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ABSTRACT

Introduction: In recent years, the library has received inquiries from faculty on how departments on campus
use scholarly research metrics to measure the impact of publications. The library provides training opportu-
nities for faculty through individual consultations and sessions sponsored by the university’s Office for Faculty
Excellence. However, librarians did not know comprehensively and specifically what metrics were being used
across departments and disciplines in the university.

Methods: A 14-question survey was emailed between February 2022 and March 2022 to 959 tenured, tenure-
track, and fixed-term faculty in non-health science departments at a regional public doctoral institution in the
southeast. One hundred and fifty-two responses were collected and analyzed.

Results: Faculty responded from a wide variety of departments and disciplines. The most frequently reported
tools used to personally track research impact were Google Scholar and h-Index. Respondents noted that
online modules and instruction documents/infographics provided by the library would be most helpful
to them.

Discussion: The majority of respondents acknowledged that scholarly metrics reflect at some level the impor-
tance of a researcher’s scholarly work. Respondents indicated that the use of these metrics to measure impact
was helpful when equitably and transparently applied. Faculty perception of the significant challenge in mea-
suring impact across disciplines was noted.

Conclusion: Guided by survey responses, the library’s Scholarly Communication Department will expand
options for consultation and instructional support at different times of the year. Because faculty indicated
that they selectively use these metrics in their annual evaluation and tenure and promotion cycles, the library
will share resources and support ahead of these deadlines.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

1. Faculty are interested in measuring their research impact. Scholarly communication
librarians benefit from a better understanding of how faculty in departments on their
campus perceive and use scholarly metrics.

2. Researchers’ approach to scholarly metrics varies according to discipline. Scholarly
communication librarians interested in targeting services to faculty are encouraged
to consider the varying publishing cultures among individual departments in devel-
oping outreach related to scholarly research metrics.

3. Faculty vary in their preferences for learning more about scholarly metrics. Consid-
eration of this may inform the approaches of scholarly communication librarians as
they develop multiple modes/avenues of instructional outreach on scholarly research
metrics for their campus.

INTRODUCTION

Scholarly research metrics may be used by faculty, departments, and administrators to com-
municate the impact of research conducted at an institution. Scholarly communication librar-
ians at East Carolina University (ECU) sought information on how ECU faculty and
departments are using research metrics. ECU is a large public, regional institution in Green-
ville, North Carolina, classified by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education as a Doc-
toral University: High Research Activity. ECU reports 26,785 students and 5,805 faculty and
staff. The university offers 85 bachelor’s degrees, 68 master’s degrees, and 13 doctoral degrees
(ECU, 2023). ECU is unique in North Carolina as it has medical, dental, and engineering
schools. ECU Libraries comprises the William E. Laupus Health Sciences Library and Aca-
demic Library Services, which includes the main campus and music libraries. Academic
Library Services has a Scholarly Communication Department situated on the main campus,
consisting of a department head, three additional librarians, and one paraprofessional. The
Scholarly Communication Department librarians also serve as subject liaison librarians to
individual departments as assigned. Additional liaison librarians are found on the main cam-
pus and the health sciences campus. The Scholarly Communication Department works
closely with these additional liaison librarians as well. Currently, ECU Libraries supports
scholarly research metrics through general training sessions and consultations. Librarians usu-
ally hold at least one “Measuring Impact” training per year through the Office for Faculty
Excellence. This session covers popular metrics used on a journal, article, and author level.
The session also briefly covers altmetrics as well as tools that can be used to locate and organize
metrics like Journal Citation Reports, Google Scholar, and Herzog’s Publish or Perish. These
sessions have been attended by faculty across campus, so they focus more on sharing general
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information and tools. In addition to these trainings, librarians have consulted with faculty to
provide available metrics for their research. This typically aligns with the time period when
faculty are preparing their personnel action dossier and/or their annual reports. Occasionally,
librarians provide presentations at department faculty meetings. During these sessions, librar-
ians customize the information as much as possible to the discipline. The library maintains a
LibGuide on “Measuring Impact” that is shared during the training sessions and consulta-
tions. In addition to faculty training, the Scholarly Communication Department hosts a
Scholarly Communication Boot Camp for liaison librarians twice a year. These sessions cover
new trends and topics in scholarly communication. At least one session has been held on schol-
arly research metrics.

