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Abstract

In this paper an analysis of the presence andlgtisss of altmetrics for bibliometric and perfoamce analysis
is carried out. Using the web based tool ImpactyStwe collected metrics for 20,000 random publarag from
the Web of Science. We studied both the presengeliatribution of altmetrics in the set of publicais, across
fields, document types and over publication yeasswell as the extent to which altmetrics correlatth
citation indicators. The main result of the studythat the altmetrics source that provides the mutics is
Mendeley, with metrics on readerships for 62.6%albfthe publications studied, other sources onlgvjate
marginal information. In terms of relation with atibns, a moderate spearman correlation (r=0.48)blesn
found between Mendeley readership counts and aitatidicators. Other possibilities and limitatianfsthese
indicators are discussed and future research éiresutlined.
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Introduction

Citation based metrics and peer review have a toagjtion and are widely applied in research evaduma
Citation analysis is a popular and useful measuntrapproach in the context of science policy arsbaech
management. Citations are usually considered asomy pfor ‘scientific impact’ (Moed 2005). However,
citations are not free of limitations (Mac Robestsviac Robert 1989, Nicolaisen 2007), they only measa
limited aspect of quality (i.e. the impact on o#fiescientific publication) (Martin & Irvin 1983; Bomann &
Leydesdorff 2013), their actual meaning has beeadly debated (Wouters 1999) and they also pos$miead
and conceptual limitations (Seglen 1997; Bordomrsn&ndez & Gomez 2002). On the other hand, pe&wev
or peer assessment is also an important instruamehts often regarded as gold standard in assessrguality
of research (Thelwall 2004; Moed 2005; Butler & Mhbster 2011;Taylor 2011; Hicks & Melkers 2012) litu
has its own limitations and biases as well (Moe@72®enos et. al. 2007). Moreover, both citationd peer
review are considered mostly as partial indicatafr$scientific impact” (Martin & Irvin 1983) and ab no
single metric can sufficiently reveal the full ingtaf research (Bollen et. al. 2009). Given thésétations, the
combination of peer review with “multi-metric appich” is proposed as necessary for research ewvahuati
(Rousseau & Ye 2013) in the line of the “informaskpreview” idea suggested by Nederhof & van R4aa87).

However, the shortcomings of these more traditiapgiroaches in assessing research have led taghgestion

of new metrics that could inform “new, broader dadter” measures of impact aimed at complementing
traditional citation metrics (Priem, Piwowar & Herimger 2012). This proposal of using and applyingaled
‘alternative indicators’ in assessing scientifiqimet has entered the scientific debate, and thesametrics are
expected not only to overcome some of the limitediof the previous approaches but also to proviEe n
insights in research evaluation (Priem & HemmirZ@t0; Galligan & Dyas-Correia 2013; Bornmann 2013).

These alternative metrics refer to more “unconwevdl” measures for evaluation of research (Tor@si8s,
Cabezas-Clavijo & Jimenez-Contreras 2013), inclgdiretrics such as usage data analysis (downloagiend
counts) (Blecic 1999; Duy & Vaughan 2006; Rowla&dnlicholas 2007; Bollen, Van de Sompel, & Rodriguez
2008; Shuai, Pepe & Bollen 2012); web citation #nl analyses (Smith 1999; Thelwall 2001; Vaughan &
Shaw 2003; Thelwall 2008; Thelwall 2012) or soei@b analysis (Haustein 2010). The importance ofitbb
as a rich source for measuring impact of scienffiblications and its potentials to cover the inpdeies of
current metrics in research evaluation have besm atknowledged in these previous studies. Foariost the
scholarly evidence of use of publications foundweb are seen as complimentary to citation metdts) as
predictors of later citations (Brody, Harnad & Caf06) and being of relevance for fields with leg&ations
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(Armbruster 2007). In this sense, the more tradiiometrics based on citations, although widelyduaad

applied in research evaluation, are unable to nmmease online impact of scientific literature (fexample via
Facebook, Twitter, reference managers, blogs oisyviknd also lack the ability of measuring the ictpaf

scholarly outputs other than journal articles onfecence proceedings, ignoring other outputs ssctladasets,
software, slides, blog posts, etc. Thus, reseasciviio publish online and in formats different thjanrnal

articles do not really benefit from citation baskeda metrics.

The rise of these new metrics has been framedtivitlproposition of the so-called “altmetrics” ockEd media
metrics introduced in 2010 by Priem and colleagif®rem et. al. 2010) as an alternative way of meagu
broader research impacts in social web via diffeteals (Priem, Piwowar & Hemminger 2012; Priem adt.
2012). More specifically, altmetrics covers mensianf scientific outputs in social media, news mealiel
reference management tools. This development ofdheept of altmetrics has been accompanied bypwatlr
in the diversity of tools that aim to track ‘reahe’? impact of scientific outputs by exploring the skmrlikes,
comments, reviews, discussions, bookmarks, sawe®ts and mentions of scientific publications aodrses
in social media (Wouters & Costas 2012). Among ¢hesls we find F1000 (http:/f1000.com), PLOS Al
Level-Metrics (ALM) (http://article-level-metricsips.org/), Altmetric.com (www.altmetric.com/), Plum
Analytics (www.plumanalytics.com/), Impact Stdyvww.impactstory.org/), CiteULike (www.citeulikag),
and Mendeley (www.mendeley.com/). These web baseld tapture and track a wide range of researcher’s
outputs by aggregating altmetrics data across & wédiety of sources. In the next section, we surim@dhe
previous studies on altmetrics that have made ti8eese tools.

