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Summary

Objective:  To evaluate the online visibility of the most popular orthodontic articles in Web platforms 
in relation to publication details and citations.
Materials and Methods:  Altmetric Explorer (Altmetric LLP, London, UK) was searched for articles 
published in 11 orthodontic journals without time limits in publication and citation on social media. 
The 200 articles with the highest Altmetric Attention Score (AAS) were collected and screened for 
data related to publication (date, journal, access), authorship (number of authors, affiliation and 
origin of the corresponding author), and research (type, subject, funding). Citation counts were 
harvested from Scopus.
Results:  The top 200 articles presented a median AAS of 8.0 (range: 5.0–196.0), and were 
mostly bookmarked in Mendeley (median: 16.6 references; range: 0–199.0). American Journal 
of Orthodontics & Dentofacial Orthopedics, European Journal of Orthodontics and The Angle 
Orthodontist contributed 86 per cent of the total number of research outputs. Studies investigating 
socio-demographics had significantly higher AAS compared to diagnostic studies (median AAS: 
19.0; range: 7.0–34.0; versus median AAS: 6.0; range: 5.0–10.0. No other study parameter was found 
to be statistically significant. AAS did not correlate to the number of citations as reported in Scopus.
Limitations:  The early stage of altmetrics and their complementary role in assessing together with 
the citation-based metrics the research impact need to be acknowledged in the interpretation of 
the results.
Conclusions:  Visibility of orthodontic articles on the Web is not significantly correlated with 
citations. Studies on socio-demographics had significantly higher number of online mentions. 
More constructive online presence of orthodontic journals is needed to reinforce dissemination of 
research data among scholars and non-scholars.

Introduction

Over 7 million researchers around the world are daily reshaping the 
landscape for science and innovation by publishing their work in 
around 25 000 scientific journals (1). Research impact can be defined 
as ‘the demonstrable contribution that excellent research makes to 

society and the economy’ (2). Citation counting measures have long 
been used by researchers, publishers and funding bodies to assess 
research quality and impact. However, due to inherent flaws, cita-
tion-based metrics alone may fail to capture the today’s booming 
digital publishing activity. Citations can be heavily manipulated, 
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slow to accumulate, and overlook impact outside the academic 
sphere (3, 4).

A new class of metrics (3), viz. ‘Web-based metrics for the impact 
of scholarly material with an emphasis on social media outlets as 
source of data’ (5), has been recently developed to appraise scientific 
literature from a broader perspective. The main advantage of the so 
called altmetrics is that they can rapidly accrue, even during the first 
few hours or days after publication, measuring the real-time reach 
and influence of published research data. Altmetric services like 
Altmetric (www.altmetric.com), Impactstory (https://impactstory.
org/) and Plum Analytics (http://www.plumanalytics.com) aggregate 
and analyse on demand mentions (i.e. views, likes, shares, comments, 
tweets, blog posts, bookmarks, saves, recommendations, etc.) of sci-
entific outputs in social Web networks such as Facebook, Twitter, 
Wikipedia, blogs, news media, and reference management tools. By 
relating research impact and social skill (6), the implications of the 
scholarly work can be made apparent to the larger society, and not 
restricted to the academia.

The significance of the new metrics in capturing the online 
activity around scholarly literature is reflected on the inclusion of 
Altmetric badges in the electronic journals of leading academic pub-
lishers like BMJ, Elsevier, Oxford University Press, SAGE, Springer, 
Taylor & Francis Group and Wiley. In this way, readers are empow-
ered to quickly filter the emerging scientific literature and identify 
articles that are receiving digital attention in a multitude of online 
sources (7). Moreover, these indicators offer research funders greater 
insight into the use and reuse of research both among academics and 
laypersons (8).

The growing reputation of altmetrics in recent years prompted 
several researchers to study traditional metrics in combination with 
altmetrics. Nonetheless, the results of these investigations have been 
so far inconclusive and conflicting. Whereas weak positive correla-
tions between altmetric scores and citations were demonstrated in 
emergency medicine and organ transplantation (9, 10), other authors 
(11) reported no correlation. In this context, Thelwall and colleagues 
(12) found some evidence that mentions in specific Web platforms 
were associated with citation counts but could not further determine 
the size of correlation effect.

To date, the coverage of altmetrics in orthodontics, in other words, 
the online discussion triggered by articles published in specialty journals, 
has not been investigated. With respect to the dental literature, there have 
been merely two altmetric studies that reviewed articles published within 
1-year period (13, 14). Therefore, the aims of this study were to identify 
the top altmetric orthodontic articles of all time, and to investigate alt-
metric scores in relation to publication details and citation counts.

