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Traditional metrics -> Web-native
metrics

« Journal impact factor
 Citation counts

« Usage statistics

« Altmetrics



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?




Lots of speculation, little evidence
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1. Introduction

This installment of the “Balance Point” examines (f
area of metrics called “altmetrics.” When researching
umn editor was struck by how much of the dialog an
found in nen-traditional places for academic disc
wikis, Twitter, and various Web sites. It seemed fittin|
actively involved in the dialog to participate in wr
and therefore the column editor invited Finbar Gal
for Swets Information Services and blogs about in
co-author the article. Galligan has written several tH

hingc nn altmetrice and relatad cuhiscte and hac davel,

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

As we gol further along in the project, the
Head of Special Collections became & woman
possessed. She could not weed enough books!
Adter the first round, she requested that 1 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 areas
of the library. We did a sccond and third round
where we weeded the science, photography,
lirerature, performing ans, religion, seciology,
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 Aven Willlams Cam-
pus. Since | had made the effort to weed the E,
F. and G sections before the ransferred 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 able to bring some of her most popularly
requested items out of the storage rooms and
om to the shelves in her area.

This project was not successtul just because
we changed the semantics. All of the concerns
of the stakeholders were taken into consider-
ation and systematically addressed. Since this
is my seventeenth year at the library, | think
1 have a pretty good feel for the motives and
attitudes of the personalities involved, as well
us o history of how past library projects had
been facilitated, At bottam, 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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hen there were only pri
‘ :“," nals, managing vour collec
much simpler; you knew
subsenbed to, who checked it out,
reguested new journals, When journa
onling, the world became more com
Often, the journals were part of datab) ]
the databases came from several vend 5
all had their own way — of o way — i
ing usage (o vou. In 2002, an initiativ
as COUNTER (Counting Online |
Metworked Electronic Resources) £
standurdize library usage statistics. Li
publishers, and intermediaries cooper
this initiative and created standard
reporting usage.  Now, over ten yed
COUNTER siatistics are siill 2 goo
assist librarians in managing their coll
Citation counis are anodher set of
important to research and research)
hence by extension libratans makin
tion decisions. In the 1960s, publis
others developed a methodology thy
mined the impact of research based upy
citation counts. From this approsch ca
statistics, the most popular being Thy
Joumnal Impact Factor or JIF, There o
complaints about statistics based uf
tions, mcluding self-citation and sup
citations, However, the biggesi pr
using JIF and others is that in today s
landscape they are lagging indicators)
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EDITOR'S SUMMARY

[For instituional repesitories, attemative metrics reflecting online activity present valuable
indicators of interest in their holdings tat 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 the collection
and/or item level, search terms, total and unique visitars, page views and social media and
bookmarking metrics; additional data may be availtable with special plug-ins. Data provide
different types of information valuable for reposiiory managers, university administraors
and authors. They can reflect bot schotarly and popular impact, show readership, reflect
an institution's output, justify tenure and promation and indicate direction for collection
management Practical considerafions for implementing altmetrics include service costs,
echnical support, platiorm integration and user interest. Altmetrics should nat 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 fnd new ways 1o

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

and researchers through quantitative means. By reporting alimetrics
{alternative metrics based on online activity) for their content, institutional
mepositaries can add value 1o 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 statistics such as download
counis and page views. Less ofien, repositories report citation counts and
altmetrics culled from the social web for their holdings. Here, we will look
al usage statistics that are commonly reported on the three 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 during the lifetime of the
mepositary. Authors also receive statistics on their depaosits through a private
Author Dashboand interface.

The platform also operates a federated search and discovery mechanism,
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The world keeps changing. Ower o decade
ago, the great shift from print 1o online had
been going on for some years and everyone was
aetting comfortable managing and purchasing
anline comtent. Mow, there are other new great
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Looking at alternative metrics can help
your collection. By knowing in which joumnals
your faculty publishes, you can ensure that
you subscribe to these journals, Not only will
your faculty be appreciative of this, but also




Study design

« Survey of 13,436 librarians at 150 Carnegie-classified
"R1"” institutions in the US

» Direct email (manually collected)
« 707 respondents (5.3% response rate)

* Collected answers via Qualtrics
« Data analysis via Qualtrics and SPSS



Demographics



Years on the job

Less than one year 4 ¢ years
18%

More than 20

years
35%

b - 10 years
22%

11- 20 yea
25%

(n=438)



What sort of duties do you perform regularly (1x/month or
more) for your job? Check all that apply. (n=511)

Collection development |, 7

instruction | -

7

Assessment

Reference services [N i

Scholarly communication support N -~

o 103 10% {05 d05% S0 b5 T Bil%



200

10

160

144

110

Are you currently on the tenure track or do you have tenure? (n=463)

Yes, I'rmoon the tEnure track

Yes, | have tenune

| da not have & tenwre-track
pasition

My institution daes not offer
tepure status For librarians



Familiarity with metrics

Among collection development librarians
& as compared to those who aren't
Do years of experience affect familiarity?

Does tenure status affect familiarity?



How familiar are you with the following measures of

Altmetrics

Usage statistics

Citation counts

JIF

article-level impact?
(all librarians)

23%

22%

25%

0% 10% 20% 0%

Mm1-I|knownothing M2

4%

3

34%
51%
52%
44%
50% 60% T0%

4 MW5-I'manexpert

23%

80%

A%

S0%

11%

100%



Altmetrics (nt)
Altmetrics (t)
Usage statistics (nt)
Usage statistics (t)
Citations (nt)
Citations (t)

JIF {nt)

JIF (t)

How familiar are you with the following measures of
article-level impact?