Background

The study of altmetrics is in its early stage buine work has already been done. The features wietlits
tools in general (Zhang 2012) and their validatiena sources of impact assessment has been imedtig
some studies. For example, Li & Thelwall & Giust{D12) studied the strengths, weaknesses andlnes$uof
two reference management tools for research evatuatheir findings showed that compared to Citekd, i
Mendeley seems to be more promising for future axede evaluation. Wouters & Costas (2012) compared
features of 16 web based tools and investigatet fraentials for impact measurement for real redea
evaluation purposes. They concluded that althohghke new tools are promising for research assessthen

to their current limitations and restrictions, thegem to be more useful for self-analysis thansf@tematic
impact measurement at different levels of aggregati

Shuai, Pepe & Bollen (2012) examined the reactafrscholars to the newly submitted preprintsfiXiv.org,
showing that social media may be an important factadetermining the scientific impact of an amiclThe
analysis of social reference management tools coadpto citations has been broadly studied in tledd fi
particularly the comparison of citations and reabgr counts in Mendeley, in most of the cases shgvei
moderate and significant correlation between the twetrics (Henning 2010; Priem, Piwowar, & Hemminge
2012; Li & Thelwall & Giustini 2012; Bar-llan 201Zahedi, Costas & Wouters 2013; Schldgl et. al.201
Thelwall et. al. 2013; Haustein et. al. 2013). Alseak correlations between users’ tags and boolksn@k
indicators) of journal usage, perception and a@taiobserved for physical journals (Haustein & Sidist
2011) have been reported. For the case of F100@siteen found that both Mendeley user counts=40660
article factors (FFas) in Genomics and Geneticemaporrelate with citations and they are assatiatith
Journal Impact Factors (Li & Thelwall 2012).

Some other studies have focused on whether altaeatan be used as predictor of citations. For el@mpthe
case of F1000, it has been found that recommendatiave a relatively lower predictive power in gating
high citedness as compared to journal citationesc¢Waltman & Costas 2013). It has been also stedisat
at the paper level, tweets can predict highly cgieders within the first 3 days of publication $Epbach 2011)
although these results have been criticized by £&012) and more research should delve into tbistp
Moreover, most of the articles that received blagtions close to their publication time are morghly cited
than articles without such blog citations (Shemas-Ban & Thelwall 2013).

Previous studies mentioned above used altmetriasn@sv data source and investigated the associagiobveen
altmetrics and citation impact. Most of these stadivere based on journals such Negure & Science
(Li, Thelwall, & Giustini 2012)JASST (Bar-llan 2012), Information System Journal (Schlégl al. 2013);
articles published by bibliometrics and scientoimstcommunity (Bar-llan et al. 2012; Haustein,adt.2013),

2 Being immediately available compared to citations that take timectamulate.

3 Previously known as Total Impact, we use IS in this stadgfer to Impact Story. For a review of tools for traglkseientific impact see Wouters & Costas (2012).
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PLoS and other medical and biomedical journals in PutbNfriem, Piwowar & Hemminger, 2012; Thelwall et.
al. 2013; Haustein, et. al. 2013).

However, to the best of our knowledge, little haef done to date to investigate the presence mkhlts
across various scientific fields and also for fietdy ample periods of time. This study is thus ofi¢he first in
analyzing a relatively large sample of publicatitbetonging to different fields, document types audblication
years. This paper builds upon Wouters & CostasZp@hd Zahedi, Costas & Wouters (2013).

Our main objective in this paper is to presentxgriaratory analysis of altmetrics data retrievetigh Impact
Story focusing on the relationship of altmetricshngitations across publications from differentd&of science,
social sciences and humanities. For this, we exartie extent to which papers have altmetrics obthin
through different data sources retrieved via Img&tory and the relationships between altmetrics Gtadions
for these papers. In exploring these issues, weuguthe two following research questions:

1) What is the presence and distributions of Img&tory altmetrics across document types, subjetdsiand
publication years for the studied sample?

2) Is there any relationship between Impact Stetyigved altmetrics and citation indicators for gtedied
sample? In other words, to what extent do the ImBéary altmetrics correlate with citation indices®

Research methodology

In this study, we have focused on Impact Story.(l®)hough still at an early stage (‘beta version$ is
currently one of the most popular web based todth wome potentials for research assessment pugpose
(Wouters & Costas 2012). IS aggregates “impact @@ many sources and displays it in a single repo
making it quick and easy to view the impact of @eviange of research output” (http://impactstoy/faq). It
takes as input different types of publication idfeens (e.g. DOIs, URLs PubMed ids, etc.). These an
through different external services to collect mhetrics associated with a given ‘artifact’ (e.goublication). A
final web based report is created by IS which shtwesimpact of the ‘artifacts’ according to a véyief
metrics such as the number of readers, bookmasiegts, mentions, shares, views, downloads, blots Fosl
citations in Mendeley, CiteULike, Twitter, WikipediFigshare, Dryad, Scienceseeker, PubMed and Stopu

For this study, we collected a random sample o®@D,publications with DOIs (published between 2008l
2011) from all the disciplines covered by the WélSoience (WoS). Publications were randomly codiddby
using the NEWID ()" SQL command (Forta 2008, p. 193).The altmetriggdollection was performed during
the last week of April 2013. The altmetrics dataevgathered automatically via the Impact Story REST,
then the responses provided on search requestg 0sDi's were downloaded. Using this APl we could
download the altmetric data faster (one requestlpeseconds) compared to the manual data colleat@did
for the previous study The files were downloaded per API search reqaeparately in Java Script Object
Notations (JSON) format on the basis of individD&I's and parsed by using the additional JAVA lityr&om
within the SAS software Finally, the data was transformed into a CommpaSated valugCSV) format and
matched back with the CWTS in-house version of Web of Science on the DOIs to be able to add other
bibliometric data to them. The final list of pulgtions resulted in 19,772 DOIs (out of 20,000)raftatching.
Based on this table, we studied the distributionatifnetrics across subject fields, document typed a
publication years. Citation indicators were caltedaand the final files were imported in IBM SP3&tiStics
21 for further statistical analysis.

