectations of current 

information professionals evaluating the results with a gap analysis which was mapped against 

the Australian Library and Information Association’s (ALIA) research focused skills audit 

templates (Australian Library and Information Association, 2017).  This will support research 

services, academic libraries and information professionals in positioning themselves in this 

emerging field.  



 
 

 

Literature review  

The discussion around the engagement and impact of research is extensive with literature 

covering topics from innovation (Urbano & Guerrero, 2013; Temple, Bienabe, Barret & Saint-

Martin, 2016), commercialization (Elliott, Dewland, Martin, Kramer & Jackson Sr, 2016; 

Cahill, 2015), and industry partnerships (Mowery, Nelson, Sampat & Ziedonis, 2015) through 

to open data (Zuiderwijk & Janssen, 2014) and knowledge exchange (Vico, Hellsmark & 

Jacob, 2015; Head, 2010).  To underpin the research aims, this paper will focus on literature 

surrounding the establishment and implementation of an EI assessment framework alongside 

the current ERA exercise, and a structural overview of the EI assessment which will offer an 

Australian context.  It is then important to consider the UK context due to the nation having an 

established impact agenda that could be useful when considering the Australian approach to EI 

assessment.  Past UK research assessment exercises have produced considerations that will be 

important in the Australian context, such as cost.  This paper examines literature that presents 

issues surrounding the UK’s Research Excellence Framework (REF) and how Australia may 

improve on this through the utilisation and role of library and information science (LIS) 

professionals. 

 

In 2015 Dr. Ian Watt AO was appointed to undertake a review of research policy and funding 

arrangements, which amongst other things, recommended the development in 2016 of an 

‘impact and assessment framework’ (Watt, 2015).  Following this report a trial EI assessment 

was conducted in early 2017 with a full implementation proposed as a companion exercise for 

ERA in 2018.  The aim of the EI assessment is to promote, encourage and support collaboration 

outside of academia (Given, Winkler & Willson, 2014) including creating a conversation with 

the wider community around the use and benefit of publicly funded research.  Whether or not 

researchers and institutions support the necessity for this kind of national assessment 



 
 

 

framework there is a clear movement towards the measurement of the engagement and impact 

of research (Bornmann, Haunschild & Marx, 2016; Bornmann & Marx, 2014; Chowdhury, 

Koya & Philipson, 2016). Therefore, it becomes essential for universities to not only 

understand what is meant by engagement and impact, but how to effectively support, promote 

and fulfil their responsibilities in relation to it (Chowdhury, Koya & Philipson, 2016; Given, 

Kelly & Willson, 2015).   

 

The Australian Research Council (ARC) and other funding agencies are becoming more aware 

of the need to measure the societal impact of research too (Given, Kelly & Willson, 2015; 

Given, Winkler & Willson, 2014).  Bornmann (2012) explains that the challenge begins from 

the very outset with defining ‘the social impact of research’.  Broadly defined, the literature 

refers to social impact as a societal, cultural, environmental or economic benefit to society.  

This reflects earlier discussions surrounding the UK REF 2014 framework (Bornmann, 2012; 

Bornmann & Marx, 2014; Chowdhury, Koya & Philipson, 2016). The ARC definition moves 

further to separate engagement and impact: engagement describes the interaction between 

researchers and research organisations and their larger communities/industries for the mutually 

beneficial exchange of knowledge, understanding and resources in a context of partnership and 

reciprocity (Australian Research Council 2017).  Separately, research impact is defined as: the 

demonstrable contribution that research makes to the economy, society, culture, national 

security, public policy or services, health, the environment, or quality of life, beyond 

contributions to academia (Australian Research Council 2017).    

 

In the Australian context, the EI 2018 submission guidelines (2017) confirm that the exercise 

will be made up of separate engagement and impact components.  The engagement 

component will have both quantitative and qualitative elements.  The data used for the 



 
 

 

quantitative engagement indicators will be largely harvested from the companion Excellence 

in Research for Australia (ERA) exercise.  There is also a requirement for an engagement 

indicator explanatory statement and an engagement narrative which outlines engagement 

activities for that unit of assessment.  There is also an impact component that consists of a 

qualitative impact study which comprises of two narrative elements.  One of these narratives 

outlines the impact of the research and the other details approaches to impact for that unit of 

assessment.  

