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Abstract 

This study presents a comprehensive analysis of the dissemination patterns and societal impact of the 500 most-

discussed research articles on “fake news”. By examining Altmetric Attention Score (AAS) data, year-wise 

distribution, and citation metrics, we document a profound shift in scholarly communication from traditional, 

reader-based metrics to a dynamic, social media-dominated landscape. The findings reveal the meteoric rise of 

X (formerly Twitter) as the central hub for public discussion, alongside the emergence of new platforms like 

Bluesky, while traditional academic readers (e.g., Mendeley) remain significant for literature. Analysis of 

influential fields shows that while Psychology, Biomedical, and Health Sciences are the most productive, 

research from Information and Computing Sciences garners the highest median public attention per article, 

highlighting a societal demand for technological solutions. A small group of authors from elite Anglo-American 

institutions leads the field in both output and impact, and their work is predominantly published in high-prestige 

journals such as Nature and Science. Crucially, a correlation analysis reveals a statistically insignificant, near-

zero relationship between an article’s citation count and its AAS (r = 0.066, p = 0.141). This decoupling 

indicates that scholarly impact and public engagement are distinct, non-overlapping spheres. The study 

concludes that the fight against misinformation is being waged on two separate fronts: one within the academic 

community, measured by citations, and another in the public sphere, driven by social media. This necessitates a 

strategic approach from researchers seeking societal impact, who must actively engage with public 

dissemination channels beyond traditional academic publishing. 

Keywords: Fake News, Scholarly Communication, Altmetrics, Social Media, Research Dissemination, 

Misinformation. 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Introduction 

The rise of social media has changed how people access, interact with, and share information. Over the last two 

decades, social media has become increasingly popular for sharing news and opinions. In addition to providing 

information, another primary purpose of social media is to facilitate social interaction, communication, and 

entertainment (Olan et al., 2022). With its broad reach and rapid dissemination of information, social media has 

become a vital tool for the academic community. Researchers use it to share their work with the public, 

collaborate with peers, and discuss new developments in their field. As a result, sharing research highlights on 

social media can significantly impact public opinion and discourse. This study examines how social media users 

interact with scholarly publications on the topic of fake news. The study focuses on identifying the 

characteristics of users who engage with these publications and looking at the impact these conversations have 

on public discourse. By understanding users’ engagement with scholarly research publications on fake news, we 

can better understand social media’s role in disseminating information and its potential influence on public 

opinion and awareness. 

As social media platforms are the fastest channels for disseminating information in the digital era, the spread of 

fake news has been a pressing issue in recent years, coinciding with the growth of various social media 

platforms. Identifying and addressing fake news has become even more imperative as it has become 

increasingly difficult for people to distinguish between real and fake news. Numerous studies have highlighted 

that fake news is prevalent on social media (Del Vicario et al., 2016), and lies spread faster than truths 

(Vosoughi et al., 2018; Altay et al., 2022). Fake news on social media disintegrates societies and replaces actual 

news with false information (Olan et al., 2022). Scholarly research publications on fake news and its impact on 

society have gained attention, particularly after the 2016 US election (Olan et al., 2022; Muhammed & Mathew, 
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2022). There is also research on why fake news spreads on social media platforms (USC.edu, 2025). Some
studies have examined empirical questions related to fake news (Khan et al., 2022), while others have examined 
the motives behind sharing fake news on social media (Talwar et al., 2020). 

The spread of fake news on the Internet is a cause of great concern for all members of society, including the
government, policymakers, organisations, businesses, and citizens (Talwar et al., 2020; Celliers & Hattingh, 
2020). In this regard, we have been exploring ways to measure the dissemination of scholarly research
highlights on fake news through social media and the impact of scholarly articles on various concerns related to
fake news. This study examines the public’s engagement in academic research publications regarding fake news
using Altmetric tools. Altmetric is a tool that tracks and measures the online activity surrounding scholarly
content. It collects data from various sources, including social media platforms, news outlets, blogs, and online
reference managers. The tool provides metrics such as the number of times an article has been mentioned, 
tweeted (now X mentions), shared, cited, or bookmarked. It also offers detailed information about who is
engaging with the content, giving users insight into the reach and influence of the research (Altmetric.com,
2025a). Altmetric analyses indicate the growth of research and the popularity of topics early. In addition, this
tool can track public discussions on social media platforms about research publications. The scholarly impact of
research has traditionally been measured by the number of citations it receives. It may, however, take some time
for citations to appear after a publication is released. The altmetric tool supplements the traditional metric by
measuring social attention to research in real-time (Rosenkrantz et al., 2017; Nariani, 2017).