Materials and methods

Search engine
Altmetric Explorer (Altmetric LLP, London, UK), a Web screening 
tool programmed to run altmetric analyses, was engaged for the 
purposes of the study. Compared to other concurrent providers, 
Altmetric database monitors more comprehensively online discus-
sions surrounding research articles (15). It tracks the digital atten-
tion that research outputs receive by compiling data from three main 
sources: social media like Twitter, Facebook, Google+, Pinterest and 
blogs; traditional media—both mainstream (e.g. The Guardian, 
New York Times etc.) and science specific (e.g. New Scientist, 
Scientific American); and online reference managers like Mendeley 
and CiteULike (16). The Altmetric algorithm produces a weighted 
score, the Altmetric Attention Score (AAS), within a coloured wreath 
(Altmetric donut), which illustrates the type and amount of immedi-
ate attention received (Figure 1).

Search strategy
A systematic search was conducted on Altmetric Explorer on Friday, 
27 January 2017, and was updated on 27 April 2017, for articles 
published in 11 orthodontic journals. The eight journals listed in 
2015 Journal Citation Reports® (American Journal of Orthodontics 
& Dentofacial Orthopedics, Orthodontics & Craniofacial Research, 
The Angle Orthodontist, European Journal of Orthodontics, The 
Korean Journal of Orthodontics, Journal of Orofacial Orthopedics/
Fortschritte der Kieferorthopädie, Australian Orthodontic Journal, 
Seminars in Orthodontics) were entered together with three other 
popular journals (Journal of Clinical Orthodontics, Journal of 

Figure 1.  (A) Sources tracked by Altmetric Explorer. (B) Altmetric donut examples. The prevalence of red, yellow and light blue colors in the Altmetric donuts 
indicates that the research outputs received the most online attention from mainstream media, blogs and Twitter, respectively (starting from the left to the right). 
AAS is displayed in the center of each badge.
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Orthodontics, and Progress in Orthodontics) in the ‘Journal or 
Collection’ filter of the ‘Advanced Search’ page (https://www.alt-
metric.com/explorer/outputs). To prevent possible data loss, former 
journal titles, e.g. American Journal of Orthodontics and British 
Journal of Orthodontics, were also typed. No time filters regard-
ing publication and citation dates were activated to expand search 
results.

Data collection
Altmetric Explorer automatically generated a .csv file displaying 
AAS of orthodontic research outputs in descending order as well as 
the distribution of mentions in social media, traditional and science 
specific media and online reference managers. The data of the 200 
articles with the highest AAS were transferred to an Excel spread-
sheet (Microsoft, Richmond, Virginia, USA) and analyzed. Two 
researchers (CL and KD) screened simultaneously and extracted by 
consensus information regarding: (i) article title; (ii) journal title; (iii) 
time interval since publication, i.e. up to 1 year, >1 and ≤2 years, >2 
and ≤5 years, >5 and ≤10 years, more than 10 years; (iv) number of 
authors and affiliations; (v) type of the affiliation of the correspond-
ing author, i.e. university or other; (vi) origin of the article (as defined 
by the corresponding author), i.e. North America, Europe, Asia, 
South America, Africa, Oceania; (vii) article subject, i.e. oral health 
related quality of life (OHRQOL), biomaterials, diagnosis, treat-
ment, growth, esthetics, practice management, socio-demographics, 
new technologies, periodontics/caries prevention, side effects, other; 
(viii) study type, i.e. original research, review or other; (ix) full text 
availability, i.e. free full text or subscription required; (x) funding, 
i.e. study funded or not. All reviewed articles were classified accord-
ing to the abovementioned subcategories for each area of interest. 
Additionally, citation counts were harvested from Scopus (https://
www.scopus.com/).

Statistical analysis
Statistical analysis was performed with IBM SPSS Statistics 20 (SPSS, 
Chicago, Illinois, USA). The Kruskal–Wallis H test was used to com-
pare differences in AAS between the different research outputs as 
classified by journal, time since publication, number of authors and 
affiliations, affiliation of the corresponding author, origin, subject, 
study type, full text availability and funding. Spearman correlation 
coefficient (r) <0.3 was interpreted as poor, 0.3–0.5 as low, 0.5–0.7 
as moderate, 0.7–0.9 as high and >0.9 as very high (16, 17). P <0.05 
were considered statistically significant.

Results

Descriptive statistics (median, range) for AAS and distribution of 
articles per journal are summarized in Table 1. The reviewed ortho-
dontic articles presented a median AAS of 8.0 (range: 5.0–196.0), 
and were mostly discussed by Mendeley readers (median: 16.6 ref-
erences; range: 0–199.0). The best performing article (AAS: 196.0) 
drew attention mainly to news outlets and Mendeley users, as illus-
trated by the red coloured stripes in Figure 2. The top 200 orthodon-
tic articles of all time according to altmetric.com are displayed in 
Supplementary Table 1.