* For a full list see http:/fimpactstory.org/faq

°A REpresentational State Transfer (REST)(ful) ARpplication Programming Interface) used to makeguest using GET (DOIs) and
collect the required response from impact Story.

51n the previous study, the data collection wasfquered manually directly through the web interfasfelS. Manually, IS allowed
collecting altmetrics for 100 DOIs per search arakimum 2000 DOIs search per day in order to aveiginsping the limits of its API, for
details see Zahedi, Costas & Wouters (2013).

" The additional functionality from the “proc grodwyhich is a java development environment adde8AS (Statistical analysis Systems)
environment for parsing and reading the JSON fommatreturning the data as an object.

8 From IS one DOI was missing. We also found thdt BOIs were wrong in WoS (including extra charasteat made them unmatchable,
therefore excluded from the analysis). Also 61i0egDOIs from WOS pointed to 134 different WOS ficdtions (i.e. being duplicated
DOIs). This means that 74 publications were duptgaGiven the fact that there was no systematic tavaletermine which one was the
correct one (i.e. the one that actually receivedaitmetrics), we included all of them in the asaywith the same altmetrics score resulted
in: 20000-1-301+74=19772 final publications. Allaf, this process showed that only 1.8% of theahDOIs randomly selected had some
problems, thus indicating that a DOI is a convehpblication identifier although not free of limttons (i.e. errors in DOI data entry,
technical errors when resolving DOIs via AP| ansbahe existence of multiple publication identi$ién the data sources, resulted in some
errors in the full collection of altmetrics for geepublications).
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In order to test the validity of our sample setapenpared the distribution of publications acrosgomgelds of
science in our sample with that of the whole Welsoience database (Figure 1) in the same periocbalyd
those publications with a DOI. As it can be sedm tlistribution of publications of our sample ballic
resembles the distribution of publications in thieole WOS database, so we can consider that ourlsamp
representative of the multidisciplinarity of thetalzase.

Figure 1. Distribution of publications by major fields of science: sample vs. whole database
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Results and main findings

In the first place, we present the result of ouplesatory analysis of the presence of IS altmetadesr the
19,772 WOS publications published between 2005-20hkn, we examine the extent to which papers are
represented in the data sources both in generahsodacross document types, subject fields andication
years. Finally, the relationships (correlationvimtn IS altmetrics and citations for these papersampared.

Presence of IS altmetrics by data sources

In our sample, the presence of IS altmetrics acpeddications is different from each data sourcet ©f
19,722 publications, 12,380 (62.6%) papers haveast one readéin Mendeley, 324 (1.6%) papers have at
least one tweet in Twitter, 289 (1.4%) papers heMeast one mention in Wikipedia, 72 (0.3%) papenge at
least one bookmark in Delicious and 7413 (37.4%)eps have at least one citation in PubMed. Onlgdepin
the sample has metrics from PLoS At9%Based on this preliminary test, we decided tdusle some of the
metrics from our study: PlosAlm indicators duetieit low frequency as they are only available for PLoS
journals thus their presence in our sample is gixdi and PubMed-based citations because theyiraied
only to the Health Sciences and they refer toioitat which we will calculate directly based on tMeb of
Science. We also decided to sum the metrics cormomg Twitter (“Topsy tweets” and “Topsy influential
tweets”) given their relatively low frequency. Asrasult, in the current study, the data from Meegel
Wikipedia, Twitter and Delicious were analyzed.

Table 1 shows the number and percentages of pajfitbrand without IS altmetrics sorted by % of papeith
metrics (excluding the PLOS ALM and PubMed metri&sed on Table 1, our main finding is that, fust
sample, the major source for altmetrics is Mendelgith metrics on readerships for 62.6% of all the
publications studied. But for other data sourcewiif€r, Wikipedia and Delicious), the presence ddtrits
across publications is very low, with more than 98fthe papers without metrics. Thus, it is cldaatttheir
potential use for the assessment of the impactiehsfic publications is still rather limited, gaularly when
considering a multi-year and multidisciplinary dathas the one here studied.

Table 1. Presence of IS altmetrics from data sourse

papers papers
Data Source with % without %
metrics metrics
Mendeley 12380 62.6 7392 37.3
Twitter 324 1.6 19448 98.3
Wikipedia 289 1.4 19483 98.6
Delicious 72 3 19700 99.7

% It means thapublications without any metrics were left out loé tanalysis.
10 This was the only PLOS paper captured by our sampl
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Presence of IS altmetrics across document types

Regarding document type, out of 19772 publicatidhsye are 16740 (84.7%) articles, 944 ¥4). review
papers, 487 (2.4%) letters and 1601(8%) non-citaliems in the sample. Table 2 indicates the covenighe
sampled publications with document types acrosh data sources. According to Table 2, 81.1% (76&h®
review papers, 66.3% (11094) of articles, 25.1%eti€rs and 24.9% (398) of non-citable in the sammve
been saved (read) in the Mendeley. In Twitter, 3(8%) of the review papers, 1.9% (30) of non-ciegiteéms,
1.5% (255) of articles and 1.4% (7) of letters haweets. In the case of Wikipedia, 4.6% (43) of thgiew
papers, 1.4% (230) of articles and less than 1%ther document types (letters and non-citableaationed
at least once in Wikipedia. Therefore, Mendeley ties highest coverage of all data sources in thispie,
(81.1% of the review papers and 66.3% of artialethé sample are covered by Mendeley).