The findings of this study offer a comprehensive understanding of the impact of fake news on social media, 
providing valuable insights for informing strategies and policies aimed at reducing the spread of misinformation. 
In this way, this research article will provide a comprehensive overview of the public’s engagement in scholarly
research publications regarding fake news and the potential solutions that can be used to address this issue. The
use of social media platforms for research can transcend current limitations in the dissemination of research and 
present new opportunities for research networking by connecting researchers, policymakers, the public, and
other stakeholders on a global scale (Dong et al., 2020; Lee, Choi & Michos, 2021).

Several research evaluations on fake news have been conducted earlier. For example, research was conducted to 
review the scholarship of fake news research (Arqoub et al., 2022), highlighting the continuous growth of
research related to fake news. Similarly, research was conducted to analyse the literature on fake news based on
Scopus and Web of Science data (Patra, Pandey & Sudarsan, 2022). Among the prominent themes of the study
were politics, health, technology, media, and social media; however, the focus on pure science output was
minimal. A study was conducted to analyse research growth, scientific performance, collaboration patterns, and
trending topics concerning fake news using Scientometric tools (García et al., 2020; Dhiman et al., 2023).
Moreover, research evaluations have been conducted in healthcare (Cano-Marin, Mora-Cantallops & Sanchez-
Alonso, 2023), misinformation related to fake news (Miró-Llinares & Aguerri, 2023), and the creation and 
consumption patterns of fake news (Kim et al., 2021). 
Furthermore, Bar-Ilan and Halevi (2021) utilised altmetric indicators to analyse retracted articles — the
scientific version of fake news. They highlighted the social attention to the pre-and post-retracted articles. The
results indicate that the articles continued to receive social attention even after being retracted. Ding et al. (2021)
evaluated the history, current and future of publications regarding fake news and rumours on social media,
highlighting the dominance of the United States in publications and citations. The “machine learning,” “deep
learning,” and “natural language processing” emerged in 2018, reflecting the evolving research focus on
combating misinformation. Melchior and Oliveira (2022) argued that future efforts should focus on developing 
strategies to enhance public health literacy and critical thinking skills, thereby empowering individuals to
distinguish between credible and fake news. However, no societal attention to scholarly articles has been 
evaluated to determine how scholarly or factual content about fake news reaches the masses through social
media. Hence, this study aims to address research gaps by examining how social media users interact with
factual content when sharing questionable or sensitive information and precisely report the dissemination pattern 
of scholarly research by analysing social attention received by the top 500 highly altmetrics articles on fake
news. This research can help understand the impact of fake news and inform the public on the best ways to
identify and combat it. Furthermore, it can provide a better understanding of the role of social media in
disseminating information and the potential consequences of this type of communication. 
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2. Research Questions

RQ1. How is scholarly research
platforms?

h on fake news disseminated and shared across different soocial networking 

RQ2. What specific subjects or
cited on social media?
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ential authors, and which journals and publishers are m
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3. Methodology
The study utilised altmetric tools to tracck the social media metrics of articles on fake news.

3.1 Data Collection
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rch interface on 
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pe (journal). The
e top 500 articles
gure 1.

Figure 1: Workflow of bibliographic data collection
Source: Figure by Authors

The second step of data collection aim
the highest Altmetric attention scores r
were retrieved from Altmetric.com usi
To fetch the data, the Digital Object I
pyaltmetric and openpyxl were used for

med to track the social media metrics of the top 500 selec
related to fake news. The social media metrics of the re
ng the Altmetric API through Python programming on O
Identifier (DOI) of each article was used. The Python l
r querying and saving the output.

cted articles with
espective articles
October 1, 2025.
libraries pandas,

Figure 2: Workflow prrocess of altmetrics data collection from Altmetric.comm
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3.2 Tools and Techniques
The statistical tool MS Excel was used to process and tabulate the data. Based on the range of Pearson 
correlation coefficient (r) strengths (Table 1), the correlations between AAS and citations have been calculated 
using IBM SPSS software. The exact value was previously used by researchers such as Meghanathan et al.
(2016), Liang et al. (2019), and Basumatary et al. (2023a). Additionally, the word cloud of the most frequently
appearing keywords in the research was visualized using the free tool WordItOut (worditout.com) by extracting 
keywords from the article title using Python.