In recent years, inquiries and requests for assistance from faculty at ECU concerning the issue
of scholarly research metrics made it increasingly clear that knowledge and opinions around
these measures varied on the campus. Scholarly communication librarians were asked to speak
to a faculty meeting in the Technology Systems Department about research metrics. Interest
was strong at the meeting, but one important question the librarians could not answer was
“What are other departments on our campus doing with these metrics? Who is using them and
for what purpose(s)?” This precipitated the search for a process that would tell scholarly com-
munication librarians on campus more systematically how to support the faculty at our own
institution, and to tailor scholarly communication efforts more specifically and effectively to
the needs of the campus.

A 2017 study completed by librarians at the University of Vermont (DeSanto & Nichols,
2017) provided an excellent starting place. The authors of this study point out that there
is a long history among academic libraries of “offering citation support to faculty members
looking to demonstrate the influence of their scholarly output” (DeSanto & Nichols,
2017, p.151). However, ]J. W. Alstete cautions that “...there is no apparent one-size-fits-
all metric to be accurately and universally applied no matter how much the champions of
efficiency would like for such a panacea for scholarly evaluation to exist” (Alstete et al.,
2018, p.128).

The major metrics under discussion in the ECU survey are separated according to what they
attempt to measure. Some metrics measure the journal’s impact, others are concerned with the
article, and some look at overall research productivity and the author’s impact over time. So,
measures of journal impact, article impact, and aurhor impact provided the lens for looking
more closely at the issue of scholarly metrics among ECU faculty. Librarians also knew from
experience, as well as from the literature, that disciplines respond differently to the various
measurements of research impact and wanted to determine how this plays out on our own
campus (Bakker et al., 2020; DeSanto & Nichols, 2017).
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With this in mind, ECU librarians developed several research questions:

e What are our faculty currently using to capture their scholarly research metrics?

*  Whatopinions and thoughts do our faculty members have about how well these met-
rics reflect the impact of a scholar’s work?

*  What role do scholarly metrics play in hiring and the tenure and promotion process?
e Where/how do our faculty currently seek out needed assistance with metrics?

* How is planning outreach to faculty affected by discipline?

LITERATURE REVIEW

Scholarly research metrics remain an ongoing topic for discussion as the use of these varies
across disciplines, academic departments, and individual researchers. In a 2010 article in
Nature, several contributors discuss whether in fact metrics matter (Abbott, et al., 2010).
The authors contacted provosts, department heads, and other administrators at nearly 30
research institutions as part of the poll conducted, thus providing a perspective beyond
that of solely faculty creating the publications.

Roemer and Borchardt’s Meaningful Metrics: A 215t Century Librarian’s Guide to Bibliometrics,
Altmetrics, and Research Impact provides a strong overview for librarians looking for a solid
background in the area of scholarly research metrics. The authors provide a useful history
of bibliometrics, research metrics, and alternative ways to measure research impact (“altmet-

rics”) that later evolved into currently accepted metrics for making sense of research impact
(Roemer & Borchardt, 2015).

DeSanto & Nichols, in 2017, present the results of a detailed faculty survey conducted at the
University of Vermont’s Bailey/Howe Library during the academic year 2014—-2015. The sur-
vey asks faculty about their familiarity with scholarly research metrics, what tools or processes
they used to find these metrics, where they sought help if needed, and the role metrics played
in their department’s tenure and promotion process. The survey also gathers faculty opinions
on how well scholarly metrics reflect the importance of scholarly work and how faculty look
upon administrators gathering institutional scholarly metric information. A key strength of
the article is that their results point to the necessity of librarians “understanding the campus
landscape of faculty knowledge, opinion, importance, and use of scholarly metrics before
engaging faculty in further discussions about quantifying the impact of their scholarly
work” (DeSanto & Nichols, 2017, p.150).
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Bakker et al. present a qualitative analysis of the results of a 2017 survey of faculty and re-
searchers at alarge Midwestern R1 university exploring faculty understanding of, and attitudes
toward, scholarly metrics. The survey includes opportunities for participants to provide
free-text responses regarding their use of metrics and any concerns they have about the
use of metrics for assessment. Participants indicate that they understand metrics and use
them in a variety of ways, but they have concerns about administrators’ potentially inappro-
priate use of metrics in assessment. Participants also express a desire to be involved in decision-
making around the use of metrics in evaluation processes (Bakker et al., 2020). Thuna & King
conducted semi-structured interviews with selected senior faculty at the University of
Toronto, defining senior faculty as “those who were five or more years post-tenure”
(Thuna & King, 2017). The authors combine disciplines broadly for reporting results
into three categories: sciences, social sciences, and humanities. Galbraith & Butterfield, in
22023 article in College & Research Libraries, provide context and guidelines for distinguishing
general differences between journal bibliometrics in various disciplines. Their study helps
librarians working with research faculty better understand the comparative value of various

metrics and illuminates why metrics are not always easily compared across disciplines
(Galbraith & Butterfield, 2023).

