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What are altmetrics?

The volume and nature of
attention that research receives
online.

How often are people talking,
what's being said, and who is
saying it?
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1. Introduction

This installment of the “Balance Point” examine|
area of metrics called “altmetrics.” When researchin
umn editor was struck by how much of the dialog
found in non-traditional places for academic d
wikis, Twitter, and various Web sites, It seemed fit
actively involved in the dialog to participate in v
and therefore the column editor invited Finbar G
for Swets Information Services and blogs ahout
co-author the article. Galligan has written several

Collecti
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n Management Matters

I finished with the list, | gave it to the Special
Collections Librarian for review and she turmed
those heoks and others she thought should be
transferred downward on the shelves, so that
they would be easy 1o identify. The Senior
Library Assistant in Collection Management
agreed o remove the books from the shelves,
but kefore she took them to cataloging, she
verified them against the list created by the
Systems Libranan. Although the area had been
invenioried about three years ago, there were
still stems on the shelves that did not appear
o the pull list.

As we gol further along in the project, the
Head of Special Collections became a woman
possessed. She could not weed enough books!
Mdfter the first round, she requested that | come
up to the area for an evaluation. We did a walk-
through of every shelf, and agreed on additional
tithes that were more aptly suited for other angas
of the library, We did a second and third round
where we weeded the science, photography,
literature, perferming ants, religion, sociology,
psychology, business, criminal justice, and
political seience books,

When the dust settled, and there were many,
many dusty books on those shelves, we had
actually transferred 3,900 books, which went
to Circulation, Reference, the Youth Collection,
and the library on our Avoen Williams Cam-
pus. Since | had made the effort to weed the E,
F. and G sections before the transferred books
started coming out of Cataloging, the Circu-
lation Supervisor and the Stack Supervisor
said nothing to me about not having space o
shelve them. The Special Collections Librarian
was shle to bring some of her most popularly
requested items out of the storage rooms and
on to the shelves in her area.

This project was not successtul just becanse
we changed the semantics. All of the concerns
of the stakeholders were taken into consider-
ation and systematically addressed. Since this
is my seventeenth vear at the library, | think
I have a pretty good feel fior the motives and
attitudes of the personalities involved, as well
as @ history of how past library projects had
been facilitated, At bottom, everyone knew
that there was a problem that needed to be fixed
in the best interests of the students, bul agreeing
on a way forward was the sticking point. Some
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Devel opimnent

by Andrea Michalek (Plum Analy
<andreai@ plumanalytics.com=

and Mike Buschman (Plum Analyy
<mikef@plumanalytics.com=

New Opportunities for Repositories in

the Age of Aitmetrics

by Stacy Konkiel and Dave Scherer

Altmetrics: What, Why and Where?

Column Editor: Kathleen McEvo)
“KMcEvoyimebsco. com=

hen there were only pring)
nals, managing your collectig
much simpler; you knew wiy

subseribed to, who checked it out, an
requested new journals, When journals
onling, the world became more compl
Often, the journals were part of databas
the databases came from several vendo
all had their own way — or no way —of
ing usage to vou. In 2002, an mitiative
as COUNTER (Counting Omline Lsg
Networked Electronic Resources) fon)
standardize library usage statistics. Libr
publishers, and intermediaries cooperatg
this initiative and created standard w
reporting usage.  Now, over len yeary
COUNTER siatistics are still a good
assist librarians in managing their colled
Citation counis are anodher set of sig
important to research and researcher]
hence by extension libradans making
tion decisions, In the 1960s, publishe)
others developed a methodology that
mined the impact of research based upon
citation counts. From this approach camg
statistics, the most popular being Thon
Journal Impact Factor or JIF. There are
complaints about statistics hased upo
tions, wcluding self-citation and super
citations, However, the biggest prob
using JIF and others is that in today s ref
landscape they are lagging indicators,
The world keeps changing. Ower a d
ago, the great shift from print 1o online had
been going on for some vears and everyone was
getting comfortable managing and purchasing
anline content. Mow, there are other new great
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your collection. By knowing in which joumals
your faculty publishes, you can ensure that
you subscribe to these journals, Not only will
your faculty be appreciative of this, but also