Table 1: Range of Correlation Coefficient Values (CCV)
Range of Correlation
Coefficient Values

Level of Correlation Range of Correlation
Coefficient Values

Level of Correlation

0.80 to 1.00 Very Strong Positive -1.00 to -0.80 Very Strong Negative
0.60 to 0.79  Strong Positive -0.79 to -0.60 Strong Negative
0.40 to 0.59  Moderate Positive -0.59 to -0.40 Moderate Negative
0.20 to 0.39 Weak Positive -0.39 to -0.20 Weak Negative
0.00 to 0.19 Very Weak Positive -0.19 to -0.01 Very Weak Negative

4. Analysis and Results
4.1 Year-Wise Distribution and Dissemination Pattern of the Top 500 Articles
The analysis of the year-wise distribution reveals a profound transformation in scholarly communication,
charting a clear evolution from traditional academic channels to a dynamic, social media-dominated landscape.
The data shows a stark increase in the volume of top articles over time, with only a handful per year before
2010, rising sharply to a peak of 58 in 2019, indicating a rapidly accelerating research and dissemination 
environment. The dominant narrative is the meteoric rise of X (formerly Twitter) as the central hub for scholarly
discussion; its engagement explodes from 1,630 mentions in 2011 to an overwhelming peak of 85,737 in 2022, 
completely dwarfing all other platforms. However, this is not the only shift. The traditional metric of “Readers”
(Mendeley, CiteULike) was the leading source of attention for older articles. Concurrently, we witness the rise
of robust new vectors: News outlets maintain a consistently strong presence, while Bluesky have emerged as an 
immense force, becoming the second-largest attention source in 2024 (6,415) and 2025 (4,505), signifying a
growing role for scholarly communication. The lifecycle of platforms is also evident, with the brief flare of
Google+ and the nascent appearance. At the same time, Facebook Pages, Blogs, and Reddit provide a steady, 
secondary layer of public and community engagement. In essence, the dissemination pattern has shifted from a
closed, reader-based system for legacy articles to a public, real-time conversation on X.

Overall, the most viral 500 articles were being mentioned 383787 times on various X posts or stories. Moreover,
articles were being read on Mendeley, CiteULike, and Connotea 240,989 times and mentioned 42,464 times in 
various news stories. Apart from these platforms, other social media platforms also played significant roles in 
disseminating the research highlights of the 500 articles on fake news (Table 2).
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4.2 Most Influential Fields of Research on Fake News
Table 3 shows the ten most influential research fields under which the viral articles on fake news were
published. In the table, the number of “Publications” shows us productivity, while the “AAS (median)” score
tells us the typical amount of attention an article in that field receives. The field of Psychology stands out as the
most broadly influential in this important area. It is by far the most productive, with 128 publications, which is a
much higher volume of research than any other field listed. While its median attention score is strong but not the
absolute highest, this actually reveals the key to its influence.

A similar pattern is observed in the second and third most productive fields, Biomedical and Clinical Sciences
(107 publications) and Health Sciences (86 publications), which, despite their high output, have strong but not
leading median AAS values (905.00 and 938.00). Their significant contribution highlights the high-stakes
application of fake news research in areas like public health, vaccination, and medical misinformation, where
the consequences are immediate and tangible. 

However, the accurate indicator of contemporary influence, as measured by the median AAS, points decisively
towards Information and Computing Sciences. Despite ranking only seventh in publication volume (54 articles),
this field boasts a median AAS of 1033.00, the highest by a significant margin. This indicates that research from
this domain, focusing on algorithmic detection, network analysis of misinformation spread, bot identification,
and AI-driven fact-checking, is generating the most attention and engagement per article. Its high impact reflects
a pressing societal and academic demand for scalable, technological solutions to the fake news epidemic, 
positioning this field at the cutting edge of the fight.