American Journal of Orthodontics & Dentofacial Orthopedics 
appeared more frequently in the 200-article list (i.e. 73 articles), and 
together with European Journal of Orthodontics (60 articles) and 
The Angle Orthodontist (39 articles) contributed 86 per cent of the 
total number of publications (Table 1). One hundred eight-seven out 
of 200 articles derived from universities. Four authors (range: 1–21) 

and 2 departments (range: 1–21) were involved in the authorship 
of the articles. Regarding the origin of the corresponding author, 
Europe accounted for the 52 per cent of the analysed articles, fol-
lowed by North America (49 articles), Asia (18 articles), and the rest 
of the world (19 articles). Free full-text was available in 92 articles, 
whereas subscription was required in 108 articles. Original research 
represented the most common article type (58%), while funding was 
reported in 73 articles. The most popular subjects were evaluation 
of treatment outcome, growth, side effects, and QHRQOL. Studies 
investigating socio-demographics had significantly higher AAS com-
pared to diagnostic studies (median AAS: 19.0; range: 7.0–34.0; 
versus median AAS: 6.0; range: 5.0–10.0; Table 2, Figure 3). No sig-
nificant differences were observed in AAS between articles regarding 
publication (date, journal, access), authorship (number of authors, 
affiliation and origin of the first author), and research (type, funding) 
(Figure 4). No correlation was observed between AAS and citations 
in Scopus (r = 0.09, P = 0.42).

Discussion

To the best knowledge of the authors, this is the first study to report 
on altmetrics in the orthodontic literature. So far, the only available 

Table 1.  Summary statistics for Altmetric Attention Score (median, 
range) and number (N) of articles per journal.

AAS

Journal N Median Range

AJODO/Am J Orthod 73 8.0 5.0–54.0
Angle Orthod 39 8.0 5.0–196.0
Eur J Orthod 60 8.0 5.0–34.0
J Orthod 12 8.0 5.0–15.0
Orthod Craniofac Res 10 7.5 5.0–15.0
Prog Orthod 5 9.0 6.0–13.0
Semin Orthod 1 46.0 —

AAS, Altmetric attention Score; AJODO/Am J Orthod, American Journal 
of Orthodontics & Dentofacial Orthopedics/American Journal of Orthodon-
tics; Angle Orthod, The Angle Orthodontist; Eur J Orthod, European Journal 
of Orthodontics; J Orthod, Journal of Orthodontics; Orthod Craniofac Res, 
Orthod Craniofac Res; Prog Orthod, Progress in Orthodontics; Semin Orthod, 
Seminars in Orthodontics.

Figure 2.  Altmetric donut of the highest scoring article illustrating the 
achieved Altmetric Attention Score and type and amount of online visibility.
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dental studies, published by the same group of authors (13, 14) 
described the characteristics of the top 50 articles according to 
Altmetric in 2014 and analysed the total of the 2015 literature with-
out further investigating the association between publication details, 
traditional and new metrics.

The results of the present study showed that there was no signifi-
cant correlation between AAS and Scopus citations. This is in agree-
ment with the results of a large-scale study that processed research 
data that had been published during the last six decades (11). 
Contrary to our findings, others reported weak to moderate posi-
tive correlations between traditional and alternative metrics (9, 10, 
12). However, there is mounting evidence to warn against the low 
coverage of altmetrics (11, 12). Additional variables like altmetric 
provider, publication year (6), number of analysed articles, and type 
of Web source (6, 18) need to be considered in translating the results. 
Differences in altmetric scores have been also described among dis-
ciplines (6, 11), and between specialty and non-specialty journals 
(10), and should be therefore taken into account when assessing new 
metrics. After all, it is essential to realize that altmetrics do not serve, 
at least currently, as a direct substitute for traditional bibliometric 
markers of scientific importance but as a complementary (7, 14, 19).

Articles dealing with topics of interest for both orthodontists 
and laypersons like treatment outcome, growth, OHRQOL and side 
effects were the most repeated but the corresponding AAS was not 
significantly higher than the rest topics. Research of the influence 
of socio-demographic variables on the prevalence of treatment need 
and uptake of orthodontic services had significantly higher visibility 
on Web networks. It is well established that malocclusion remains 
highly untreated in socially handicapped groups (for example, racial/
ethnic minorities, immigrants from lower-income families and inhab-
itants of rural areas), resulting in a substantial oral health burden 
(20, 21). The social significance of studies on access to orthodontic 
care for minorities as well as government policymakers and health-
care administrators may account for the extensive online discussion 
around socio-demographics.