 

In 2014 the UK replaced the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) with the Research 

Excellence Framework (REF) (Bornmann, 2013).  The REF 2014 included an EI assessment 

component for the first time.  The literature suggests that there have been lessons learned from 

the UK’s REF 2014, primarily that it is crucial to reduce administrative burden of producing 

evidence statements where possible (Bornmann, 2013; Given, Winkler & Willson, 2014; Head, 

2010; Shaw et al., 2015).  In reducing the administrative burden, it is possible to address 

another concern: cost (Oliver, 2014).  Cost was identified as a concern for the UK for the REF 

2014 as it was estimated at GBP 246 million with universities investing approximately GBP 

55 million over the 6-year period.  This averaged the cost of each case study submitted (6700 

case studies) at GBP 7500.  Although this seemed like a huge investment it must also be noted 

that the total investment (GBP 246 million) was still less than 1% of higher education (HE) 

institution income from public funding streams (GBP 27 billion total) over that same period 

(Australian Research Council, 2017; Watt, 2015).  Furthermore, although it is an administrative 

burden and cost to universities, it can also lead to benefits for research such as increased 

commercialization, funding and visibility which in turn can also contribute to increased 

enrolments for researches institutions (Kochenkova, Grimaldi & Munari, 2016). 

 



 
 

 

In order to reduce the cost of implementing an EI Assessment in Australia this paper argues 

that it would be beneficial to utilise academic libraries and the information professionals 

already working within them.  In order to do this, library and information science (LIS) 

professionals will need to exercise adaptability to strive for excellence outside their normal 

area of expertise.  For institutions to invest in this emerging field and to make it financially 

viable it could be argued that institutions should be encouraged to utilise current networks such 

as academic libraries and LIS professionals within their organisations.  As a guide to future 

requirements in Australia a primary focus of the study was a skills comparison.  This paper, 

however, looks further to discuss the implications of this comparison to consider the role of 

LIS professionals and how they may contribute to the Australian impact agenda. 

 

Method 

 

The study used a convenience sample to gather data from both the UK and Australia as detailed 

below.  The data was in the form of job advertisements and positions descriptions and after a 

content analysis (Mills, Durepos & Wiebe 2010) was conducted, core competencies required 

in these roles were identified.  Through thematic coding using the software Nvivo 11, these 

competencies were categorised through an inductive framework (Thomas 2006).  Using an 

inductive framework allowed for themes to emerge from the data as opposed to data being 

distributed to pre-arranged categories.  This reduced the influence of pre-conceived ideas of 

what support roles in EI assessment look like and would highlight, if any, large discrepancies 

between UK and Australian requirements.  The same process was undertaken to analyse the 

Australian Library and Information Association (ALIA) skill audit templates that were used to 

benchmark the expected skill level of LIS professionals in Australia (Australian Library and 

Information Association, 2017).  This lead to a gap analysis and mapping exercise to 



 
 

 

understand the relationship between expected and highly regarded core competencies required 

by employers to fulfil supporting roles in EI assessment, and the current level of skill expected 

by industry body the Australian Library and Information Association, via their research 

focused skills audit templates.   

 

 

Data Collection 

 

Data was collected from four different sources.  These were: 

1. Job advertisements gathered from Australian based websites seek.com.au and from the 

Australian listings on timeshighereducation.com for jobs located in Australia 

2. Position descriptions for jobs located in Australia, gathered direct from industry 

employers and university websites 

3. Job advertisements located in the UK gathered from UK based websites jobs.ac.uk, 

monster.co.uk and individual university or institutional job listings 

4. Position descriptions for jobs located in the UK gathered direct from industry 

employers and university websites 

 

This data was collected over two periods.  The first was during the month of February 2017 

when initial investigations were being conducted to formulate appropriate research questions.  

The second period was through the month of April 2017.  Having two sampling periods was 

an attempt to reduce external factors on the quantity or quality of data available such as funding 

rounds, public holidays or academic term time influence.  A document review was used as the 

data collection method due to its efficiency and unobtrusive nature.  Convenience sampling 

was selected due to data being readily available, time effectiveness and the financial viability.   

 



 
 

 

Four job advertisements were collected from Australia and 20 from the UK, this is in addition 

to 5 position descriptions gathered from Australia and 12 from the UK.  The job advertisements 

and position descriptions were separate data sources and were not linked to each other.  This 

gave 41 data sources in total.   

