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ALTMÉTRICAS: ALGUNAS DEFINICIONES

“Altmetrics—short for alternative metrics—aims to measure Web driven scholarly interactions, such as
how research is tweeted, blogged about, or bookmarked.” (J. Howard, 2012, Chronicle of Higher
Education).

“Altmetrics are new measurements for the impact of scholarly content, based on how far and wide it
travels through the social Web (like Twitter), social bookmarking (e.g. CiteULike) and collaboration tools
(such as Mendeley) […] What altmetrics hope to do is provide an alternative measure of impact, distinct
from the Journal Impact Factor.” (F. Galligan, 2012, Swets blog).

“Altmetrics go beyond traditional citation-based indicators as well as raw usage factors (such as
downloads or click-through rates) in that they focus on readership, diffusion and reuse indicators that can
be tracked via blogs, social media, peer production systems, collaborative annotation tools (including
social bookmarking and reference management services)” (Taraborelli, Mendeley Altmetrics Group).

Podemos concluir que las altmétricas analizan los contenidos de la web social para ofrecer métricas
alternativas o complementarias a los indicadores de impacto para medir el valor de las
publicaciones académicas.



¿QUÉ MÉTRICAS?

Lin, J & Fenner, M (2013). Altmetrics in evolution: defining and redefining the ontology of article-level 
metrics. Information Standards Quarterly 25(3), 20-26.



1. Altmétricas: algunas definiciones.

2. Críticas al análisis de citas y altmétricas:

- Cobertura de las fuentes

- Metodología

- Interpretación de los indicadores

3. Aplicaciones bibliotecarias

4. Conclusiones

SUMARIO



CRÍTICAS AL ANÁLISIS DE CITAS

 Cobertura de la fuentes (Web of Science y Scopus):

- cobertura disciplinar.

- cobertura lingüística/geográfica.

 Aspectos metodológicos:

- sólo miden el impacto entre los autores.

- se necesita tiempo para acumular citas.

- se centra en la evaluación de revistas.

 Interpretación de los indicadores: citas ≠ calidad.



COBERTURA DE FUENTES ALTMÉTRICAS

Muestra aleatoria de 20.000 artículos indizados en Web of  Science entre 2005 i 2009

Zahedi, A.; Costas, R. & Wouters, P. (2014). How well developed are altmetrics? A cross-disciplinary analysis
of the presence of ‘alternative metrics’ in scientific publications. Scientometrics, 101 (2) 1491-1513.



COBERTURA DE FUENTES ALTMÉTRICAS

480.979 artículos indizados en Web of  Science en 2008

Mohammadi, E. et al. (2014). Who reads research articles? An altmetrics analysis of Mendeley
user categories. JASIST, 66(9), 1832-1846.



COBERTURA DE FUENTES ALTMÉTRICAS

Artículos de ciencias sociales y humanidades indizados en Web of  Science en 2008

Mohammadi, E. & Thelwall, M. (2014). Mendeley readership altmetrics for the social sciences
and humanities: research evaluation and knowledge flows, JASIST, 65 (8), 1627-1638.



COBERTURA DE FUENTES ALTMÉTRICAS

54.655 artículos sobre Biblioteconomía y Documentación indizados en Web of  Science

Pooladian, A.; Borrego, A. (2017). Twenty years of readership of library and information science
literature under Mendeley’s microscope. Performance Measurement and Metrics, 18 (1), 67-77.



COBERTURA DE FUENTES ALTMÉTRICAS

26.542 artículos en Biblioteconomía y Documentación indizados en Web of  Science entre 2001 i 2010

Pooladian, A., Borrego, Á. (2017). Methodological issues in measuring citations in Wikipedia: a case study
in Library and Information Science. En prensa.
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¿QUIÉN USA MENDELEY?
“Most readers […] in Mendeley are PhD

students. Postgraduate students and

postdoctoral researchers are the two most

common readers of papers in Mendeley across

different disciplines, after PhD students.”

“[…] from the perspective of using Mendeley

as a data source for altmetrics, the biggest

limitation is that probably the users of

Mendeley form a small and biased minority

of the readers of academic articles.”

Categories de lectors de 215.000 articles indexats a WoS en 2008

Mohammadi, E et al. (2015). Who reads research articles? An altmetrics analysis of
Mendeley user categories. JASIST, 66 (9), 1832-1846.



GESTORES DE REFERENCIAS EN UNIVERSIDADES CATALANAS

n %

Sí 342 37,9

No 561 62,1

Total 903 100,0

n %

EndNote 124 36,4

RefWorks 87 25,5

BibTeX 76 22,3

Reference Manager 65 19,1

Microsoft Word 32 9,4

Zotero 13 3,8

Microsoft Access 6 1,8

Altres 45 13,2

Total 341 100,0

Encuesta entre febrero y marzo de 2011 a 903 investigadores catalanes

Borrego, Á. et al. (2012). Use and availability of scholarly journals in Catalan academic libraries.

Serials Review, 38 (4), 243-249.