EDITOR'S SUMMARY

For instituional repasitories, aftemative metrics refiecting online activity present valuable
indicators of interest in their holdings hat can supplement radifional usage statistics. A
variable mix of built-in metrics is available through papular reposiiory platforms: Digital
Commans, DSpace and EPrints. These may inchude download counts at e collect
and/or item level, search terms, total and unique visitars, page views and social media and
bookmarking metrics; additional data may be available with special plug-ins. Data provide
different types of information valuabde for reposfiory managers, wniversity administrators
and authars. They can reflect both schotarly and popular impact, show readership, reflect
an institution's output, justify tenure and promation and indicate for collect
management Practical considerafions for implementing altmetrics include service costs,
technical support, plathorm integration and user interest. Aftmetrics should not be used for
author ranking or comparison, and alimetics sources shoukd be regularty reevaluated for
relevance.
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niversity administrators are increasingly trving 1o find new wavs 1o

measure the impact of the scholarly output of their faculty, students

and researchers through quantitative means. By reporting alimetries
{alternative metrics based on online activity) for their content, institutional
mepositaries can add value to existing metrics — and prove their relevance
and importance in an age of growing cuthacks to library services. This article
will discuss the metrics that repositonies currently deliver and how alimetrics
can supplement existing usage statistics 1o provide a broader interpretation
of research-output impaet for the benefit of authors, library-based
publishers and repository managers, and university administrators alike.

Metrics Repositories Currently Deliver

Many repository platforms measure usage sitatistics such as download
counis and page views. Less ofien, repositories report citation counts and
altmetries culled from the social web for their holdings. Here, we will look
al usage statistics that are commonly reported on the theee most popolar
mepository platforms in use today: Digital Commons, DSpace and EPrints.
Digital Commons, Digital Commons is a proprietary institutional repository
and joumal-publishing platform run by Bepress. Relying on proprietary,
COUNTER-compliant download counts [ 1] and Google Analytics as a source
for metrics on aceess, the platfomm records download counts, search temms
and referral links for all content held in each repository. These metrics are
communicated 1o repository managers, series administrators and authors via
email. The platform provides metrics on publications available to date in
each repositary, downloads 1o date, and downloads durng the lifetime of the
mpositary. Authors also receive slatistics on their depaosits through a private
Author Dashboand interface.

The platform also operates a federated search and discovery mechanism,
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Our studies

Academic Librarians

* 150 Carnegie-classified “R1” institutions
e 13,436 librarians

e 707 respondents (5.3% response rate)

Library and Information Science Faculty
* 55 ALA accredited LIS programs

e 2,312 faculty members

* 159 respondents (6.8% response rate)



Job Title - Librarians (n=659)

Other Liaison/Subject
39% 32%

Reference
8%
Lib Admin
9% —— Schol Comm
3%
Serials__E-Resources_—  Coll Dev Instruction/Info Literacy

1% 2% 2% 4%



Regular duties (librarians) (n=509)

Answer
Collection development (i.e. selecting and purchasing books, journals, efc for faculty or students)
Instruction (i.e. teaching workshops and “one-shot” instruction sessions, etc)

Reference services (i.e. staffing the reference desk, answenng reference questions via email orin 1-on-
1 consultations, etc)

Scholarly communication support (i.e. helping faculty and students choose research software, tools, and
which journals to publish in; helping scholars understand how to measure research impact)

Assessment (i.e. gathering and reporting statistics and qualitative studies to understand the success of
library-based resources and programs)

Bar

Response
2499
326

380

197

235

%
59%
64%

75%

39%

46%




Liaison Libs - Disciplines served (n=186)

professions
20%



Years on the job

FACULTY (N=160)

Less than one year
6%

More than 20 years
18%

More than 20 years
35%

1-5years
34%

11 - 20 years
20%

6 - 10 years
22%

LIBRARIANS (N=438)

Less than one year
0%

11 - 20 years
25%

1-5years
18%

6 - 10 years
22%



Is your LIS faculty position full time or part time (e.g. adjunct)?
(n=159)

No answer

2%

Part time
27%

Full time
71%



Which of the categories below best describes your

Other
46%

separate full time position? (n=26)

Academic Librarian
31%

Public Librarian
8%

School (K-12) Librarian or

Media Specialist
Special Librarian 4%

11%



Familiarity with metrics:
How do librarians and faculty compare?

e Overall
* Tenure track vs. non tenure track
* Years of experience



Familiarity with Journal Impact Factor

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

M Librarians (n=381)

LIS Faculty (n=144)

10.0% -

0.0% -

¥ Librarians

“ LIS Faculty

Scale

1 = I've never heard of them
2

3

= 1I"'m an expert

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Familiarity with citation counts

M Librarians (n=381)

LIS Faculty (n=149)

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Familiarity with usage counts

M Librarians (n=381)

LIS Faculty (n=148)




Familiarity with altmetrics

50.0%

45.0%

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0% -

5.0% -

0.0% -

Librarians (n=381)

11.5%

8.8%

22.1%

44.2%

13.3%

LIS Faculty (n=146)

12.3%

25.3%

24.7%

31.5%

6.2%

M Librarians (n=381)
W LIS Faculty (n=146)