In 2017, Aung & Erdt thoughtfully discussed metrics that attempt to measure impact through
social media—article views/downloads, exports, saves, comments, etc. The authors explore
these as “altmetrics” and offer a useful view of the state of awareness and acceptance of these
measures (Aung & Erdt, 2017). The h-Index is explored in detail by Pantea Kamrani at Heine
University in Germany, finding that the h-Index is used more comfortably by many research-
ers in the sciences than in the social sciences and humanities, perhaps because researchers from
the natural sciences and medicine are “accustomed to numbers” (Kamani et.al., 2021,
p. 5501). The ECU research reported in this article builds upon existing research, adding
an emphasis on faculty views within specific departments as part of strategic planning for effec-
tive service by the library’s scholarly communication librarians to ECU faculty researchers.

METHODS

The University of Vermont survey by Dan DeSanto and Aaron Nichols entitled “Scholarly
Metrics Baseline: A Survey of Faculty Knowledge, Use, and Opinion about Scholarly Metrics”
served as a guiding article in determining the types of questions librarians elected to ask faculty,
and a number of the questions in the Vermont survey were adapted for use under a Creative
Commons Attribution Non-Commercial license. The ECU survey, which consists of 14 ques-
tions, was conducted between February and March of 2022 (Appendix). There were no
required questions in the survey; responses to all individual questions were optional. Tenured,
tenure-track, and fixed-term faculty in non-health sciences departments were emailed the
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survey during that time (7 = 959). From these, a total of 152 responses were received, resulting
in a response rate of 15.8%. The DeSanto & Nichols survey, completed in 2014-2015, re-
ported a response rate of 44% (DeSanto & Nichols, 2017, p. 152). Although the ECU study
reported a smaller response rate, like DeSanto & Nichols, we received responses from a cross-
section of departments in the sciences, social sciences, and humanities/arts. This provided
some indication of possible discipline-related issues to pursue as campus-wide outreach efforts
around research metrics are developed at ECU.

RESULTS
Q1. What is your academic rank?

Of those who responded to the survey, 32.89% were full professors, 39.60% were associate
professors, and 20.13% were assistant professors. Eleven (7.38%) respondents indicated their
rank as “other”—two teaching professors, two teaching instructors, two instructors, one clin-
ical faculty, one response unclear, and two professor emeriti.

Q2. What is your academic status?

Of those who responded to the survey, 20.27% were tenure-track, 69.59% were tenured, and
8.78% were fixed-term (non-tenure track). Two (1.35%) respondents indicated their status as
“other”—one recently retired and one retired.

Fixed-term faculty were included because, on the ECU campus, there exists a meaningful
component of non-tenured research positions such as Research Associate Professor and
Research Professor. In these positions, participation in research publications is not uncom-
mon. Fixed-term faculty may also at some point aspire to a tenure-track position in a
tenure-granting institution and seek to build a research portfolio for that reason.

Q3. What is your home department/school?

The survey was shared with 47 different departments. Some were discreet departments and
others were combined programs within a departmental unit. For example, a college may house
science education and math education within one department. Responses were received from
42 of the 47 departments surveyed. In general, the social sciences appear to be overrepresented
among the responding departments. Similarly to DeSanto & Nichols (2017), ECU research-
ers combined business with social sciences in reporting survey results because ECU categorizes
the College of Business in this way.
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Q4. How familiar are you with these more frequently used scholarly metrics (Journal
Impact, Scopus SciMago, CiteScore, h-Index, Google Scholar ResearchGate, Journal
Acceptance Rate)?

When asked about familiarity with frequently used scholarly metrics, the most familiar metric
was Google Scholar at 54.61%, followed by Journal Impact Factor (39.29%), ResearchGate
(39.29%), Journal Acceptance Rate (38.57%), and h-Index (33.09%). The scholarly metric
that was least familiar to faculty respondents was Scopus (SciMago and CiteScore) at 28.06%.