 

Due to the time limitations of collecting full position descriptions direct from employers, data 

was also included from job advertisements.  Whilst in most cases the job advertisements did 

not go into as much detail as the position descriptions, job advertisements were included if they 

gave detail about the required competencies expected for that role.  This is in contrast to the 

position descriptions of which all those collected offered a comprehensive outline of role 

responsibilities and required competencies.  Job advertisements were taken from searches 

conducted without regional filters that were returned from search terms: research Impact 

officer, engagement impact officer, impact officer, and research officer or research support 

officer.  They were selected if the advertisement mentioned engagement or impact assessment, 

research excellence framework support (for the UK advertisements) or Excellence in Research 

for Australia (Australian advertisements).  

 

Due to the overwhelming majority of job advertisements being promoted online, the study 

focused the data collection to web sources only. The UK was selected in order to increase the 

data collected, as the EI assessment field in Australia is still emerging and the UK has been 

assessing EI for some time.  Whilst the UK approach to EI differs to that which will be taken 

by Australia, there are sufficient similarities for support roles in this field to be comparable.  

The UK took a case study approach with evaluation form a panel of experts.  Australia will 

implement a case study approach for the impact component and engagement narratives that 

will both be evaluated by a panel of experts for each specific Unit of Assessment (UoA).  Both 



 
 

 

countries are looking to promote the engagement and impact of research beyond the academy 

although it should be noted that currently the outcome of the engagement and impact 

component of the UK’s REF has direct funding allocation implications where in Australia it is 

currently an evaluation exercise only with no direct funding implications from the ARC.   

 

The ALIA skill audit templates were gathered directly from the ALIA website in April 2017. 

ALIA is a peak body member organisation representing LIS professionals throughout Australia 

and their skill audit templates are used as professional development tools for members to 

evaluate their current skill level (Australian Library and Information Association, 2017).  These 

were used as a benchmark for the expected skill level of LIS professionals in Australia.  There 

are four skill audit templates that were combined and used.  The individual focus of the 

templates are: general, research, data and academic.  

  



 
 

 

Data analysis 

The job advertisements and position descriptions from both the UK and Australia were 

thematically analysed using the text mining software, Nvivo 11.  Themes emerging from the 

data that offered insight into the most required skills for supporting roles in this emerging field 

were recorded and analysed.  A hierarchical structure was used to manage the data with content 

being coded into sub-nodes under the broader categories of soft skills and hard skills.  For the 

purpose of the study being reported, hard skills are defined as those which are learned, 

teachable qualities that can be defined and measured.  This is supported by Laker & Powell 

(2011) who define hard skills as technical skills and soft skills as intrapersonal or interpersonal 

skills.  Soft skills are those skills less tangible that are underpinned by character traits.  It is 

outside the scope of this paper to consider if soft skills can be taught in any context however it 

is accepted that soft skills can be improved or developed. 

 

The gap analysis exercise involved themes produced from the job advertisement and position 

description content analysis mapped to ALIA’s research focused skills audit templates and set 

against the EI 2018 submission guidelines.  There are four skill audit templates that were 

combined and used in the study being reported, with the individual focus of these templates 

being: general, research, data and academic.  The gap analysis examined apparent structural 

discrepancies (Mathison, 2005) in the core competencies of LIS professionals between industry 

and ALIA’s skill audit templates and how these apply to the requirements and outlined in the 

EI 2018 submission guidelines and activities associated with this ongoing exercise. 

 

  



 
 

 

Findings 

 

There were five data sets (UK job advertisements, UK position descriptions, Australian job 

advertisements, Australian position descriptions and the ALIA skill audit templates).  Content 

from the first four data sets was coded to create soft skill nodes (Table 1) and hard skill nodes 

(Table 2) in Nvivo 11.  A comparison could then be made between what content was coded to 

the different nodes and from which data source.  This enabled an understanding of the 

similarities and differences between the data from the UK and that from Australia.  A fifth data 

set (ALIA skill audit templates) was then coded in the same way and Table 3 the nodes created.  

In doing this we can see what core competencies are being sought from both the UK and 

Australian data and what gaps, if any, there are against the expected skills of Australian LIS 

professionals.  The study then set this against the requirements of the EI 2018 submission 

guidelines. 