Table 2. Coverage of publications with different doument types by different data sources

Doc Type pub Mendeley Twitter Wikipedia Delicious
article 16740 | 84.7% 11094 | 66.3% 255 | 1.5% 230 1.4% 56 0.39

review 944 4.7% 766 81.1% 32 3.4% 43 4.6% 7 0.79

letter 487 | 2.4% 122 | 251% 7 | 1.4% 4 0.8% 3 0.6%
non- 1601 | 8.0% 398 | 24.9% 30 | 1.9% 12 0.7% 6 0.49
citable

Total 19772 | 100 12380 | 62.6% 324 | 1.6% 289 1.4% 72 0.3%

We also studied the total numbers of Mendeley neadereets, mentions and bookmarks for each documen
types covered in the sample (i.e. not only the nemd§ publications with metrics, but the frequerdythese
metrics). Table 3 shows the result of the total nd the average number of altmetrics scores pawrdent
types provided by the different data sources. Basetioth table 3 and figure 1, in general, artidlase the
highest values of numbers of readers, tweets aoétrbarks (more than 77.5% of all altmetrics scomnesta
articles), followed by review papers, non-citables and letters (leas t18% of the altmetrics scores are to the
other types) in all data sources. But considerimg average metrics per publicatibhst can be seen that,
Mendeley accumulate the most metrics per all docirtyges than all other data sources. Also, in Mdésy
review papers have attracted the most readers y#icgtions (on average there are ~14 readers yéew
paper) than all other data sources.

Table 3. Distribution of IS altmetrics per documenttypes in different data sources

Doc Mendeley % % Wlklpgdla % Delicious %

Type pub Readers Avg | Tweets Avg | Mentions Avg | Bookmarks Avg
Article | 16740 82553 83.3 4.9 3020 94/5 0.18 292| 475 | 0.02 213 87.3] 0.01
Review | 944 12730 129| 134 78 24 0.08 68 | 180 | 0.07 7 29| 0.01
Non- 487 3301 3.3 2.0 76 24| 0.05 13 3/4 01 14 5.7 10.0
citable

Letter 1601 466 0.5 0.9 21 0.7 0.04 4 11 | 0.01 10 41| 0.02
Total | 19772 99050 100 5.0 3195 100 0.16 377 | 100 | 002 244 100| 0.01

™ Non-citable document type corresponds to all W@Buchent types other than article, letter and reviewy. book reviews, editorial
materials, etc.).

2in Delicious, articles, non-citables, letters aedew papers have the highest number of metrigerby.

3 Average metrics per publications calculated byiding the total numbers of metrics from each dataree by total number of
publications in the sample. For example, in Mengled@erage number of readers per publication equ&8050/19772=~5
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Figure 1. Distribution of IS altmetrics across docment types

Presence of IS altmetrics across NOWT Subject fietd

For this analysis, we used the NOWT (High) clasaifon which has 7 major disciplines developed byTS™.
Table 4 shows the percentage of publications haatrigast one metrics (i.e. papers with at leastreader in
Mendeley, once bookmarked in Delicious, once tweete once mentioned in Wikipedia) across thoseomaj
disciplines®. According to the results, Multidisciplinary putditions ranked the highest in all data sources. The
major source for altmetrics data in our sample BniEleywith the highest proportion for Multidisciplinary
fields, which include journals such as Nature, Bogeor PNAS. 80% of the publications in this fiel@% of
the publications from Medical & Life Scienc8sand 68% of the publications from Social & Behavau
Sciences have at least one Mendeley reader. Amoagother data sources, Multidisciplinary publicatio
ranked the highest as well but with lower presesfcpublications with metrics. Regarding the topethffields
with the highest percentage of altmetrics, WikipeHas similar pattern as Mendeley: 7% of the pabbos
from Multidisciplinary field, 2% of the publicatienfrom Medical & Life Sciences and 2% of the puéitions
from Social & Behavioural Sciences have at least imention in Wikipedia. In Twitter, 7% of the puddtions
from Multidisciplinary field, 3% of the publicatienfrom Social & Behavioural Sciences and 2% of jmaltlons
from Medical & Life Sciences are the top threedgethat have at least one tweet. In Delicious, d8tyof the
publications from Multidisciplinary field, Languaginformation & Communication and Social & Behavialu
Sciences have at least one bookmark while othiglsfieave less than 1% altmetrics.

Table 4. Coverage of publications with different NQVT subject fields by different data sources

NOWT High Total
Subject Categories number of Mendeley Wikipedia Twitter Delicious

publications
g"cl)JUL;;\IDA'E(S:'PL'NARY 216 47% 172 80% 15 7% 16 7% 3 19
'\SA(EIEI;II\(I:CAIE_S& LIFE 15637 36% 11353 73% 284 2% 301 29 67 0.4%
SOCIAL &
BEHAVIORAL 1878 6% 1268 68% 32 2% 58 394 11 19
SCIENCES
NATURAL SCIENCES 11935 8.7% 6554 55% 103 1% 123 19 34 0.3%
ggg\l“ggg”\‘e 2885 0.6% 1558 54% 7 0.29 9 0.3% 2 0.1%
LANGUAGE.
INFORMATION & 241 0.7% 123 51% 2 1% 1 0.4% 3 19
COMMUNICATION
hﬁ",\‘/’lA’?\"TTTlSE‘SE‘ 288 1.5% 190 39% 8 2% 7 1% 0 0%

100

% In the previous study, we used the NOWT (Mediurithi4 subject fileds. For more details see: hitpwt.merit.unu.edu/docs/NOWT-
WTI_2010.pdf

' Here publications can belong to multiple subjetegories.