Journal acceptance rate is not routinely discussed in studies of research metrics and was not
included as an element in the DeSanto & Nichols (2017) or Bakker et al. (2020) studies.
However, anecdotal evidence on the ECU campus indicated that some departments were
using this as a measure of journal quality when directing faculty seeking publishing
opportunities, and as an evaluation tool where completed research was under discussion.
Bo-Christer Bjork published a substantive literature review in 2019 around journal accep-
tance rates, concluding that “there are significant differences between fields, with Biomedicine
on average having higher acceptance rates than the social sciences. .. The evidence concerning
the correlation between acceptance rates and how often articles on average are cited (impact
factors) is contradictory, and more systematic research would be needed on this issue” (Bjork,
2019, p. 7). Jason Wright contributes a contrarian view of the usefulness of journal acceptance
rates as a research metric, commenting on the advantage of high journal acceptance rates for
science (Wright, 2020).

Q5. How familiar are you with alternative/complementary metrics (less traditional
means of demonstrating scholarly impact such as downloads, page views, social media
engagement, and the like)?

Of faculty reporting, 50.00% noted that they were somewhat familiar with alternative or com-
plementary metrics. This response included a designation that “I have seen alternative/com-
plementary metrics before, but do not personally track them.” Only 18.75% of respondents
indicated that they were familiar or extremely familiar with alternative/complementary metrics
and they are tracking them in some way. Faculty reported that they were marginally familiar
with the term weighed in at 22.92%), and 8.33% stated they were nor at all familiar with alter-
native/complementary metrics.

When comparing the ECU study results to the DeSanto & Nichols study (2017), it is evident
that familiarity with altmetrics or complementary metrics has increased amongst faculty. De-
Santo & Nichols found that 37.4% of faculty were not familiar with these metrics (DeSanto &
Nichols, 2017, p. 155). The ECU study had 8.33% of faculty report unfamiliarity. There is
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also a large increase in the percentage of faculty who are somewhat familiar with altmetrics
when comparing the DeSanto & Nichols (2017) study to the ECU study. This includes an
increase in faculty that have started tracking, or are tracking, alternative metrics for their schol-
arly impact.

It is useful to note that what the term “altmetrics” represents has changed over time. Jason
Priem coined the term “altmetrics” in a tweet in 2010 while still a doctoral student in infor-
mation science at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. He went on to help found
ImpactStory, “...an open-source website that gathers metrics on research products like ar-
ticles, software, and data sets” (June, 2016). In an interview with A.W. June for an article
in 2016 in Chronicle of Higher Education, Priem was asked, “What's down the line, say
five years out, for altmetrics?” to which he responded “I think it’s quite possible that in
the next five years, people won't even be talking about altmetrics anymore. Instead they’ll
talk about metrics—and that’s it” (June, 2016).

Q6. Do you think the various scholarly metrics reflect the importance of a researcher’s
scholarly work?

The majority of faculty who responded to the survey acknowledged that scholarly metrics do
somewhat reflect the importance of a researcher’s scholarly work. Of those responding,
62.41% indicated that scholarly impact metrics somewhat reflect the importance of a re-
searcher’s scholarly work, while 17.73% reported “Yes, it does reflect importance.” Of those
responding, 14.18% reported that “No, scholarly metrics do not reflect the importance of a
researcher’s scholarly work,” whereas 5.67% were not sure.

Q7. Tell us about your department’s use of the various scholarly metrics in tenure/
promotion/subsequent contract decisions.

When asked about their department’s use of scholarly metrics for tenure, promotion, and sub-
sequent contract decisions, only 6.34% noted that it was required by their department
(Table 1). Of faculty reporting, 26.06% were not sure or did not know about their depart-
ment’s use of scholarly metrics. Some faculty (18.31%) reported that their department en-
courages the use of scholarly metrics. Of faculty reporting, 25.35% indicated that their
department valued or respected the use of scholarly metrics in tenure, promotion, or subse-
quent contract decisions. However, an almost equal percentage of faculty (23.94%) reported
that their department does not use scholarly metrics in promotion or contract decisions. These
results indicate that less than half of faculty respondents noted that scholarly metrics have
some place in promotion, tenure, and subsequent contract decisions whether they are
required, encouraged, or respected. However, most faculty reported that departments do
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Department’s Use of Scholarly Metrics Percentage of Faculty
Not Used 23.94%
Encouraged 18.31%
Required 6.34%
Not Sure/Don’t Know 26.06%
Valued/Respected 25.35%

Table 1. Department’s use of scholarly metrics for all departments

not use scholarly metrics or that they are not sure if their departments use metrics in personnel
decisions.