 

Table 1 near here 

 

Table 1 outlines the number of job advertisements and position descriptions that had content 

coded to the individual soft skill nodes.  The node communication, along with negotiation and 

influencing skills, were the most requested soft skill core competencies from the Australian 

data. Significantly, Australia and the UK showed similar results.  Communication, 

organisational skills and team work were within the top six nodes for Australian job 

advertisements and position descriptions with those three nodes being the top three for the UK.  

Content coded for interpersonal skills was often paired with communication in the job 

advertisements and position descriptions, for example from the UK: ‘…as well as excellent 

communication and interpersonal skills…” and ‘excellent interpersonal, communication, 

influencing skills and presentation skills’ and Australia:  ‘Highly developed facilitation, 



 
 

 

communication, negotiation and interpersonal skills…’ or ‘demonstrated superior 

communication and interpersonal skills…’.  The nodes communication and interpersonal skills 

also complement team work as they would be crucial traits for successful development and 

participation of teams.  Team work was a top coded node for both the UK and Australia. 

 

Whilst negotiation and influencing skills was a top node for Australia but not the UK there 

were still 31% of job advertisements and position descriptions from the UK with content coded 

to this node, further supporting the similarities between UK and Australian data.  Examples of 

negotiation and influencing skills from Australia were: ‘including the ability to negotiate and 

influence, internally and externally, in the context of University strategy and goals’ and 

‘outstanding written and oral communication, negotiation and consultation skills’ which were 

similar to examples from the UK including: ‘you will have strong influencing skills and the 

proven ability to build networks with internal and external stakeholders…’ and ‘excellent 

interpersonal, communication, influencing skills and presentation skills’. 

 

Whilst there were similarities and differences between Australian and UK job advertisements 

and position descriptions, the data drove the formation of the nodes when the content was 

coded.  This means that all of the soft skill nodes represented in Table 1 have a place in the 

suite of soft skills needed to fulfil supporting roles in EI assessment.  There were no nodes that 

we referenced from one country and not the other which further supports the similarities 

between Australia and the UK.  It could be suggested that UK job advertisements and position 

descriptions may currently offer insight into the direction of supporting roles within the 

Australian context after the implementation of the EI assessment in 2018 due to the UK being 

more established in this field. 

 



 
 

 

Table 2 near here 

 

Table 2.0 outlines the hard skills that were implicitly and explicitly outlined in the job 

advertisements and positions descriptions.  Interestingly the findings for hard skill 

requirements also support similarity between the Australian and UK data, with the nodes 

industry knowledge, relationship management, project management and education 

(qualifications) being the top coded nodes for both.  These hard skills are underpinned by the 

soft skills discussed previously which is exemplified by the node of relationship management.  

This node had content coded to it from all of the Australian job advertisements and position 

descriptions and 75% of those from the UK.  Soft skills of interpersonal skills and 

communication are crucial to this hard skill as evidenced by the following example from 

Australia: ‘Well-developed communication, negotiation and relationship management skills 

including the ability to liaise with academic staff and colleagues at all levels’ and the UK: ‘You 

will need excellent interpersonal, influencing and communication skills and a strong track 

record of forming successful working relationships’. 

 

The node education was prominent for both Australian and UK job advertisements and position 

descriptions.  Whilst the similarities between Australia and the UK, and the significance of this 

node, can be noted from Table 2, there were inconsistencies too.  This was most notably evident 

in the level of education required. Most Australian job advertisements and position descriptions 

simply required tertiary education, with one specifying a degree and another a postgraduate 

qualification; the latter was for an upper management position.  Of those citing education, all 

accepted relevant work experience as an alternative or an option to be combined with a 

particular level of education. In slight contrast, UK job advertisements and position 

descriptions mentioning education specified either degree, postgraduate study or a PhD level 



 
 

 

education.   Any that asked for work experience did so in addition to the above required 

qualifications.  This may suggest that UK supporting roles have become more well established 

and highly skilled, thus the specification of the particular tertiary education level has been 

offered.  Australian sources, with the EI assessment yet to be conducted, are integrating EI 

support responsibilities into broader position descriptions, for which experience, general 

tertiary education, or a mixture of the two, is sufficient. 