Familiarity with Journal Impact Factors

70.0%
60.0% M Tenure track
50.0% librarians
40.0%
2005 (n=211)

o7 m Tenure track
20.0%

faculty (n =94
10.0%
0.0% -
1 2 3 4 5

45.0%

40.0%

35.0% i Non tenure

30.0% track librarians

25.0% (n=252)

20.0%

15.0% i Non tenure

10.0% - track faculty

5.0% - (n=12

0.0% -

1 2 3 4 5

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Familiarity with citation counts

M Tenure track

librarians

(n=211)

M Tenure track

faculty (n=99)

80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

B Non tenure

track librarians

(n=250)

® Non tenure

track faculty

(n=12)




70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Familiarity with usage counts

M Tenure track

librarians
(n=210)
M Tenure track
' faculty (n=99)
3 | 4 | 5

2

I

T

B Non tenure
track librarians
I (n=252)
| 3 | 4 | 5 |

2

45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

45.0%

Familiarity with altmetrics

M Tenure track

librarians (n=210)
M Tenure track
| faculty (n=97
A | | 3 | 4 | 5

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

B Non tenure track

20.0%

librarians (n=48)

15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%

m Non tenure track
faculty (n=12)
1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 |




60.0%

Librarians' familiarity with Journal Impact
Factor

0 - 5 years of job experience

50.0%

40.0%

1 6 - 10 years of job experience

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

m 11 - 20 years of job experience

0.0% -

21 + years of job experience

LIS faculty familiarity with Journal Impact
Factor

60.0%

50.0%

m 0-5years of job

40.0%

experience
M 6 - 10 years of job

30.0%

experience

20.0%

W 11 - 20 years of job

10.0%

experience

0.0% -

21 + years of job
experience

LIS Faculty familiarity with citations

70.0%

m 0-5years of job

60.0%

experience

50.0%

M 6 - 10 years of job

40.0%

experience

30.0%

w11 - 20 years of job

20.0%

experience

10.0%

0.0% -

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

B 21 + years of job
experience

Librarians' familiarity with citations

m 0-5yearsof job

experience
M 6 - 10 years of job

experience

W 11 - 20 years of

job experience

21 + years of job
experience




70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0% -

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0% -

Librarians' familiarity with usage counts

m 0-5years of job

experience

M 6 - 10 years of job

experience
————  m11-20vyearsofjob

I experience
21 + years of job

experience

LIS Faculty familiarity with usage counts

m 0 -5years of job

experience

M 6 - 10 years of job

experience

W11 - 20 years of

job experience

B 21 + years of job
experience

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0% -

45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%

15.0% -
10.0% -
5.0% -
0.0% -

Librarians' familiarity with altmetrics

0 - 5years of job

experience

M 6 - 10 years of job

experience

W 11 - 20 years of
job experience

21 + years of job

experience

LIS Faculty familiarity with altmetrics

m 0-5years of job

experience
M 6 - 10 years of job

experience

W 11 - 20 years of

job experience
21 + years of job

experience




How are librarians and faculty using research
Impact metrics?

* In instruction and teaching

* Evidence for promotion and tenure
* To select a venue in which to publish
* Choosing what to read



70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0% -

30.0% -

20.0% -

10.0% -

0.0% -

Faculty: mentions during teaching

When teaching workshops or classes,
how often do you address the
following indicators of research
impact?

Librarians: mentions during teaching

60.0%

50.0%

40.0% M 1- never
w2

30.0% -
w3

20.0% -+ = 4
M5 - always

10.0% -~

0.0% -

JIF Citation Author h-  Expert peer  Altmetrics  Qualitative
Counts index review measures




45.0%

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Use of metrics to support tenure and promotion

JIF

Citation Counts Downloads & page
views

Altmetrics

Qualitative
measures

M Librarians on tenure track

M Faculty on tenure track



70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

How often do faculty consider the following indicators of research
impact in the course of selecting a venue in which to report the results

of your research?

mJIF

W Citatation counts
W Expert peer review
= Altmetrics

B Qualitative measures

1 - never

2
3
4
5 - always



70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

How often do faculty use the following indicators of research
impact in the course of conducting library research and literature

reviews?

mJIF

W Citation counts

i Expert peer reviews
= Altmetrics

M Qualitative measures

1 - never

2
3
4
5 - always



How often do librarians evaluate materials using the following indicators
of research impact in the context of collection development

50.0%
m Jif
45.0%
m Citation counts
40.0% W Expert peer reviews
35.0% = Altmetrics
30.0% - M Qualitative measures
25.0% -
20.0% 1 - never
2
15.0% - 3
4
10.0% 1 5 - always
50% -
0.0% -




Thanks for your interest in our ongoing
research!

Questions?

Sarah W. Sutton, ssutton3@emporia.edu

Stacy Konkiel, stacy@altmetric.com

Rachel Miles, ramiles@ksu.edu
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