Ll

East Carolina

UNIVERSITY

Author Impact Measures in Communication Sciences and Disorders

Andrew Stuart!, Sarah P. Faucette!, & William J. Thomas?

Department of Communication Sciences & Disorders & 2Academic Library Services, East Carolina University

METHOD

RESULTS

ABSTRACT

Author impact metrics were collected from
approximately 2000 academic research faculty in
257 accredited universities in the US and Canada.
Three databases (Scopus, Google Scholar, and
ResearchGate) were utilized. Indices (e.g.,
publications, citations, and h-index) were examined
as a function of gender, rank, area of study, region,
and Carnegie Classification.

INTRODUCTION

» Determining research impact is important for
numerous reasons including:
= professional identity management, tenure
review, promotion review, grant applications,
and employment.

» The impact of scholarly research can be

examined on several levels:
= Journal-level metrics.
= Article-level metrics.
= Author-level metrics

» Author-level metrics are essential in assessing an
individual’'s career reputation and impact.'-2

= Numerous author-level indices are available
including the h-index and related indices.3*®

» Author-level metrics have been examined in a
number of medical fields including radiology’,
emergency medicined, laboratory medicine®,
urology'’?, and neurology''.

» To date, there has been no report of author-level
metrics in the field of communication sciences
and disorders.

» The purpose of this study was to undertake a
comprehensive analysis of author-level metrics in
the field of communication sciences and
disorders.

= Three databases (i.e., Scopus, Google
Scholar, and ResearchGate) were utilized.

= Indices (e.g., publications, citations, and h-
index) and faculty demographic information
(e.g., gender, rank, area of study, region, and
Carnegie Classification) were examined.

Participants
» Author impact metrics were collected from 257
accredited universities in the US and Canada.
= The accredited programs were gathered from

the Council on Academic Accreditation in
Audiology and Speech-Language Pathology
of ASHA and the Council for Accreditation of
Canadian University Programs in Audiology
and Speech-Language Pathology.

» 2010 academic research faculty were identified.

Databases
» Three databases (i.e., Scopus, Google Scholar,
and ResearchGate) were utilized.

Procedures

» Author impact metrics were gathered between
February and September, 2015.

» Through program websites, internet and database
search, demographic and personal data were
collected including location, gender, area of study,
terminal degree, year of terminal degree, and
academic rank.

» Programs were examined in a random order.

» Scopus indices collected included:

Total number of documents.

Total number of citations.

Highest citations for a single publication.

h-index:

o The number of papers with citation
number < h.
» (Google Scholar indices collected included:
= Total number of citations.
= h-index.
= {10 index:
o The number of papers an author has
written that have been cited at least 10
times by other scholars.

» ResearchGate indices collected include:

= Total number of publications.

= Total number of citations.

= [mpact points.

= Total number of followers.

= RG score:

o A metric that measures scientific

reputation based on how research is
received by your peers.
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» Demographic information is shown in Figures 1-3.
» Scopus, Google Scholar, and ResearchGate
indices are displayed in Figures 4-6, respectively.
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Figure 1. Demographic information for cohort faculty.
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Figure 4. Box plots of Scopus indices as a function of academic rank.

» Males scored significantly higher on all indices
(Mann-Whitney U p < .05) except Google Scholar
Total # of citations and h-index.

» The effect of academic rank was significant for all
author-level metrics (Kruskal-Wallis p < .05).

» The effect of area of study (i.e., audiology vs. SLP)
was significant for all Scopus and ResearchGate
author-level metrics (Mann-Whitney U p < .05) but
none of the Google Scholar indices.

» The effect of region was significant for all Scopus
and ResearchGate author-level metrics (Kruskal-
Wallis p < .05) but none of the Google Scholar
indices.

» The effect of Carnegie Classification was
significant for all author-level metrics (Kruskal-
Wallis p < .05).

» There were significant correlations between all

author-level metrics in Figures 4-6 (p <.001).

DISCUSSION

» All author impact indices were positively skewed.

» Gender, rank, area of study, region, and Carnegie
Classification had significant effects on most
author impact indices.

» These data may be used as a guide for author
impact in the field of communication sciences and
disorders.

REFERENCES

Assistant=| —lR— QUMY + k% *
-
| — .
@ Associate™ (R DO )
o
Full— | B

Years Since Degree Completion

Figure 2. Box plot of faculty years from terminal degree.

Google Scholar

ResearchGate

Database

Scopus

L
0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% of Faculty

Figure 3. Percentage of faculty identified in each database.

Petersen, A. M., Fortunato, S., Pan, R. K., Kaski, K., Penner, O., Rungi, A., ... Pammolli, F. (2014). Reputation and impact in
academic careers. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 111(43), 15316—15321.

2petersen, A. M., Wang, F., & Stanley, H. E. (2010). Methods for measuring the citations and productivity of scientists across time and
discipline. Physical Review E, 81(3).

3Bornmann, L., & Daniel, H.-D. (2009). The state of h index research. EMBO Reports, 10(1), 2-6.

4Bornmann, L., Mutz, R., & Daniel, H.-D. (2008). Are there better indices for evaluation purposes than the h index? A comparison of
nine different variants of the h index using data from biomedicine. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and
Technology, 59(5), 830-837.

5Hirsch, J. E. (2005). An index to quantify an individual’s scientific research output. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
of the United States of America, 102(46), 16569-16572.

8Hirsch, J. E. (2007). Does the h index have predictive power? Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United
States of America, 104(49), 19193—-19198.

Chow DS, Ha R & Filippi CG. (2015). Increased rates of authorship in radiology publications: a bibliometric analysis of 142,576
articles published worldwide by radiologists between 1991 and 2012. AJR. American Journal of Roentgenology, 204, W52-7.

8DeLuca LA Jr, St John A, Stolz U, Matheson L, Simpson A & Denninghoff KR. (2013). The distribution of the h-index among
academic emergency physicians in the United States. Academic Emergency Medicine, 20, 997-1003.

9Escobar PM, Nydegger U, Risch M & Risch L. (2012). The intellectual contribution of laboratory medicine professionals to research
papers on laboratory medicine topics published in high-impact general medicine journals. Clinical Chemistry & Laboratory
Medicine, 50, 1305-1308.

10Kutikov A, Rozenfeld B, Egleston BL, Sirohi M, Hwang RW & Uzzo RG. (2012). Academic ranking score: a publication-based
reproducible metric of thought leadership in urology. European Urology, 61, 435-439.

"Tinazzi M, Toni D, Veronese M, Ajena D, Cruccu G & Calabresi P. (2014). Scientific research of Italian neurologists from 2008 to
2011. Neurological Sciences, 35, 437-442.

25000 )
140
" *
c x 607 x
© 200007 v 5 1207
]  — -_
= T .
O L S 100
# 150007 e -
L 5 =
[*) -s = =
S 10000- n O S eo{pg * .
Vi o 'Ci Q) O N
= © 20— S Q
=) o S 407 E
8 5000~ S o 5
o N O &)
) { LY
0 ? 0 0
FF. R E¥
=% & = % & =38
e = Q o Q0 =
. . B =
m -~ T -~ m ~
Rank Rank Rank
Figure 5. Box plots of Google Scholar indices as a function of academic
rank.
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Figure 6. Box plots of ResearchGate indices as a function of academic

rank.
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