16 According to the Global Research Report by Mendéétp://mwww.mendeley.com/global-research-repotj#fTsanqgk), coverage of
Mendeley in different subjects are as follows: tiighest coverage are by publications from BiololgiBaience & Medicine (31%),
followed by Physical Sciences and Maths (16%), Begjing & Materials Science (13%), Computer & Infation Science (10%),
Psychology, Linguistics & Education(10%), Businesgministration, Economics & Operation Research (B¥%gw & Other Social

Sciences (7%) and Philosophy, Arts & Literaturet&es Humanities (5%)



Again, the total scores of Mendeley readers, twaatntions and bookmarks for each discipline ingample
have been calculated. Figure 2 shows that theilalions of IS altmetrics across different subjéetds is
uneven. Both Medical & Life and Natural Scienceseieed the highest proportion of altmetrics in ddita
sources. In general in all data sources, more 3@ of altmetrics accumulated by publications friviedical
& Life Sciences and more than 23% of altmetricstarpublications from the fields of Natural Sciesc®ther
fields, each received less than 10% of total alticeet Comparing the different data sources in teohshe
proportion of altmetrics across fields, differerdtierns arise: Medical & Life Sciences fields pndgjpmally
attracted the most attention in Wikipedia, followsdMendeley, Twitter and Delicious while in cageNatural
Sciences, Delicious, Twitter, Mendeley and Wikimedgiroportionally got the most attention orderhgreover,
for Mendeley, both Social & Behavioural and Engieg Sciences, proportionally, received the highest
attention than all other fields.
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Figure 2. Distribution of IS altmetrics across NOWT subject fields

Table 5. Distribution of IS altmetrics per NOWT subject fields in different data sources

Mendeley Wikipedia Delicious

gll?ij\é L category Readers Mentions Bookmarks Tweets
MEDICAL & LIFE 86347 50% 371 64% 92 f}ol 1958 42%
SCIENCES

54481 32% 136 23% 186 532 2317 49%
NATURAL SCIENCES %
SOCIAL &
BEHAVIORAL 14102 8% 35 6% 12 4% 112 2%
SCIENCES
EQE'REESR'NG 9800 6% 7 1% 2 1% 100 2%
g HNARY 4521 3% 20 3% 3 1% | 144 3%
LANGUAGE,
INFORMATION & 1492 0.9% 2 0.3% 4 1% 1 0%
COMMUNICATION
hﬁ‘Q’AA'?\IFfTTé g‘ 1297 0.8% 13 2% 0 0% 72 2%

100 100 100 100

Comparison of Citations per Papers (CPP) and Readships per Papers (RPP) across fields

Although measuring the impact of scholarly publimas in social media is very important, it is net glear for
what purposes scholarly publications are mentionesbcial media and reference management tools asch
Mendeley, in social bookmark manager such as Reigiin Wikipedia and Twitter by different usersistars,
and particularly it is not clear if these mentiaan be considered as measures of any type of “ithpathe



publications. In case of Mendeley, it is assumed gublications are saved in users’ libraries fomiediate or
later reading and possibly also future citation.

In any case, it is important to know how many atis vs. citations each publication received atrare the
different pattern across different subject fieldsie to the fact that not all of scholarly publicais are covered
equally by citation databases and also the existefdisciplinary differences in terms of citatioméhich vary

a lot between fields, it is interesting to studytbtihe proportion of altmetrics vs citations pebleations to see
which fields can benefit from having more densifyatimetrics scores (i.e. altmetrics scores perepathan
citation density. Since Twitter, Wikipedia and aéius showed an overall very low presence per paper
focus here only on Mendeley. Both the average nurabdlendeley readerships per papers (RPP) and WOS
citations per papers (CPP) across different NOWjext fields were calculated and analyzed (Figyre=8r
calculating the citations (excluding self-citatipnsve used a variable citation window from the yedr
publication to 2012. Also a variable “readershim@ow” was considered for Mendeley, counting redupss
from the publication year of the paper until thstlaveek of April 2013. In this analysis we haveoalscluded
publications without any metrics (citations or Melay readers). The result (Figure 3 sorted by RiBByvs that
in general, Multidisciplinary journals have the égt values of both RPP and CPP; and Law, Arts &
Humanities have the lowest values. For fields sashMultidisciplinary journals, Medical & Life Scieeas,
Natural and Engineering Sciences, the value of @PHRigher than RPP, while for fields such as Soé&ial
Behavioural Sciences, Language, Information & Comication and Law, Arts & Humanities, RPP
outperforms CPP. The latter is an interesting tebalt might suggest the relevance of Mendeleyttierstudy
of Social Sciences and Humanities publications,civhare often not very well represented by citations
(Nederhof 2006). In order to further test the diéfeces between RPP and CPP, we extended the spenefty
analysis for all 248 WOS individual subject catégsy resulting that 167 out of 248 WOS subject gaties
have higher CPP values than RPP values. Most ofiglis with higher values of CPP vs. RPP are ftbm
Sciences (145), 18 from the Social Sciences armdr the Art and Humanities. On the other hand, igl$
presented higher RPP than CPP scores (among themre 3fom Social Sciences, 27 from Science anddm f
Art and Humanities)’. Therefore, we can conclude that citations areemdominant than readerships
particularly in the fields of the Sciences (whicke aalso the fields with the highest coverage imatin
databases); while on the other hand, many subsfiettn the Social Sciences and Art and humanigesived
proportionally more readerships per paper thariiaita per paper. This could be seen as a posgililitthese
fields with lower coverage in citation databasasfsas WoS) to benefit from Mendeley in terms ofihg
more readership impact than citation impact, altfiothis needs further explorations.
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Figure 3. Comparing CPP and RPP in Mendeley acrosSubject Fields

Trend analysis of IS altmetrics across publicatioryears

Table 6 shows the trend analysis of number andesbfipublications in the sample by altmetrics searc
Regarding the publication years, the share of pabtins ranges from 10% in the year 2005 to 18%enyear
2011. The coverage of different sources is alsavehio the table. In our sample, Mendeley has i@kpie its

7 For 9 fields (8 fields from Art and Humanities ahdield from Science) CPP and RPP scores were Igxthet same
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proportion of publications with some readers in 2@66%) and the lowest point in 2011 (57%), althHotige
total number of publications with some Mendeleyderahips has increased during the whole periody thi¢
exception of 2011 when there is a small drop coegbap 2010. Twitter has its highest peak in 202%)(4nd
its lowest values in the early years (around 1%wbeh 2005-2009). Wikipedia mentions are for 2%Ibftee
publications published between 2005 to 2008 andfi %l the publications published between 2010 20d1.
For Delicious, the highest peak is for the year872@Gnd 2011 and the lowest one for the year 2088, a
publications from 2008, 2009 and 2010 have the gamesence in Delicious. All in all, it seems thatiffer and
Delicious tend to cover the more recent publicatibatter than the older ones although the valiesmageneral
very low.