There are some differences when the data is broken down by discipline. The researchers found
that faculty perceived that departments valued/respected scholarly metrics in the social scien-
ces whereas departments in the sciences and humanities/art were not sure/do not know or not
used, respectively (Table 2); however, it is important to note that the social sciences responses
encompassed more departments, including the College of Business and College of Education,
than the sciences or humanities/art responses.

Sciences Social Sciences Humanities/Art
Not Used 7 14 13
Encouraged 2 21 1
Required 1 6 1
Not Sure/Don’t Know 8 16 10
Valued/Respected 7 24 5

Table 2. Department’s use of scholarly metrics by discipline

Q8. How much weight do you think your department should place on the various
scholarly metrics in tenure/promotion/subsequent contract decisions?

When asked about how much weight their department should place on scholarly metrics,
over half of the faculty (56.43%) noted that there should be some weight. Of faculty re-
porting, 28.57% selected very little weight, followed by 7.14% indicating a great deal of
weight, and 7.86% no weight. Further examination of this question was accomplished by
dividing responses between tenured and non-tenured (non-tenured included both those
on tenure-track and fixed-term) faculty. The answers between tenured and non-tenured
faculty were similar, with most faculty noting that some weight should be placed on
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Tenured Non-Tenured
Great Deal of Weight 6.0% 10.0%
Some Weight 56.3% 52.5%
Very Little Weight 28.0% 35.0%
No Weight 10.0% 2.5%

Table 3. Weight department should place on scholarly metrics

scholarly metrics by departments (Table 3). The responses to this question align with the
results of the faculty’s view on the connection between scholarly metrics and a scholar’s
importance.

Q9. Have you had experience with the use of the various scholarly metrics for any of the
following? (Check all that apply.)

Faculty shared their experiences with using the various scholarly metrics for evaluations, grant
proposals, personnel decisions, and more. Faculty reported that they used scholarly metrics for
tenure/promotion (26.04%), annual reports (19.25%), personnel actions (13.96%), and hir-
ing (10.19%). Although metrics are informing departments and faculty about scholarly
impact, several faculty reported that they do not have experience with using metrics in the
options provided (18.11%). A smaller amount of faculty shared that they have used scholarly
metrics for grant proposals (7.92%), subsequent contract decisions (2.64%), and “other”
(1.89%). Those faculty that selected “other” noted that they used them for award nominations
and selections, department-level reports, requests for review and comparison of professors,
and annual evaluations. One faculty member shared that it is difficult to use these metrics
in multidisciplinary fields.

Q10. Which tools do you personally use to track your scholarly metrics?

Faculty ranked Google Scholar as the top tool used for tracking their scholarly research impact
at 24.48%, followed by h-Index at 17.61% and ResearchGate at 14.43%. Journal Impact
Factor and Journal Acceptance Rate tied at 10.45% each. The “Not Sure/Do Not Use”
response came in at 9.55%; Scopus (SciMago, CitesScore) garnered 6.87%. The general
option “Other,” at 2.99%, rounded out the responses. Google Scholar and ResearchGate
are free tools, which may impact the usage of these tools. Additionally, ResearchGate’s social
networking capability provides nudges and reminders to engage with it. The library subscribes
to Scopus, which provides h-Index information for some faculty. Additionally, Google Scholar
provides h-Index information if faculty opt for a profile. This free feature in Google Scholar
may also contribute to its popularity and use by faculty. In “other,” faculty noted they use
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Q10 TOOLS YOU PERSONALLY USE
Google Scholar [ 24.48%
H-Index | 17.61%
Journal Impact Factor (JCR/Clarivate) _ 14.63%
ResearchGate [NNNEGEGNGGEGEEEEE 13.43%
Journal Acceptance Rate |GG 10.45%
Not Sure/Do Not Use  [NNENEGgGEEEGEGEGEGEGEGEEEN 9.55
Scopus (Scimago, CiteScore) [ NG 6.37%
Other [ 2.99%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure 1. Preference for tools used by faculty to track scholarly impact.

citation counts, reputation of the journal in the field, Academia.edu, and approved journal
lists (Figure 1).

