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Mendeley is a popular reference manager among scholars to save research documents for any 
further usage and has a wide coverage of research publications (Haustein, et al., 2014). Previous 
altmetrics research on Mendeley mainly studied the correlations between Mendeley saves and 
citation counts of research articles and found weak to moderate correlations (Costas, Zahedi, & 
Wouters, 2014; Thelwall, Haustein, Larivière, & Sugimoto, 2013). Motivations for saving articles 
to Mendeley libraries are not well researched but an only relevant survey of 860 Mendeley users 
shows that 85% of the users saved the articles to their libraries with a tendency to cite them in their 
publications (Mohammadi, Thelwall & Kousha, 2016). This study aims to technically investigate 
the extent to which Mendeley users cite the saved articles from their libraries in their publications 
through matching Mendeley user profiles with Scopus author profiles. This is the first attempt to 
scrutinize this link and compare scholars’ saving behavior with their citation behavior. 
Characteristics of the articles saved to the users’ libraries will be compared with that of their cited 
articles to study the differences between saving and citing behaviors in different fields.  
This study is an attempt to find a mechanism to answer the debates about why scholars use 
Mendeley in their workflows and whether there is a direct pathway between saving articles in a 
library to citing them in future publications. The results of this study will have implications in 
research evaluation and policy making procedures where altmetric platforms such as Mendeley 
are recommended to evaluate research impact. So, this research will indicate what a library 
bookmark/addition may mean and whether it can be used as an evaluative indicator.  
 
Methods 
A list of 452 articles with DOIs published in three journals publishing bibliometric articles 
including Scientometrics, Journal of Informetrics and Journal of the Association for Information 
Science and Technology in 2012 was retrieved from Web of Science (WoS). The authors’ 
information (including first name, last name, institutional affiliation, discipline) who cited this 
collection of articles was also retrieved from the WoS, accounting for 5,053 unique citing authors, 
citing the articles between 2012-2016.  



For their Mendeley users, the profile ID of each user who added at least one of the articles to his 
library was received from Mendeley, accounting for 5,019 users, saving the articles between 2012-
2016. Then, the profile IDs were searched through Mendeley API to get users’ information 
(including first name, last name, institutional affiliation, discipline, Scopus ID and ORCID 
number). The Mendeley users were matched with the citing authors for each article first via a 
systematic matching of Scopus IDs and then through matching first names, last names and 
institutional affiliations, which was carried out manually.  
 
Preliminary results 
Through matching the Scopus IDs via Scopus and also matching first names and last names of 
citing authors (5,053 authors) with the Mendeley users (5,019 users), only 270 users (~5%) were 
identified in the list of citing authors, citing at least one of the articles they saved to their libraries.  
 
Multidisciplinary approach 
The 270 matched scholars saved 8,182 unique DOIs to their libraries and cited 623 unique DOIs 
from across different fields. The disciplinary coverage of their saved articles was examined and 
compared with the coverage of their cited articles. The results show that while the scholars cited 
articles from 52 other fields, they saved articles from 132 different fields. They have a more 
disciplinary focus when they are citing publications while they save articles from a disperse range 
of fields showing their freedom in saving items to their libraries than citing them in their 
publications.  
Moreover, the 270 matched scholars mainly cited articles from Information Science & Library 
Science (63.57%) followed by Management (7.06%), while they mainly saved articles from 
Management (17.08%) followed by Information Science & Library Science (9.16%) (Table 1).  
 

Table 1. Disciplinarity of saved articles to Mendeley vs. cited articles in publications 
Citing articles % Saved articles % 

Information Science & Library Science 63.57 Management 17.08 
Management 7.06 Information Science & Library Science 9.16 
General Biomedical Research 6.1 General Biomedical Research 7.15 
Computers 3.7 Computers 4.95 
Science studies 1.6 Cancer 4.69 
Sociology 1.29 Economics 3.43 
General Psychology 1.28 General Physics 2.98 
General Biology 1.12 Ecology 2.97 
Communication 1.12 Biochemistry & Molecular Biology 2.07 
Electrical Engineering & Electronics 0.96 Sociology 1.9 

 
 



Some other preliminary results are that around 26% of the articles saved to the scholars’ libraries 
are among the top 10% most cited articles, while only around 17% of articles they cited are among 
the top 10% most cited articles.  
Self-citation and self-saving rates were also compared, and the results showed that 270 matched 
scholars saved 49% of their publications to their libraries, while they cited 54% of their own 
publications showing a slightly higher interest for self-citing.  
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