Table 6. Coverage of publications with different pblication years by different data sources

Pub

year p Mendeley Wikipedia Delicious Twitter

2005 2006 10% 1263 63%| 39 2% 3 0.1% 17 19
2006 2405 12% 1491 62%| 58 2% 4 02% 6 0.2%
2007 2682 14% 1702 63%| 41 2% 13 0.5% 16 19
2008 2858 14% 1799 63%| 46 2% 11 04% 34 19
2009 3039 15% 2001 66%| 43 1% 12 0.4% 31 19
2010 3228 16% 2099 65%| 37 1% 13 0.4% 62 29
2011 3548 18% 2020 57%| 25 1% 16 0.5% 158 49

The presence of overall altmetrics scores (i.e.onbt publications with altmetrics, but their totadunting) has
been also calculated in order to know its trendr divee. According to Table 7, this is quite diffateacross
different data sources. For example, for Wikipeati@ Mendeley, publications from the years 2006 2010,
accumulated most of the mentions (20%) and reaigesrgi 7%) respectively. In the case of Mendeley and
Wikipedia we noticed a decrease in the amounttofettics in the last two years.

Both in Delicious and in Twitter, publications frotlme year 2008 received the highest proportiontaietrics.
In case of Delicious, 50% of bookmarks and in aafs&witter, 34% of tweets are to publications pebéd in
2008. Comparing the amount of altmetrics in eadr yeross different data sources shows that instmisple,
both the oldest and the most recent publicationBwiiter have the most altmetrics (tweets) (26%vadets are
to publications from the year 20§%nd 2011 respectively) and also the recent pudics (2009-2010) have
the most altmetrics (readerships) in Mendeley (Bgd).

Table 7. Distribution of IS Altmetrics across publication year

Pub
year p Mendeley Wikipedia Delicious Twitter
2005 2006 10% 10814 11% 48 13% 51 21% 835 2606
2006 2405 12% 12658 13% 77 20% 4 2% 20 1%
2007 2682 14% 13739 14% 58 15% 14 6% 102 39
2008 2858 14% 14299 14% 67 18% 122 50% 1072 34%
2009 3039 15% 16922 17% 50 13% 21 9% 145 59
2010 3228 16% 16305 16% 43 11% 14 6% 198 69
2011 3548 18% 14239 14% 34 9% 18 7% 823 26%
100% 100% 1009 100% 100%%
60%
50%
40% —
== Mendeley
30% == Wikipedia
Delicious
20% 1— ——Twitter
10% ¢
0% T T T T T T 1
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Figure 4. Distribution of IS altmetrics across pubication years

'8 |n 2005, the two most tweeted papers are frontitie of Physics, they received more than half i total tweets in this year (472
tweets), thus showing a strong skewed distribution.
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Relationships between IS altmetrics and citation idicators

In this section we study more thoroughly the relaship between the IS altmetrics and citation iafdics.
Following the CWTS standard calculation of indiaatdcf. Waltman et. al. 2011), we calculated fdrthé
publications the following citation indicatorSitation Score (CS), that is, number of citations per publicasion
Normalized Citation Score (NCS), that is, number of citations per publicatipwith a normalization for fields
differences and publication yealurnal Citation Score (JCS), that is the average number of citationsived
by all publications in that journal of a publicatioandNormalized Journal Score (NJS), that is, the average
number of citations received by all publicationdhat journal normalized by fields differences gnudblication
year. For the calculation of the impact indicat@s,explained before, we used a variable citatimdow (i.e.
citations up to 2012) excluding self-citations. Ttesult of the factor analysis, the correlationlgsia and
impact of publications with and without altmetriogl be presented in the next sections.

Factor analysis of IS altmetrics and bibliometricsindicators

An exploratory factor analysis has been performsittigi SPSS version 21 in order to know more aboait th
underlying structure, relationship among the vdeaband the dimension of variables (Table 8). Rpaic
Component Analysis (PCA) revealed the presence afalh components or dimensions with eigenvalues
exceeding 1, explaining 58% of the total variaridee first dimension is dominated by bibliometridicators.
Mendeley readerships and Wikipedia mentions are @isluded in this dimension; although Mendeley
readership counts has the highest loadings indinension of the two indicators. The second dinmmss
more related to social media metrics, showing Thaitter and Delicious are strongly correlated. Thessults
suggest that the variables in each group may reptrasmilar concepts.

Table 8. Factor analysis of the variables

Rotated Component Matrix a

Component

1 2
Cs .837 .005
NCS 752 .009
JS 745 -.011
NJS .720 -.015
Mendeley .680 .008
Wikipedia .297 .009
Delicious .003 .954
Twitter .004 .954
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Loadings higher than .1 are shown.
58% of total variance explained.
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations.

Correlations between IS altmetrics and bibliometris indicators

In order to overcome the technical limitation ofS&Pfor calculating Spearman correlation for largeasets,
first, rankings of variables computed using Dadatkr cases and then Pearson correlation performettieon
ranked variables; this method provides the spearcaarelation of the original variables. Table 9 wkathe
result of the correlation analysis among the défféraltmetrics data source and citation and jduritation
scores and their 95% confidence intervals (caledlaising the Bootstrapping technique implementesHBS).
According to this table, citation indicators arermaorrelated between them than with altmetricsgdneral,
direct citations indicators (i.e. CS and NCS) clatebetter among them than with indicators of faliimpact
(JS and NJS), although the correlations betweertvibegroups are fairly high. Mendeley is correlateith
Wikipedia (r=.08) and Twitter is correlated with l@eus (r=.12), this is in line with the result die factor
analysis but the correlation values are very lowm@ared to citation indicators, Mendeley has ttghést
correlation score with citations (moderate corietatof r=0.49) among all the altmetrics sourcese Tther
altmetric sources show very weak or negligible elation with citation indicators.

