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The altmetrics manifesto was published in October 2010 (Priem, Taraborelli, Groth & 

Neylon, 2010). Currently there is a lot of hype surrounding altmetrics. In this work we 

examined the citation and readership impact of altmetrics. The results are rather 

disappointing, at least when searching for the terms “altmetrics OR altmetric” in the title, 

abstract of the keywords of the publications indexed by Scopus and Web of Science. 

Searching for “article level metrics” or for Mendeley could have added a few more 

publications, but it was impossible to include Twitter as a search term, as such a search 

retrieved more than 8,000 items on Scopus. 

Our initial search, conducted on  August 22, 2015 on Scopus resulted in 133 publications, 

and on Web of Science in 80 publications, most of them overlapping (140 publications from 

the two sources). This search was complimented in a search on Mendeley for altmetrics 

(anywhere in the text)  - 389 results, and for altmetric – 54 results. These searches resulted 

in an additional 67 publications (there were duplicates in the Mendeley results).  Altogether 

207 results were identified. All of them were inspected and the non-relevant ones removed, 

resulting in a final dataset of 182 items. Google Scholar was not searched initially (a search 

for altmetric retrieves about 67,000 results, and a search for altmetrics about 19,600 results  

- results too noisy to be useful). However for each of the 182 items citation counts from 

Scopus, Web of Science and Google Scholar, and readership counts from Mendeley were 

collected on August 22 and 23. A light content analysis of the retrieved items was also 

carried out, identifying the publications as research (empirical), research(methods),  

discussion, description (just presenting altmetric tools) and other. 

Only less than half (86 out of 182 – 47.3%) of the items were research oriented; followed by 

62 items (34.1%) that discussed the usefulness and/or the pros and cons of altmetrics,  27 

items (14.8%) simply described existing altmetric tools and the set 7 items (3.8%) were 

categorized as “other”. 

The total number of citations the 182 items received were 271 on WOS, 412 on Scopus, 

2,266 on GS, and the items had a total of 5,619 readers on Mendeley.  Table 1 displays the 

number of citations or readers per content type indexed by the data source, and Table 2 the 

number of average citation and readership counts per publication year.  

Interesting to note the high citation averages of the papers categorized as discussion, on 

Scopus and GS the average is higher than for research oriented papers.  The year 2009 is a 

clear outlier with a single publication:  “Article-level metrics and the evolution of scientific 

impact” by Cameron Neylon and Shirley Wu published in PLoS Biology. This is also the most 

“read” publication on Mendeley. The most cited publication in all three citation databses is 

“Do altmetrics work? Twitter and ten other social web services” by Mike Thelwall, Stefanie 

Haustein, Vincent Lariviere and Cassidy Sugimoto, published in 2013 in PLoS One. 



Table 1: Average citation and readership counts per content type 

  citations/item readers/items 

  WOS Scopus GS Mendeley 

research 3.58 3.37 13.25 50.94 

discussion 3.08 4.76 13.98 53.24 

description 0.30 1.29 10.08 57.31 

other 1.00 1.75 6.29 20.75 

 

Table 2: Average citation and readership counts per year of publication 

  citations/item readers/items 

  WOS Scopus GS Mendeley 

2009 37.00 51.00 130.00 372.00 

2011     11.00 35.33 

2012 3.60 3.78 17.71 63.69 

2013 5.95 6.66 21.88 52.17 

2014 2.24 2.54 8.68 38.61 

2015 0.29 0.28 1.40 19.00 

 

The highest coverage was of GS (177 out of the 182 items – 97.2%), followed by Scopus (119 

items, 65.4%) and Mendeley (109  items, 59,9%). The relatively low coverage of Mendeley is 

especially striking, since 57 of the 182 items -31.1% were located on Mendeley only (GS was 

not used in the data collection phase), thus its coverage of the 126 items located on WOS 

and Scopus was only  28.4% (52 items). This was quite unexpected, comparing Mendeley’s 

coverage of information science in general and JASIST articles in particular. Also, since 

Mendeley is one of the most-studied altmetric tools, but still it seems that Mendeley readers 

are less interested in altmetrics in general.  

 

Figure 1 shows the growth in the number of published items on altmetrics. 

Figure 1: Yearly growth in the number of items published on altmetrics  
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Why is this interesting or important? This is one of the questions I’d like to discuss in the 

workshop. There seems to be interest in discussion of the pros and cons of altmetrics, also 

there is quite a large number of papers that simply describe existing altmetric tools, metrics 

and options – these are often targeted towards librarians.  Research is less highlighted. One 

conclusion, at least for myself, is to include the term “altmetrics” in the title or the abstract 

when publishing altmetric papers, otherwise they are excluded from such a study. 