 

The hard skill of project management was one of the broadest nodes to have content coded to 

it.  Examples of content coded to this node from Australia include ‘demonstrated experience 

in managing projects to completion, including the ability to show initiative and work 

independently to prioritise tasks and to meet deadlines’ and ‘demonstrated highly developed 

project management, prioritization and time management skills’.  Similarly, examples from the 

UK include ‘…more specifically, you will coordinate, plan, and administer a range of impact 

and knowledge exchange (KE) schemes and a portfolio of projects’ and quite simply 

‘experience of project management’.  In addition to these more generalised competencies both 

Australia and the UK had content coded to more technical and industry specific nodes.  These 

included strong industry knowledge requirements, such as knowledge of national assessment 

frameworks (as would be expected), but also research ability, report writing, analytical skills, 

and funding knowledge and support. 

 

 

The ALIA skill audit templates are purposefully focused on identifying and developing hard 

skills for LIS professionals. However, it was interesting to see that there were three soft skill 

nodes that had content coded to them from one or more of the skill audit templates.  These 

were communication, initiative and team work.  This is in line with Australian and UK job 



 
 

 

advertisements and position descriptions which both had communication and team work within 

the top six required soft skill nodes (see Table 1).  Significantly, communication was the only 

soft skill node to be referenced in all four templates placing it at the top.  This was consistent 

with Australian job advertisements and position descriptions where the node was also placed 

equal first. 

 

The skill audit templates were also found to be reflective of the hard skill nodes that were 

derived from the Australian and UK job advertisements and position descriptions.  There were 

14 hard skill nodes created, of which only one (social media management) didn’t have at least 

one skill audit template with content coded to it (Table 3).  There were three nodes with content 

coded to them from all four templates: relationship management, research ability and industry 

knowledge.  The only node not to have content coded to it from any template was education 

(qualifications).  This could be expected as it would not be productive to specify particular 

qualifications due to the broad range of possible applications of the skill audit templates. 

 

Table 3 near here  

 

 

  



 
 

 

Discussion  

The findings demonstrated a number of similarities between Australian and UK job 

advertisements and position descriptions for roles in research support regarding skills that fell 

under the parent category of soft skills.  There was significant emphasis in both countries on 

nodes communication, organisational skills and team work. There were no soft skill nodes that 

had content coded to it from one country and not the other and whilst many soft skills may be 

transferable across many disciplines it highlights that necessity of these skills in order to build 

a framework of hard skill competencies.   

 

However, there were differences between the two countries.  Australian job advertisements and 

position descriptions coded more content to the nodes negotiation and influencing skills and 

leadership than those from the UK.  This could stem from the type of job advertisements and 

position descriptions that were available in this field for analysis due to the emerging nature of 

EI in Australia.  For example, only one of the Australian job advertisements and position 

descriptions specifically mentioned impact in the job title and so supporting roles and 

responsibilities for this assessment currently fall under leadership job titles such as ‘Manager 

Research Support’, ‘Research Development Manager’ and ‘Research Development’ or have 

tasks delegated to none specifically EI supporting roles. These job titles are in contrast to the 

UK where the majority included either impact or engagement in the job title: “Research Impact 

Officer’, Impact Manager’, ‘REF Impact Officer’ and ‘Senior Impact and Engagement 

Officer’.  After the implementation of the EI assessment in 2018 the requirements for ongoing 

support, and therefore more EI specific roles, may become apparent as has happened in the 

UK.  It should also be noted that of the Australian job advertisements and position descriptions 

only 22% had content coded to the node interpersonal skills. This may change as engagement 

responsibilities become further defined after the implementation of EI 2018.  When considering 



 
 

 

the content holistically from all data coded under the parent node soft skills it is clear that well 

developed communication and organisational skills are critical.  LIS professionals could fulfil 

these aspects of EI support roles by transferring the skills developed in the management and 

organisation of resources and support already demonstrated in many academic library settings.  

Whilst there are individuals from other disciplines who could demonstrate these skills they are 

a necessary base on which LIS professionals can build their unique set of hard skill 

competencies which make them more suited than those from other areas. 

 

In relation to content coded under the parent category of hard skills, there were also strong 

similarities between Australia and the UK.  Both countries placed significant emphasis on the 

skills relationship management, education (qualifications), project management and industry 

knowledge.  These skills could stem from the long tradition of measuring the quantity of 

university outputs, however Table 2 also suggests a strong emphasis on the requirement for 

analytical ability.  This is a demonstration of the move towards the development of the 

evaluation of research quality with introduction of ERA and continues with the EI initiative.  