Breaking down tools personally used by faculty by department can illuminate the differences
among disciplines. Although Google Scholar is the more heavily used tool, it is not always the
preferred tool in a specific department or discipline. Google Scholar is the preferred tool for
most of the humanities departments. According to the respondents, another popular metric,
the h-Index, is more popular in the sciences (Table 4).

Q11. Where on campus would you turn for help with the various scholarly metrics?

Faculty reported that they would turn to the library (32.86%) followed by academic col-
leagues (31.46%) for assistance with scholarly metrics. Faculty also reported that they
would seek assistance from the Office for Faculty Excellence (12.21%) and their dean
or department chair (14.08%). Faculty who selected “other” (9.39%) shared that they
would use the web or Google. Also, in “other,” five responded in the comments that
they do not/would not seek assistance. In the 2014-2015 survey, DeSanto & Nichols
(2017) reported very similar results in several areas—41% of the University of Vermont
faculty surveyed indicated that the library would be the initial choice for getting help with
scholarly metrics, followed by 22% who would ask assistance from colleagues in their

department or the chair (p. 160). DeSanto & Nichols (2017) reported that 8% of faculty
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h-Index Journal Google Research Scopus  Journal
Impact Factor Scholar Gate Acceptance
Accounting 3 0 5 2 0 3
Anthropology 1 0 1 1 0 0
Biology 5 4 4 3 0 0
Chemistry 1 2 0 0 1 0
Coastal Studies 0 0 1 1 0 0
Computer Science 1 0 1 1 0 1
Construction Management 0 0 1 1 0 0
Criminal Justice 1 2 2 1 0 0
Economics 1 0 1 0 0 0
Educational Leadership 0 0 1 1 0 1
Elementary/Middle 0 0 1 1 0 1
Education
Engineering 1 1 1 0 0 0
English 0 2 4 2 3 2
Finance and Insurance 1 1 2 1 0 1
Foreign Languages and 1 0 4 2 1 1
Literatures
Geography 5 6 6 4 5 0
Geological Sciences 1 1 1 1 1 0
Health Education 2 3 2 3 0 1
History 3 0 4 3 0 1
Human Dev. and Family 0 2 3 3 1 0
Science
Interdisciplinary Professions 1 0 4 1 1
Kinesiology 1 2 3 1 0
Literacy Studies, English 1 0 1 0 1 1
Ed., and History Ed.
Management 2 1 2 0 0 3
Management Information 2 1 2 0 0
Systems
Marketing and Supply Chain 3 2 2 0 1 3
Mgt.
Math Ed., Science Ed., and 0 1 1 0 0 0
Instructional Tech
Entrepreneurship 1 0 0 0 0 1

Table 4. Tools personally used by faculty by department. Note: Departments with no responses were
removed from the chart. (Table continues on following page)
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h-Index Journal Google Research Scopus  Journal
Impact Factor  Scholar Gate Acceptance
Philosophy and Religious 0 0 1 0 0 1
Studies
Political Science 3 2 2 0 1 1
Psychology 6 4 5 3 1 1
Recreation Sciences 2 1 3 3 0 1
Communication 1 1 2 2 1 1
Hospitality 1 1 0 0 0 0
Music 0 0 0 1 0 0
Sociology 2 2 3 1 0 2
Special Education 1 1 2 1 1 1
Technology Systems 3 3 2 0 1 2

Table 4. (continued)

respondents indicated they would turn to internet/electronic sources for help with schol-
arly metrics (p. 160).

Q12. What assistance/support with the various scholarly metrics or impact-tracking
would be most helpful for you?

Faculty reported that online or self-paced modules (27.56%), followed by instruction docu-
ments or infographics (23.11%) were the most preferred modes of assistance. A number of
faculty (20.44%) reported that they did not need assistance at this time. Consultations and in-
person training sessions were still of interest to some faculty members (15.56%). The “other”
response option came in at 1.78%. The library can apply these findings to further develop
types of assistance that the library could offer. As a result of these findings, the Scholarly Com-
munication Department will develop online resources while continuing to offer in-person and
virtual training sessions and consultations (Figure 2).

Q13. Please share any additional thoughts. (Text responses.)