19 Calculating Spearman correlation analysis in SPSS for tgsets gives thigrror: "Too many cases for the available storage"”, feramming this limitation, we
followed the process we mentioned in the text. For more dettshttp://www-01.ibm.com/support/docview.wss?uid=swg2144671
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Table 9. Correlation analysis of the rank valuesf variables

NCS JS NJS Mendeley Wikipedia Delicious Twitter
cs .886 762 .557 497 ( 0.80_9I108) .011 .025
(.882-.89) | (.756-.769) | (.547-.567) | (.485-.508) T (-.005-.027) (.01-.039)
NCS .528 .6 467 .074 .019 .054
(516-.538) | (.59-.609) | (.455-.478)| (.059-.087) | (.002-.035) (.037-.068)
JS 711 44 .09 -.003 -.003
(.702-.718) | (.428-.452)| (.075-.105) | (-.018-.012) | (-.018-..011)
NJS 427 .058 .012 .039
(.415-.439)| (.044-.072) (-.005-.028) (.023-.053)
Mendeley .083 .031 .07
(.067-.099) (.015-.047) (.055-.084)
Wikipedia .021 .056
(-.001-.049) | (.025-.087)
Delicious 125
(.073-.185)

Impact of publications with/without altmetrics

In this section, we study the differences in imgaetween publications with and without altmetri€he main
idea is to see whether publications with altmetiesd to have more citation impact than those witho
altmetrics. Table 10 presents the bibliometric ¢attirs and their 95% confidence intervals (caledlatsing the
Bootstrapping technique implemented in SPSS). kstance, according to the median values it carbkerged
that publications with metrics have in general kighitation scores compared to those without neftincall
data sources (although, in some cases, the cocédietervals show some overlapping, thus the clafirthe

higher impact for these cases is less strong astohpty more influenced by outliers).

Table 10. Comparison of NCS and NJS of the publicatns with and without altmetrics

With Metrics Without Metrics
cs JS NCS NJS cs JS NCS NJS

N 12380 12380 12380 1238( 7397 7392 7392 7392
Mendeley :

Median 5 6.53 0.72 1.02 1 1.76 0.10 0.53
Confidence| -OWer 4 6.4 0.69 1.01 0.5 1.67 0.08 0.51
Interval

Upper 5 6.69 0.74 1.04 1 1.89 0.12 0.55

o N 289 289 289 289 19483 19483 1948 19483
Wikipedia -

Median 12 13.87 1.18 1.18 2 4.43 0.47 0.86
Confidence| -OWer 9 11.91 0.97 1.07 2 4.32 0.46 0.85
Interval

Upper 14 15.2 1.35 1.31 3 457 0.49 0.87

N 324 324 324 324 19448 19448 19448 19448
Twitter :

Median 4 3.6 1.1 3 4.53 0.47 0.86
Confidence| -OWer 3 3.1 0.86 0.97 2 4.39 0.46 0.85
Interval

Upper 5 4.74 1.29 1.27 3 4.62 0.49 0.87

. N 72 72 72 72 19700 19700 19700 19700
Delicious -

Median 3 3.99 0.89 1.07 3 4.52 0.48 0.86
Confidence
Interval | -OWer 2 2.34 0.52 0.76 2 4.38 0.46 0.85

Upper 6 5.55 1.57 1.33 3 4.62 0.49 0.87

Focusing on the number of Mendeley readers perigaildn and considering their impact as measurethby
NCS and NJS, we can see how publications tendde@ase in citation impact as the number of readessh
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increases (Figure 5). The effect is quite strosgeeially for the average number of citations pésligation but
this is less prominent for the NJS indicator. Baene result found by Waltman & Costas (2013) ftati@nship
between recommendations from F1000, citations andhal impact. In their study, they found thataaerage,
publications with more recommendations also hagaéri citation and journal impact.
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Figure 5. Relation between number of Mendeley readsghips and citation and journal impact

Discussion and conclusions

In this paper we have used Impact Stdfgr gathering altmetrics for a set of randomly péed publications. IS
is an interesting open source for collecting altiost however, we also see some important limitefib
particularly regarding the speed and capacity ¢& dallection and formatting of the data. We dethfferent
results comparing our current results with thosesented in our previous study (Zahedi, Costas & téfsu
2013) mostly due to the different methodology aiadeollection (manually vs. automatically) and eoting the
data at different points in time as it happenedvbeh our two studies, where in the first one, Mémdevas
only presented in around 37% of the publicatféasd now in more than 6084 This situation also points to
the need for the tools to be transparent in howr tiega are collected and their limitations. Thisans that an
important natural future step will be the propesemsment of the validity of the data retrieved diféerent
altmetrics data sources (as it has been done fimpbe for Google Scholar — cf. Delgado Lopez-Cdétanl.
2012). This validation of the quality, reliabilignd robustness of the altmetrics tools is esseintiaider to be
able to apply altmetrics for serious research assest purposes. For these tools to be fully incatgal in
regular research assessment processes, they neetkdb the necessary requirements for data quality,
transparency and indicator reliability and validity emphasized by Wouters & Costas (2012) in 8taity of
altmetric tools. Moreover, the results of this stuate based on the WOS covered publications; hdahig,
important to keep in mind the restrictions of tatabase with regards to its coverage of somesfi¢dashguage
and publication formats (Moed 2009; Van Raan, Vaeruwen & Visser 2011; Archambault & Lariviere 2006
Torres-Salinas, Cabezas-Clavijo & Jimenez-Contr2ds3).