The data further enriches this story by showing that other fields at the intersection of technology and human 
interaction are also highly influential. Communication and Media Studies (71 publications, AAS 930.75) and
Language, Communication and Culture (76 publications, AAS 915.00) demonstrate substantial impact. 
Interestingly, sub-fields within Psychology show a divergence. At the same time, Social and Personality
Psychology (46 publications) and Biological Psychology (43 publications) are active; their lower AAS figures
(748.00 and 737.00) suggest their specific findings may be less central to the current, technology-dominated 
discourse than the broader psychological umbrella. A single field of study does not dominate the landscape of
fake news research.

Table 3: Most Influential Fields of Fake News Research That Go Viral on Social Media
Sl. No. Name Publications AAS (median)

1 Psychology 128 776.48
2 Biomedical and Clinical Sciences 107 905.00
3 Health Sciences 86 938.00
4 Language, Communication and Culture 76 915.00
5 Communication and Media Studies 71 930.75
6 Human Society 67 850.33
7 Information and Computing Sciences 54 1033.00
8 Social and Personality Psychology 46 748.00
9 Biological Psychology 43 737.00
10 Creative Arts and Writing 32 866.00

AAS: Altmetric Attention Score

Figure 3 illustrates the most frequently appearing topics in the research articles on fake news. Fake news
research is overwhelmingly dominated by the COVID-19 pandemic, which stands as the single most frequent
keyword. This suggests that a substantial portion of scholarly effort has been devoted to understanding the
“infodemic”. The prevalence of terms like “misinformation”, “vaccine hesitancy”, and “conspiracy theories”
highlights a central focus on the harmful real-world impacts of false information.
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Figure 3: Word Cloud of the Moost Frequently Appearing Keywords in the Fake News
Source: Figure by Authors
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Table 4: Most Influential Authors of Articles on Fake News and Their Impacts

Rank Author Affiliation NP Citations Citation
Mean 

AAS
(median)

 

1 Gordon R Pennycook Cornell University, United
States 14 14,461 1032.93 1234.00

2 David Gertler Rand Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, United States 14 11,019 787.07 1234.00

3 Sander Leo Van Der 
Linden 

University of Cambridge,
United Kingdom 12 3,450 287.50 1094.00

4 Jon Roozenbeek University of Cambridge,
United Kingdom 11 3,082 280.18 1076.00

5 Stephan Lewandowsky University of Bristol, United
Kingdom 10 2,451 245.10 896.00

6 Brendan J Nyhan Dartmouth College, United 
States 9 5,390 598.89 857.00

7 Joshua Aaron Tucker New York University, United
States 8 7,141 892.63 1937.00

8 Jay Joseph Van Bavel New York University, United
States 8 2,949 368.63 1531.00

9 Ullrich K H Ecker University of Western Australia,
Australia 8 2,048 256.00 896.00

10 David M J Lazer Northeastern University, United
States 7 6,909 987.00 1038.00

NP: No. of Publication, AAS: Altmetric Attention Score

4.4. Most Influential Journals
Research on fake news is primarily published in the world’s top science and medical journals (Table 5). The
number one journal, “Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences”, published the most articles on the
subject, with 30. This suggests that a steady stream of new research is being produced to address this modern
problem. However, the number of articles alone doesn’t tell the whole story. A more powerful measure of
influence is the Altmetric Attention Score (AAS), which serves as a “public engagement score” that tracks how
frequently a research paper is discussed in the news, on social media, and by the public. This is where a journal
like “Nature” becomes particularly interesting. It published 24 articles, which is a substantial number, and those
articles achieved a very high median AAS of 1150. This means that nearly every time Nature published a study
on fake news, it generated a significant wave of public attention and discussion. We can see that Nature
successfully combines two key factors, a high output of research and a powerful ability to make that research
matter to the broader world. It’s not just publishing studies; it’s starting conversations.

Looking at the rest of the list, this pattern of high-impact journals driving the conversation continues. For
instance, while “Science” published fewer articles (11) than Nature, its median AAS of 1646 was significantly
higher, indicating that its select publications had a profound impact. Other journals, such as Science Advances
and The Lancet, also have incredibly high AAS scores, confirming that the most influential fake news research
consistently comes from these elite, multidisciplinary sources. In simple terms, the fight against misinformation 
is being led by the most prominent names in science, who are utilising their authority and reach to ensure that
their findings on this vital topic are widely seen, shared, and discussed.