Text responses added insight into some issues around scholarly metrics not directly addressed
in the numerical questions:

*  “In evaluating materials for tenure and promotion, I place more confidence in exter-
nal reviews than impersonal metrics. The metrics seem objective, because they’re
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Q12 MOST PREFERRED MODE OF ASSISTANCE

Online Self-Paced | 27.56%
Documents/ Infographics [ N 25.11%
Not Needed | 20.44%
Consultations _15.56%

In-Person Training _ 11.56%

other [l 1.78%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure 2. Most preferred mode of assistance.

impersonal, but require context to interpret. If you have that context, you probably
do not need the metric.”

*  “Ihave basic questions like what's considered a high or low score for the various met-
rics but cannot find a clear-cut answer.”

e “Irealize that I have heard but am not so familiar with new metrics and I would love to
learn how to 1) locate these metrics and 2) report these metrics for promotion or
future writing, etc.”

* “I often do not have grant funding to pay for publication charges in some
of the high-impact journals in my field so may go to free lower-impact
ones.”

*  “The reason some of these metrics should not be used too heavily in tenure and pro-
motion is that my department is diverse and interdisciplinary.”

DISCUSSION

Faculty responses to the survey indicate that scholarly metrics are used to help determine the
impact of a scholar’s research. The majority of faculty who responded to the survey noted that
scholarly research metrics can “somewhat” be acceptably used in measuring the impact of a
scholar.
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Faculty are using different types of tools to calculate impact. Google Scholar, a free tool, was
the top tool used by faculty. Google Scholar is broader in its indexing and provides a helpful
profile option to not only feature a faculty member’s research but also to measure impact.
Google Scholar profiles provide data such as citation counts and h-Index. Due to its broad
scope, Google Scholar tends to include more publications and capture more citations than
other tools that track citations, like Scopus or Web of Science. As one faculty member noted,
“I like Google Scholar because it captures my conference proceedings, some of which are
highly cited.” Additionally, Google Scholar’s scope lends itself to use by all disciplines while

other tools only represent certain disciplines well.

One concern mentioned frequently in the survey’s open-ended questions is the challenges of
measuring impact across disciplines or in an interdisciplinary department. As noted earlier
in the responses to Question 10, breaking down “tools personally used by faculty by depart-
ment” can illuminate the differences among disciplines. Although Google Scholar was re-
ported as the most heavily used tool generally, when disciplines were considered
individually, Google Scholar was not always the most uniformly preferred. Perhaps because
Google Scholar is broader in scope and is capturing publications beyond journal articles,
such as conference proceedings and book chapters, it is attractive to disciplines that rely
on publication types beyond peer-reviewed journal articles alone to measure impact. In
our Question 10 responses, Google Scholar was frequently the preferred tool for most of
the humanities departments. According to the Question 10 respondents, the h-Index is
more popular in the sciences.

STUDY LIMITATIONS

This survey was administered to faculty within departments on the main campus of a large
regional public doctoral university with a robust health sciences campus. The authors did not
survey faculty on the health sciences campus. The response rate for this survey was relatively
low at 15.8%, especially in comparison to the response rate of DeSanto & Nichols at 44%.
(DeSanto & Nichols, 2017, p. 152). In the ECU survey, there were some departments with
low-to-no responses. Although our findings are similar to other research studies (DeSanto &
Nichols, 2017; Bakker et al., 2020), it is limited in scope to one institution.

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Administrator use of metrics

All three of the articles using the Vermont survey as a model (DeSanto & Nichols, 2017;
Bakker et al., 2020; this ECU article) found concern among faculty about the use of metrics
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in decisions around promotion, tenure, and contract renewal decisions. Administrators who
must assess scholarly impact across units (for comparison among the units or comparison with
other institutions) face a somewhat different problem from those assessing faculty research
with a more concise environment of a single discipline or related discipline.

Qualitative/quantitative research exploring the use/perceptions of metrics among upper-level
administrators responsible for reporting productivity on a campus would be valuable.

CONCLUSION

Guided by survey responses, the library’s Scholarly Communication Department will expand
options for consultation and instructional support at different times of the year. Because fac-
ulty indicated that they selectively use these metrics in their annual evaluation and tenure and
promotion cycles, the library will share resources and support ahead of these deadlines.

Faculty were most interested in online/self-paced modules to learn more about scholarly met-
rics. Although the Scholarly Communication Department has an online guide, it does not
contain online or self-paced modules. The department will be creating a series of videos
and self-paced modules defining common metrics, finding these metrics, and communicating
metrics to others. Faculty were also interested in instructional documents or infographics for
support with scholarly metrics. The department will be creating written documentation on
definitions of common metrics and information on locating metrics. The department will
continue to offer group and individual training through the Office for Faculty Excellence
as requested by departments or individuals. Although 20.44% of faculty noted that they
did not need instruction at this time, the department will continue to offer multiple options
at different times of the year. Because faculty use these metrics in their annual evaluation and
tenure and promotion cycles, the library will share resources and support ahead of these
deadlines.