(by tenure option)

36% DU 4% |
30% 4%
5% 27% N 12%
1%

P 6%
4% L 26%
1%

P 1s%
29%
18%
05 10f 2 Ik 4 5 G T B Qe 1005

M1-|know nothing E2

3 B4 BE5-I'manexpert



Relationships between familiarity
with metrics and experience &
tenure status

* Years of experience do not affect familiarity with
metrics.

» Tenure status affects familiarity with usage statistics,
citation counts, and Journal Impact Factor.

» Tenure status does not affect familiarity with
altmetrics.



Use of metrics

For collection development
Factors affecting frequency of use



How often do you evaluate materials using the following indicators of research impact in the
context of your collection development duties?

B Never M Rarely ™ Often B Very Often

4%
EECEEE %]

Expert peer reviews

Usage statistics 19% 22%
Citation counts m 18% I4‘}E
Journal Usage Factor 14% 29% 15%

Journal Impact Factor

20% - BU B



Factors affecting the
frequency of use of
metrics

* Years of experience
 Tenure status
» Job responsibilities



Frequency of use unaffected by...

« Tenure status
* Years of experience (unconfirmed)

Fregushayreihuse isnaffeatecupnort .

duties
* Having instruction duties (for usage statistics)



How often do you evaluate materials using the following indicators in

the context of your collection development duties?
(librarians with regular scholcomm duties)

Altmetrics* BEEEE o
Expert peer reviews* 19% | L FEY PR
Usage statistics 19%
Citation counts 2% [
Journal Usage Factor Toia%  34%
Journal Impact Factor EEANaEeN 20% i

m MNever ™ Rarely Often mVery Often



Tools for collecting metrics



Tools used in compiling impact evidence,
all librarians vs. collection development librarians

Web of Science
Google Scholar
Scopus
Altmetric
Impactstory
PlumX

Other

0 203 4 0r alx B0 100%

®m Collection Development (n=124) ®mAll (n=187)



Other websites or databases all librarians
use to compile evidence of research impacts

Institutional Repository

wiise Jourmal Citation Reportsessss o

= Cabels SCIFINer ool B
-Sciffiatt Journal Rank s
Mendeley gy “"% Reseamhcaﬁmg@susmesssoummmm
Publish or Perish




Takeaways: Familiarity with metrics

« Familiarity with and use of metrics are linked.

 Librarians report greater familiarity with traditional
metrics.

* No relationship between years of experience and
familiarity with metrics.

« Familiarity with traditional metrics is related to tenure

status.

e Familiaritv with altmetrics is not related to tentire



Takeaways: Use of metrics

« Journal Usage Factor and usage statistics most likely
to be used for collection development.

« Altmetrics least likely to be used for collection
development.

» Use of metrics is related to having regular
responsibilities for scholarly communication.

* Years of experience unrelated use of metrics.



Takeaways: Tools for collecting
metrics

 Wo0S reigns supreme for citation metrics.

 Altmetric is most used tool for altmetrics.



Future work

« Additional surveys & interviews with US librarians

« Similar survey of librarians on an international scale

» Investigate relationships between Open Access and
altmetrics

« Examine P&T documents



Thank you!

Questions?

Sarah W. Sutton, ssutton3@emporia.edu
Stacy Konkiel, stacy@altmetric.com
Rachel Miles, ramiles@ksu.edu

B School of LIBRARY AND

UNIVERSITY
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT
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Years of experience

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

Quite Often use altmetrics
Rarely use altmetrics

Mever use altmetrics

F'Iut-ﬁ.rea

Very Often use citation counts
Quite Often use citation counts

Rarely use citation counts

R w05
Never use citation counts
Very Often use JUF “6-10
Quite Often use JUF 11-20
Rarely use JUF w21

Never use JUF
Very Often use JIF
Quite Often use JIF
Rarely use JIF
Never use JIF

0.00% 20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00% 100.00% 120.00%



Tenure status

need a graph here of tenure status x frequency of use of indicators of Rl



How familiar are you with the following measures of article level impact?

Altmetrics - Schol Comm 9.14% 10.75% 32.80% 36.02% 11.29%

4.98%
Altmetrics - Collection Dev 24.20% 33.81% -

Citation Counts - Schol Comm

13.83% 53.72% 2B.72%

21.48% 51.41% 19.37%
2.13% 2.13%
Usage Stats - Scholarly Comm - 17.02% 54.26% 24.47%
2.46%
Usage Stats - Collection Dew 71.39% 21.48% 50.70% 17.96%
0% 10% 20% 30% 20% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ml-KnowMNothing m2 3 4 m5-Expert



Librarians' familiarity with altmetrics Librarians' familiarity with Journal Impact

Factor
60.0% .
M0 -5 years of job 60.0%
50.0% expe rience . £0.0% m 0 - 5 years of job experience
10.0% W 6 - 10 years of job
expe rience 100% m 6 - 10 years of job experience
200% W11 - 20 years of 30.0%
20.0% ]Ub expe rience 20.0% 11 - 20 years of job experience
10.0% w21+ years of job 005
experience [ 21 + years of job experience
0.0% - 0.0% -
Librarians' familiarity with usage counts Librarians' familiarity with citations
70.0% 60.0% _ .
=0 -5 years of job mo Sfears of job
60.0% . 50.0%
experience experience
50.0% 6 - 10 years of job 40.0% M6 - 10|‘,rear5 of job
40.0% Experience 20.0% EKPEFIEI‘ICE
30.0% W 11-20years of job oo W11 - 20 years of
20.0% _ experience job experience
. 10.0% .
10.0% A 121 +yearsof job © 21 + years of job
i 0.0% - experience
005 experience . p