Table 5: List of the Top Ten Most Influential Journals That Published the Most Viral Fake News Articles
Rank Name CiteScore

2024 
eISSN Publications AAS

(median)
1 Proceedings of the National Academy of

Sciences of the United States of America
16.5 1091-6490 30 981.00

2 PLOS ONE 5.4 1932-6203 27 1002.00
3 Nature 78.1 1476-4687 24 1150.00
4 Science Advances 19.6 2375-2548 13 1165.00 
5 Nature Communications 23.4 2041-1723 12 1029.00 
6 The Lancet 87.6 1474-547X 11 1042.00
7 Nature Human Behaviour 31.0 2397-3374 11 1018.00 
8 Science 48.4 1095-9203 11 1646.00
9 Scientific Reports 6.7 2045-2322 9 790.00

10 The BMJ 20.4 1756-1833 7 713.00
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4.5 Most Influential Publishers
Table 6 shows the top ten most influential publishers that published viral fake news articles. When looking at
which publishers share the most important research on fake news, two different stories appear. On the one hand, 
publishers such as Springer Nature and Elsevier publish the largest number of studies. However, the research
that gets the most public attention and discussion often comes from other sources (Table 6). Specifically, the
American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) publishes fewer studies, but each one receives
considerable attention. Other publishers, such as the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences and the
Public Library of Science (PLoS), also feature studies that are widely discussed and cited. So, while a few large
companies publish the most, the most influential single studies tend to come from prestigious scientific
academies and open-access organisations.

Rank Name Publications AAS (median)
1 Springer Nature 107 831.40
2 Elsevier 65 860.00
3 SAGE Publications 41 734.00
4 Public Library of Science (PLoS) 33 951.00
5 Taylor & Francis 33 744.00
6 Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 30 981.00
7 American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) 24 1303.00
8 Wiley 23 748.00
9 American Psychological Association (APA) 16 886.00

10 Frontiers 15 766.00

Top Ten Most Influential Publishers That Published Viral Fake News Articles

4.6 Correlation Analysis
A Pearson correlation coefficient (Pearson’s R) has been computed to assess the linear relationship between 
Citation and Altmetric Attention Score. For numerical variables, the most popular method for determining the
direction and strength of a relationship between variables is the Pearson correlation method. The correlation is
measured between decimal numbers ranging from -1.00 to 1.00, where -1.00 indicates a negative correlation, 0 
means no correlation at all, and 1.00 indicates a total positive correlation. In the following results, it is found 
that the correlation between citations and AAS has a very weak positive correlation and is statistically not
significant (r = 0.066, p > 0.001) in this study. This means the link is so small it’s practically negligible, and it
suggests that AAS may not be a valuable predictor of citation impact or vice versa. 

In simple terms, this analysis of 500 articles tells us that the frequency with which other academics cite a
research paper has no meaningful connection to how often it is discussed in the news, on social media, or by the
public. A highly cited paper is not guaranteed to get public attention, and a paper that goes viral online is not
necessarily highly cited in academic circles.

Table 7: Pearson Correlation Coefficient (Pearson’s R) of 500 Articles on Fake News
Dimensions_Citation AAS

Dimensions_Citation Pearson Correlation 1 .066
Sig. (2-tailed) .141
N 500 500

AAS Pearson Correlation .066 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .141
N 500 500

AAS: Altmetric Attention Score

5. Discussion
This study reveals that when researchers publish research on fake news, it is discussed in two distinct worlds:
the public and the scientific community. Social media is the primary platform for public discourse. X (formerly
Twitter) is the undisputed leader, with hundreds of thousands of mentions. Several previous studies also found 
that X (formerly Twitter) is the primary channel to disseminate the research highlights (Thelwall et al., 2013;
Parrish et al., 2020; Kolahi et al., 2020; Basumatary et al., 2022; Shamsi, Lund & SeyyedHosseini, 2022;
Nabavi, 2022; Borcak & Bulut, 2023). This indicates that conversations about fake news research are occurring
in real-time, openly. We also saw the rise of new platforms, such as Bluesky, which quickly became a major
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player, while older ones like Google+ disappeared. At the same time, news outlets and blogs provide a steady
stream of more detailed coverage, indicating that journalists consider this research to be significant for the
public to be aware of.