Examples of this include emphasis on the nodes report writing, analytical skills, research 

ability, data and research output analysis and information and data management.   

 

The ability to analyse and disseminate complex data is evident in the data from both Australia 

and the UK.  Examples of this from Australia include ‘demonstrated expert research and 

analytical skills and the ability to assimilate, distil and interpret complex information and to 

recommend appropriate action’ and ‘demonstrated ability to analyse, interpret and integrate 

complex data and provide strategic direction and analysis to senior management…’.  This is 

similar to the UK: ‘proven ability to analyse and present clearly complex information’ and 

‘excellent data collation, analysis and reporting skills’.  Therefore, for LIS professionals to 



 
 

 

fulfil supporting roles in EI assessment they must not only be able to collect and manage 

information but also analyse and disseminate it. 

 

The ALIA skill audit templates, as a representation of LIS industry expectations of competency 

level, showed considerable support for the requirements of the job advertisements and the 

position descriptions from both Australia and the UK.  When used in conjunction with each 

other only the hard skill node social media management was not covered.  Furthermore, not 

only were the required competencies of research support roles in both countries similar to those 

expected by the LIS industry, but the strongest emphasis was similar to the job advertisements 

and position descriptions too.  An example of this is the node communication which was 

referenced in all four templates and in the top 3 nodes for both Australia and the UK.  

Communication can support hard skills such as relationship management which was also a 

highly referenced node from both Australia and the UK.  Relationship management was also 

an equal top hard skill node for the skill audit templates, further supporting similarities between 

LIS professional industry expectations and the core competencies required for supporting roles 

in EI assessment.  The nature of the ALIA skill audit templates is to take the form of a 

professional development tool.  Therefore, by their very nature they will focus on hard skills 

as discussed previously. Whilst there could be debate around the ability of an individual to 

acquire soft skills or the underlying character traits, it could be argued that these can be 

developed and so it is critical for LIS professionals to take responsibility to continually develop 

and improve the required soft skills that emerged from the data.   

 

As outlined in the literature review, the EI 2108 submission guidelines confirm that the exercise 

will be made up of an engagement component and an impact component.  The engagement 

component will have quantitative and qualitative elements.  The data used for the quantitative 



 
 

 

engagement indicators will be largely harvested from ERA with the exception of cash support 

from research end-users (Australian Research Council 2017).  There is also a requirement for 

an engagement indicator explanatory statement of 4500 characters which supports the 

quantitative data and an engagement narrative of 7000 characters.  With such restraints 

character limits, it would be crucial for complex data and engagement outputs to be analysed 

and disseminated in a clear and concise manner.  This requires strong analytical ability which 

is in line with the knowledge and skill requirements in the job ads, position descriptions and 

ALIA templates outlined in this paper. 

 

The impact component that consists of a qualitative impact study statement consists of two 

narrative elements which detail the impact of the research (and associated research) and the 

approach to impact.  The writing of these narratives would require excellent report writing and 

communication skills underpinned by excellent general writing and grammatical skills.  This 

is in line with the findings of required competencies from the job advertisements and position 

descriptions which were also supported by the ALIA skill audit templates.  In order to acquire 

the information needed to complete these statements there would need to be extensive internal 

dialogue between faculties and research schools.  This also supports the need for the nodes 

communication, relationship management and team work that have been outlined in this paper.   

 

The similarities between UK and Australian data support the argument for the UK to be used 

as a guide to future competency requirements for EI support roles in Australia.  Furthermore, 

the similarities of the core competency expectations of LIS professionals to the UK and 

Australian data further supports the premise that placing LIS professionals in EI support roles 

would be both effective and efficient. 



 
 

 

Limitations and Assumptions 

 

There are limitations of the study being reported due to the methodology and structure of the 

research: 

 

 A desk-based analysis of publicly available data was identified as the most suitable, 

efficient and cost-effective method for data collection.  This limits the depth of the 

dataset, so it could not be ascertained if all the aspects of a job are given within the job 

advertisement or position description. 

 Sampling was also affected by the timeframe required for a masters dissertation, this 

had an impact on sample size.  Further study may confirm this research over a longer 

timeframe to order to increase reliability with a larger sample size.  

 

The following assumptions underpin this study: 

 

 that the EI Assessment will not significantly change after the results of the trial 

conducted in early 2017 are released.  For example, should the focus change to follow 

a UK influence and require extensive case study submissions, the core competencies to 

fulfil support roles in this area may shift. 

