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Background I: 
Social media are ubiquitous 

Quelle: http://www.domo.com/learn/data-never-sleeps-
2 



Background II: 
Criticism on traditional research evaluation 

• San Francisco Declaration of Research Assessment (http://am.ascb.org/dora) 

• “The declaration intends to halt the practice of correlating the journal 
impact factor to the merits of a specific scientist's contributions. […] this 
practice creates biases and inaccuracies when appraising scientific 
research. […] the impact factor is not to be used as a substitute 
‘measure of the quality of individual research articles, or in hiring, 
promotion, or funding decisions’” 
 

• Altmetrics Manifesto (http://altmetrics.org/manifesto) 

• “Altmetrics expand our view of what impact looks like, but also of 
what’s making the impact. […] Unlike citation metrics, altmetrics will 
track impact outside the academy, impact of influential but uncited 
work, and impact from sources that aren’t peer-reviewed. […] The 
speed of altmetrics presents the opportunity to create real-time 
recommendation and collaborative filtering systems” 
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Defining *metrics 
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From bibliometrics… 
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…to altmetrics: narrow definition 
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…to altmetrics: broad definition 
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Altmetrics in the wild 
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Altmetrics in the wild 
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F1000  
Recommendations 

Topsy Tweets Scopus Citations 

Mendeley Readers 

Altmetrics in the wild: tools 
 

Webometric Analyst 
Plum Analytics 
Altmetric.com 

Readermeter.org 
Datacite.org 

Sciencecard.com* 
Citedin.org* 

… 
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Altmetrics in the wild: publishers 



Current findings: 
what do we know already? 

Page 12 



Current findings I 
58% 32% 

• How do social media influence scholarly workflows? 

Bar-Ilan et al., (2012); 
Haustein et al. (2013; 
2014a) 
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Current findings II 

71,8% 

38,0% 

33,8% 

33,8% 

31,0% 

26,8% 

23,9% 

21,1% 

18,3% 

9,9% 

downloads or views of your articles

citations in blogs

mentions of or links to your work in Wikipedia

bookmarks on reference managers

discussions of your work in Web 2.0 platforms

article about you on Wikipedia

mentions on Twitter

invocations on the Web

followers on Twitter or other social…

other

• What are relevant alternative indicators for research evaluation? 
              

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         N=71 

Haustein et al. (2013; 2014a) 

Page 15 



Current findings III 
• Altmetrics are influenced by surrounding conditions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Tweets sent during scientific conference 
• Science 2.0 Conference, March 2014, #sci20conf 
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Current findings IV 
• Altmetrics happen fast 
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Shuai, Pepe, & Bollen (2012) 

Response dynamics (Twitter mentions and arXiv 
downloads) for a selected arXiv preprint. 

 
 



Current findings V 

 
 

Haustein et al. (2013; 2014a) 

• Readers prefer current publications 
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Current findings VI 

Selected 
astrophysicists 
(N=37) 

tweet rarely 
(0.0-0.1 tweets 
per day) 

tweet 
occasionally 
(0.1-0.9) 

tweet 
regularly 
(1.2-2.9) 

tweet 
frequently 
(3.7-58.2) 

Total 
(publishing activity) 

do not publish 
(0 publications 2008-2012) -- -- 1 5 6 

publish occasionally 
(1-9) 4 3 4 2 13 

publish regularly 
(14-37) -- 5 5 3 13 
publish frequently 
(46-112) 1 3 1 -- 5 
total  
(tweeting activity) 5 11 11 10 37 

• There are only so many hours in the day…users are either authors 
or twitterers  

Haustein et al. (2014b) 
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Current findings VII 

• Publishing- and tweeting activity 

Haustein et al. (2014b) 
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Current findings VIII 

 
 
• Correlations between tweets and citations 

Haustein et al. (2014c) 
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Current findings IX 

 
 

• Relationship between citations, readers, and tweets 

Haustein et al. (2014d) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Seite 25 

Current findings X 

 
 

• Relationship between tweet frequency and coverage 

Haustein et al. (2014c) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Open questions: 
What do we not know yet? 
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General and work-related use of online tools 

Quelle: Pscheida et al. (2014) 

I use it 
I use it for work 



Who are the disseminators? 

Holmberg et al. (2014) 

• Roles of the users mentioned in the tweets 
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Who talks to whom? 

Holmberg et al. (2014) 



The 4 social media-types in science  



Take aways 
• Challenges 

• Data manipulation: creating usage, faking impact  
• Data quality 
• Representativeness: what do we miss? 

 
• Research desiderata 

• Use of social media tools variies (discipline-specific: Haustein & Siebenlist, 
2011; Holmberg & Thelwall, 2013; Mohammadi & Thelwall, 2013) 

• Understand context of using research products 
• Understand information flows 
 Support selection of tools and evaluation of indicators 
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Barcamp: Wissenschaft 2.0 
Forschung neu entdecken 

17./18. October 2014 
Hamburg 

www.wissenschaft-kontrovers.de 
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Second International Science 2.0-Conference  

25./26. March 2015 
Hamburg 
 

#sci20conf 

www.science20-conference.de 
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Thank you!  Vielen Dank! 

Prof. Dr. Isabella Peters 
ZBW & CAU Kiel 
i.peters@zbw.eu 
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