It has been found that not all topics are perceived equally by the public. A significant amount of research is
published in fields such as psychology, Health, and Biomedicine. This makes sense because fake news about
vaccines or mental health is a big problem. The publications and impacts exhibit a notable peak in major global
events, such as the COVID-19 pandemic and key political developments, thereby intensifying the focus on fake
news (Gupta et al., 2023). However, the most influential research per article, meaning the studies that generate
the most buzz for each paper published, comes from Information and Computing Sciences, with the highest
AAS. This field utilises artificial intelligence (AI), deep learning, and computer programs to automatically
detect and prevent the spread of fake news. The fact that these tech-focused studies receive the highest
engagement score indicates that people are increasingly seeking tools and technology to address the
misinformation problem.

The study also identified the key players who drive this conversation. A small group of researchers from
renowned universities, including Cornell, MIT, and Cambridge, is responsible for a significant portion of the
most widely discussed research. The dominance of authors from institutions in the United States aligns with
broader trends observed across various fields, where U.S.-based researchers frequently lead in publication 
productivity and impact. A similar result was found in the study by Shueb et al. (2021). Furthermore, many
previous research evaluations have found that authors from the United States are also the most prolific in other
fields. For example, notable studies include those on neuroblastoma research (Martynov et al., 2020), magnetic
resonance-guided focused ultrasound (Garg, 2022), coronavirus research (Chinnasamy, 2021), and mHealth
(Basumatary et al., 2023b). Their work forms the foundation of the field.

Furthermore, the research that reaches the widest audience is almost always published in a handful of top-tier
journals, such as Nature, Science, and The Lancet. These journals have a powerful brand; when they publish a
study, the world listens. They act like megaphones, ensuring that essential findings about fake news break out of
the academic bubble and into public awareness.

However, the most critical finding of our study is the relationship between public buzz and scientific value. We
measured this by comparing a paper’s “Altmetric Attention Score” with its number of “Citations”. The analysis
found basically no connection between the two. It means we cannot use social media popularity to judge a
study’s scientific quality, nor can we use scientific citations to judge its public impact. They are two separate
currencies. For scientists who want their work to make a difference in society, this means they need to actively
share their findings on social media and talk to journalists, because an excellent paper won’t reach the public on
its own. For the public, it’s a reminder that just because a study is trending online doesn’t automatically mean
it’s the most scientifically solid one. Understanding this split is crucial for anyone trying to fight the very
problem this research examines: the spread of misinformation.

6. Conclusions and Implications
This study evaluated the dissemination pattern and social attention paid to the scholarly research publication on
fake news. Social media is regarded as the best platform for information dissemination due to its instantaneous
dissemination of information and ease of access. The results show that publications have received significant
attention from the masses, with X serving as the primary dissemination channel for research highlights. This
research highlights the importance of social media in advancing academic research and its potential impact on 
scholarly communication. It also emphasises the need for researchers to engage with social media to increase the
visibility and impact of their work. News outlets shared important information on research highlights related to
fake news because it is a growing problem that can have severe consequences for society. However, fewer
research highlights were disseminated through the Facebook platform. Facebook is one of the most used social
media platform, with billions of active users. Sharing scholarly research highlights on fake news on Facebook 
can help raise awareness about this issue. Apart from X and Facebook, several social media platforms can be
used to share information. Sharing scholarly research highlights on fake news can help people understand the
dangers of fake news and how to identify it. It can help people become more aware of their susceptibility to fake
news. The finding indicates that more readers use Mendeley than social media platforms receive attention. It is a
popular tool among researchers and academics for managing references and collaborating with others in their
field. This indicates that research reaches more researchers and academia than the general public. This study’s
findings suggest that research on fake news should be disseminated more widely via social media to bridge the
gap between academia and society (Verma & Yuvaraj, 2022; Basumatary et al., 2023a). By leveraging these
insights, stakeholders can strategically plan their research agendas, collaboration efforts, and dissemination
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strategies to contribute more effectively to the growing body of knowledge on fake news and its societal
impacts. 
However, this study is limited to the 500 articles with the highest altmetric attention score. Since altmetric
analysis is an emerging method for assessing the influence and visibility of research, it features a strong
multidisciplinary component and can be applied in various academic domains. Future research could take a
more comprehensive approach by utilising a larger number of articles, journals, and other databases. Multiple
tools, such as PlumX Metrics, PLoS Impact Explorer, and Impact Story (now OurResearch), etc. use different
sources and algorithms to compile altmetric scores, which may present different results. 
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