PRESENCIA EN LAS REDES SOCIALES

Presencia de 3.500 investigadores las redes sociales

Van Norden, R. (2014). Scientists and the social network. Nature, 512 (7513), 126-129.



¿PARA QUÉ USAN LAS REDES SOCIALES?

293 investigadores catalanes con perfil en Academia.edu

Nández, G. & Borrego, Á. (2013). Use of social networks for academic purposes: a case
study. The Electronic Library, 31 (6), 781-791.



¿REDES SOCIALES O CLUBES DIÓGENES?

“Analysis of researchers’ behavior within these platforms
suggests that most register to use them for egoist motives
rather than for collaborative purposes […] Given that a
substantial proportion of researchers are not using the
social/collaborative aspects of these sites, their success may
be more as private desktop reference managers than as
scholarly networks.”

Ortega, J.L. (2016). Academic Social Networks: Collaborative
Environments or Diogenes Clubs?

https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2016/12/08/guest-post-
jose-luis-ortega-academic-social-networks-collaborative-
environments-or-diogenes-clubs/
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EVOLUCIÓN EN LA COBERTURA DE MENDELEY

Thelwall, M. (2017). Mendeley reader counts offer early evidence of the scholarly impact of academic 

articles. http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2017/01/17/mendeley-reader-counts-offer-early-

evidence-of-the-scholarly-impact-of-academic-articles/



EVOLUCIÓN EN LA COBERTURA DE MENDELEY

3.813 artículos sobre biblioteconomía indizados en Web of  Science en 2014

Pooladian, A.; Borrego, A. (2016). A longitudinal study of the bookmarking of library and information
science literature in Mendeley. Journal of Informetrics, 10 (4), 1135–1142.
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AGREGADORES DE DATOS ALMÉTRICOS

Altmetric.com

Plum Analytics

Impact Story



¿SON CONSISTENTES LAS FUENTES?

“Findings on data consistency suggest that article-level

metrics are inconsistent among aggregate data

providers of aggregate article-level metrics. Casual

readers, and especially those conducting article-level

metrics research, should use caution when using

article-level metrics data from different providers.”

Datos de Altmetric.com, Impact Story y PLOS para

565 artículos publicados por PLOS.

Chamberlein, S (2013). Consuming article-level metrics: observations and lessons from observing

aggregator provider data. Information Standards Quarterly 25(3), 4-13.
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¿CORRELACIÓN ENTRE ALTMÉTRICAS Y CITAS?
“Statistically significant 

correlations were found between 

the user counts and the 

corresponding WoS citation 

counts, suggesting that this type 

of influence is related in some 

way to traditional citation-

based scholarly impact but the 

number of users of these systems 

seems to be still too small for 

them to challenge traditional 

citation indexes”

1.613 artículos publicados en Nature y Science en 2007

Li, X; Thelwall, M &Giustini, D (2012). Validating online reference managers for scholarly impact measurement.

Scientometrics 91 (2) 461-471.



¿ENTRE RECOMENDACIONES Y CITAS?

“There turns out to be a clear correlation between F1000 recommendations and citations. However, the

correlation is relatively weak, at least weaker than the correlation between journal impact and citations.”

Waltman, L.; Costas, R. (2014). F1000 Recommendations as a Potential New Data Source for Research

Evaluation: A Comparison With Citations. Journal of the Association for Information Science and

Technology, 65 (3), 433-445.



¿ENTRE TWEETS Y CITAS?

1,4 millones de documentos indizados en PubMed y Web of Science publicados entre 2010 y 2012

Haustein, S et al. (2014). Tweeting biomedicine: an analysis of tweets and citations in the biomedical

literature. Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology, 65 (4), 656-669.

- El 9,4% de los artículos habían sido mencionados en Twitter.

- Diferencias entre revistas y disciplinas.

- Baja correlación entre tweets y citas.



¿ENTRE MENCIONES EN BLOGS Y CITAS?

Correlación significativa entre menciones en blogs i citas para los
artículos publicados en 7 de 12 revistes en 2009-2010 y para 13 de 19
revistas en 2010.

“Blog citations are worth pursuing as an altmetrics source, in part
because of the effort put into them. Blog posts covering scholarly
research that are written by humans and have real content (rather than
advertisement or spam) take a great deal more time and thought than
microblogging, bookmarking, or downloading, even if the latter
activities are not automated.”

Shema, H, Bar-Ilan, J & Thelwall, M. (2014). Do blog citations correlate with a higher number of future

citations? Research blogs as a potential source for alternative metrics. Journal of the Association for

Information Science and Technology, 65 (5), 1018-1027.



Recomendaciones en

F1000

Citas en Wikipedia

920 artículos publicados en PLOS Biology 

Fenner, M. (2013). What can article-level metrics do for you? PLOS Biology, 11 (10), e1001687



NO UNA... SINO MUCHAS ALTMÉTRICAS

≠ ≠ ≠ ≠
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APLICACIONES BIBLIOTECARIAS

Outputs of the NISO Alternative Assessment Metrics Project (2016). https://goo.gl/Yi3JEr