Scholarly communication librarians at ECU began with the awareness that they did not know
comprehensively and specifically what scholarly research metrics were being used across de-
partments and disciplines in the university. Liaison librarians at ECU maintain a strong focus
on the needs of individual departments in designing services. The process of administering
and analyzing the results of the survey to faculty allowed a window into the use of research
impact measures on the ECU campus by department and thus provided direction for devel-
oping targeted scholarly communication outreach to departments. This approach can be rep-
licated on the ECU campus at a later date to assist with an assessment of outreach efforts by
scholarly communication librarians and can be implemented at other institutions with a sim-
ilar targeted approach in mind.
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APPENDIX
Survey: Faculty perspectives on the use of scholarly publishing metrics*

Q1 What is your academic rank?

a. Assistant Professor
b. Associate Professor
Full Professor
Other

o

o

Q2 What is your academic status?

a. Tenure-track
b. Tenured

c. Fixed Term
d. Other

Q3 What is your home department/school?
Q4 How familiar are you with these more frequently used scholarly metrics?

(Not at all familiar, Somewhat familiar, Moderately familiar, Very familiar)

a. Journal Impact Factor (JCR/Clarivate)
b. Scopus (SciMago, CiteScore)

c. h-Index

d. Google Scholar

e. ResearchGate

lan}

Journal acceptance rate

Q5 How familiar are you with alternative/complementary metrics (less traditional means of
demonstrating scholarly impact such as downloads, page views, social media engagement, and

the like)?

a. Not at all familiar (This term is completely new to me)
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Marginally familiar (I have heard the term)

Somewhat familiar (I have seen alternative/complementary metrics before but do not
personally track them)

Familiar (I have seen alternative/complementary metrics and have started gathering
them on my own scholarship)

Extremely familiar (I track my own metrics and use them to demonstrate scholarly
impact)

Q6 Do you think the various scholarly metrics reflect the importance of a researcher’s schol-

arly work?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Somewhat
d. Not sure/Do not know

Q7 Tell us about your department’s use of the various scholarly metrics in tenure/promotion/

subsequent contract decisions:

a.
b.

o

o

Not used
Valued/Respected
Encouraged
Required

Not sure/Do not know

Q8 How much weight do you think your department should place on the various scholarly
metrics in their tenure/ promotion/subsequent contract decisions?

a.
b.

o

i

No weight
Very little weight
Some weight

A great deal of weight
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Q9 Have you had experience with the use of the various scholarly metrics for any of the fol-

lowing: (Please select all that apply)

IS

& o

e.
f.
g.
h

Personnel actions
Tenure/promotion
Subsequent contract decisions
Hiring

Annual reports

Grant proposals

None

Other

Q10 Which of these tools do you personally use to track your scholarly metrics? (Please select
all that apply)

oo

8 o

e.
f.
g.
h

Journal Impact Factor (JCR/Clarivate)
Scopus (SciMago, CiteScore)

h-Index

Google Scholar

ResearchGate

Journal acceptance rate

Not sure/Do not Use

Other

Q11 Where on campus would you turn for help with the various scholarly metrics? (Please

select all that apply)
a. Office for Faculty Excellence
b. Library
c. Academic colleagues
d. My Dean/Department Chair
e. Other
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Q12 What assistance/support with the various scholarly metrics or impact-tracking would be
most helpful to you? (Please select all that apply)

a. In-person training sessions

b. Online modules/Self-paced modules
c. Consultations

d. Instruction documents/Infographics

e. Not needed right now, maybe later

Other

=,

Q13 Please share any additional thoughts on your experiences with the various scholarly
metrics:

Q14 Please provide your email if you are interested in learning more about tools or programs
you can use to track metrics related to your scholarly output.

*This survey was adapted from DeSanto, D., & Nichols, A. (2017). Scholarly metrics base-
line: A survey of faculty knowledge, use, and opinion about scholarly metrics. College &
Research Libraries, 78(2), 150-170. https://doi.org/10.5860/crl.78.2.150. It is used under
a Creative Commons Attribution Non-Commercial License.
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