All in all, given the exploratory nature and thetfthat basically the same results have been foutidthe two
data collections, we can assume that our resuitgabust and valid for our purposes. In generat, study
shows that Mendeley is the major and more usefulcgofor altmetrics data. Mendelbgs the highest coverage
and proportion of altmetrics compared to Twitterikiedia and Delicious for the studied publicatio@st of
19,772 publications a total 12380 cases (62.6%) dia@ast one reader in Mendeley. Previous stualies
showed that Mendeley is the most exhaustive altosettata source (Bar-llan et. al. 2012, Priem let2@12)
mostly for the publications from Library and Infoation Science field: 97.2% coverage for JASISTchas
published between 2001 and 2011 (Bar-llan 2012% 8verage for articles published by researchers in
Scientometrics (Bar-llan et al. 2012); and 82% dblibmetrics literature (Haustein et. al. 2013),r fo
Multidisciplinary journals such as Nature and Scerf94% and 93% of articles published these joarival
2007) (Li, Thelwall and Giustini 2012); and moreath80% of PLoS ONE publications (Priem et. al. 2012

20 Impact Story, was in an initial stage of development (i.a.'Beta’ version) at the moment of development of this study.

21 For current limitations of IS see: http://impactstory.org/facd_11

22 The time interval between the first and the second data coilegtie 6 months and data collection done manually versisetiomd one which done automatically using
RESTAPI calls.

23Reasons for these differences can be the changes/enpeats in the identification of publications by Mendeley (eygnbrging version of the same paper, identifying

more DOls, increments in the number of users in Mendetey,
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covered by Mendeley. In terms of document typeiesg\papers and articles were proportionally the tmead,
shared, liked or bookmarked format compared to citable items and letters across all data sources.
Multidisciplinary fields (i.e. the field where jooals such ablature, Science or thePNAS are included) are the
most present in all altmetrics data sources butewing the distribution of altmetrics across difat fields,
more than 30% of altmetrics accumulated by pubibcatfrom Medical & Life Sciences and more than 2886
altmetrics are to publications from the fields adttral Sciences. Comparing both proportion andidigion of

IS altmetrics across different fields among différelata sources shows different patterns, partiguia
Mendeley, both Social & Behavioural and EngineerBgjences, have proportionally received the highest
attention compared to all other fieldSonsidering citations and readerships per pubtioatMultidisciplinary
journals have the highest and Law, Arts & Humasitiave the lowest density of both citations andeeships
per publications. However, according to our obs@mathere is a higher density of readershipspagrer than
citations per papers in several fields of the Sdgtéences and Humanities. This finding suggests Mendeley
readership counts could have some added valuepposting the evaluation and analysis of these dielhich
have been traditionally worse represented by oitaiindicators (cf. Nederhof 2006). Another expléatfor
those fields with lower proportion of readers tle@tations could be the fact that Mendeley is re&lti new and

not yet widely used and adopted among all schdtar all the disciplines. Besides, differencesitation and
readership behaviors and practices among field&calgo explain these differences. In any case, ithian
aspect that needs further analysis.

Our trend analysis shows that particularly pubilaad with Mendeley readerships have increased times,
although there is a slight decrease in the numbeeawlerships and proportion of publications witkerdeley
readers for the last two years. The most plauskjganation for this is that the accumulation aders takes
some time. To the best of our knowledge there isnfarmation on the ‘readership history’ of publicas
(besides the fact that readerships could concdptietrease as the users delete or change theiriéb) and so
far we don’t have results on the readerships pBleis. means that we don’t know when a paper in argiyear
has obtained its peak in readerships. It is hidgikbly, that although faster than citations, thewulation of
readerships for publications also takes some tand, this is the reason why for the most recentigatibns,
the number of readers is slower as compared te@tblger publications that have had more time taatdate
readerships. Future research should also focussentdngling this aspect.

The Spearman correlation of Mendeley readershipth witation impact indicators showed moderate
correlations (r=.49) between the two variables Wwhi also found in other previous studies (Bar-12012;
Priem et. al. 2012). This indicatéisat reading and citing are related activitiehalgh still different activities
that would be worthwhile to explore. According teetresult of comparing the impact of publicatiorithvand
without altmetrics with their citation scores, #@rcbe also concluded that in general, publicatiwite more
altmetrics also tend to have both higher direetichs and are published in journals of higher ichp@he issue
about the potential predictability of citationsdbgh altmetric scores will be explored in follow-tgsearch.

Finally, although citations and altmetrics (particly Mendeley readerships) exhibit a moderate tpesi
relationship, it is not yet clear what the qualifiythe altmetrics data is and neither what kindliofiension of
impact they could represent. Since altmetricsilsistits infancy, at the moment, we don't yet leaa clear
definition of the possible meanings of altmetriorss. In other words, the key question of what eitios mean
is still unanswered. From this perspective, itlsaecessary to know the motivations behind u#fiege data
sources, for example in case of Mendeley: what doeflect when an item is saved/added by sewgsats to
their libraries? Also, what does it mean that @mitis mentioned in Wikipedia, CiteULike, Twittercaany

other social media platform? Does it refer to tame or different dimension compared to citationthensame
line, besides studying to what extent different lmaltions are presented in Mendeley and other soc@lia

tools and their relations with citation impact, weed to study for what purposes and why theseopiatf are
exactly used by different scholars. Moreover, regeabout the quality and reliability of the altmetdata

retrieved by the different altmetrics providerssi#l necessary before any interpretation and pikreal uses
for these data and indicators are developed. Tifdgrhation in combination with the assessment efwalidity

and reliability of altmetrics data and tools wiilexl more light on the meanings of altmetrics and leelp to

unravel the hidden dimensions of altmetrics in feitstudies.
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