 

 the core competencies outlined in the job advertisements and position descriptions are, 

at least, the minimum core requirements.  The study notes there may be more 

requirements for positions that are not covered in the job advertisements or position 

descriptions. 



 
 

 

Further Research 

 

Due to the limitations and assumptions discussed previously, and the emerging nature of EI 

assessment in its current form within Australia, there is substantial space for further research 

in this area. This paper suggests the following areas and questions for further research: 

 

 If specific engagement and impact roles are not developed in Australia, how will these 

responsibilities be absorbed into current research support and management roles? 

 After the implementation of the EI Assessment in 2018, how will roles in the field of 

EI assessment change? 

 What are the current attitudes of researchers and LIS professionals towards EI 

assessment in Australia? 

 Research on the effect of the EI Assessment on research in Australian institutions after 

its implementation in 2018. 

 

 

 

  



 
 

 

Conclusion  

 

The reported study set out to answer the following two questions: 

 

1. What are the core competencies required of individuals in order to manage universities’ 

responsibility in meeting the EI assessment conditions of the Excellence in Research 

for Australia (ERA)? 

 

2. How do these skills differ from current core competency expectations of LIS 

professionals (academic and research focused) in Australia? 

 

The findings showed a strong emphasis on interpersonal and communication based skills.  This 

was evident through the nodes with the most content coded to them.  There was also an 

emphasis on a number of competencies that may be considered transferrable across multiple 

industries such as team work, leadership, and IT knowledge.  However, there were a number 

of required competencies that seemed to help to define these EI support roles.  There was strong 

emphasis on relationship management, a need for analytical skills and research ability, a 

strong knowledge of engagement, impact and the wider research landscape, and experience in 

project management.  Developing these role specific skills coupled with a strong transferable 

soft skillset would place LIS professionals in the best possible position for support roles in 

engagement and impact assessment. 

 

In relation to job adverts and position descriptions from both Australia and the UK as part of a 

gap analysis with the ALIA skill audit templates, there were a number of consistencies, 

similarities and key competencies identified.  A key finding was the similarity for the hard skill 



 
 

 

requirements from the ALIA skill audit templates as a representation of LIS competencies and 

the required hard skills of current support roles in engagement and impact assessment.  That is 

not to say that LIS professionals wishing to position themselves to fulfil these supportive roles 

should only focus on developing a hard skillset, but rather they should underpin an extensive 

and demonstrable hard skillset with a continual development and improvement of soft skill 

competencies.  Whether these soft skills are solely based character traits or are a skill that can 

be learned is outside the scope of the study being reported, however the continual professional 

development of LIS professionals to improve their level of skill in these areas is critical. 

 

A strong emphasis on soft skills within the position descriptions and job advertisements may 

be reflective of the changing nature of research evaluation.  Underpinning hard skills with a 

suite of transferable soft skills will allow those in these roles to remain adaptive to changes in 

the field due to the emerging nature of this form of assessment.  

 

In both the engagement narrative and the approach to impact narrative in the impact study there 

is the need to liaise and communicate with multiple stakeholders.  To create these pathways 

the university must build and manage relationships with both industry and the wider 

community.  Communication and relationship management are both areas that LIS 

professionals excel in which is supported by the inclusion of these categories in all the research 

/ academic library focused ALIA skill audit templates. 

 

Furthermore, supporting roles in engagement and impact assessment in Australia will become 

more well defined after the implementation of the exercise in 2018.  We might therefore look 

to the UK for guidance on how support roles may look and the core responsibilities they will 

be required to undertake.  Due to strong coherence between UK position descriptions and the 



 
 

 

ALIA skill audit templates it could be argued that LIS professionals are well placed in Australia 

to manage these support roles so long as they acquire the skill sets that the LIS industry outlines 

through professional development tools such as the skill audit templates. 

 

If universities and researchers want to create, record and demonstrate the real, and critical, 

impact of their research it would be beneficial to build upon the skillsets of current and new 

LIS professionals with the specific requirements discussed above.  In doing so, institutions will 

harness the core competencies already acquired by LIS professionals with competencies 

specific to EI assessment.  This could assist in maximising engagement and impact for both 

researchers and institutions in a most efficient and effective way. 
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