The highest AAS was ascribed to a randomized clinical trial that 
reported significantly less pain symptoms for orthodontic patients 
using a micropulse vibration device for 20 min daily for a 4-month 
period (22). The same device (AcceleDent®) was also clinically 
tested in the third-ranking study (23), which reported significantly 
increased tooth movement when vibration had been applied as an 
adjunct to orthodontic treatment. Interestingly enough, according 

to a third article on AcceleDent® (No 49 in the list, AAS: 10.0), no 
significant effects were observed on increasing anterior arch perim-
eter, or reducing irregularity or perceived discomfort during initial 
alignment with fixed appliances (24). Whereas the first two of the 
abovementioned articles were broadcasted through various news 
agencies (29 and 5 times, respectively), the last of the studies did not 
make a single news story. The eagerness of news channels to dissem-
inate research reporting significant results resembles the previously 
reported preference of journals to publish statistically significant 
findings (25), and can be also explained by their perception of the 
importance of study observations.

Although time elapsed since publication appeared not to affect 
AAS, a widespread presence of relatively new literature was evi-
dent. Only seven per cent of the top 200 articles were published 
earlier than 20 years with the oldest one, dated from 1951, review-
ing experimental studies on the effects of the physical consistency of 
food on the growth and development of jaws in rats (26). Despite 
‘classic’ papers, like the 1983 article of Björk and Skieller (27) 
that had been cited so far 477 times, were also included, it can be 
assumed that users of social media tend to discuss and recommend 
online more recently published articles.

Another interesting finding of this study was the limited avail-
ability of the reviewed orthodontic journals in total in the top-
200 ranking. Excluding American Journal of Orthodontics & 
Dentofacial Orthopedics, European Journal of Orthodontics and 
The Angle Orthodontist that supplied the 172 out of 200 research 
outputs, the rest of the journals either appeared occasionally or were 
completely unsuccessful to publish an article that triggered debate 
on social media. This lack of online interest for published research 
may point toward the need for the journals to adjust into the new 
digital publishing era or the need for the readership to be more active 
in spreading articles of interest. Interactive interfaces featured with 
social bookmarking tools, already embedded in the electronic pages 
of some journals (28), and broader involvement of online visitors, 
can change the way scholars communicate research data inside and 
outside the scientific community. Moreover, a more constructive 
online presence of orthodontic journals with public pages, accounts 

Figure  3.  Distribution of Altmetric Attention Score in relation to article 
subjects. Horizontal lines indicate medians.*P < 0.05. 

Table  2.  Summary statistics for Altmetric Attention Score and 
number (N) of articles per subject.

AAS

Subject N Median Range

OHRQOL 16 10.0 5.0–24.0
Biomaterials 14 7.0 5.0–24.0
Diagnosis 14 6.0 5.0–10.0
Treatment outcome 57 8.0 5.0–19.0
Growth 23 6.0 5.0–53.0
Esthetics 8 7.0 5.0–20.0
Practice management 12 8.5 5.0–25.0
Socio-demographics 8 19.0 7.0–34.0
New technologies 14 10.5 5.0–196.0
Periodontics/Caries prevention 15 8.0 5.0–19.0
Side-effects 16 8.0 5.0–41.0
Other 3 6.0 5.0–8.0
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Figure 4.  Distribution of Altmetric Attention Score in relation to (A) time since publication, (B) article origin, (C) author affiliation, (D) journal, (E) research type, 
and (F) full text availability. Horizontal lines indicate medians. 
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or channels in popular social networking sites, which will promote 
a more digestible explanation of research for the non-expert reader 
(29), can further facilitate the speed and ease of sharing information 
among non-scholars through the Web.

This study presents certain limitations related to the literature 
search, altmetric system and social media behaviours, and alt-
metrics as a whole. Given a considerable volume of orthodontic 
research work is published in non-specialty journals (30, 31), a 
number of published studies remained unexplored, and thus con-
clusions regarding the whole orthodontic literature cannot be made. 
Fluctuation of AAS over time as well as the ever-changing nature 
of social media need also to be acknowledged while comparing 
traditional and alternative metrics (12, 14). In addition, Altmetric 
Explorer cannot differentiate between positive and negative public-
ity in the score generation process. For example, a retracted article 
on grounds of dual publication (No 70 in the list, AAS: 9.0), had 
been bookmarked by 7 Mendeley readers and discussed negatively 
in a blog that tracks retractions (32). Even though the Altmetric 
algorithm controls score manipulation by disambiguating links 
to outputs and counting only one mention from each person per 
source (33), the initiatives of social media users that drive online 
discussions remain unclear. Differences in users’ groups and atti-
tudes between social media and disciplines (12, 34) should not be 
ignored when carrying out research on altmetrics. Last but not least, 
the relatively early stage of altmetrics calls for careful interpreta-
tion of the results. Most importantly, the new metrics should not 
be viewed as an indicator of research quality or replacement for 
informed peer review and citation-based metrics but as an addi-
tional tool for understanding the full impact of the research on the 
society.

Conclusions

•	 Online popularity is not significantly different between ortho-
dontic articles that differ by publication, authorship and research 
characteristics other than subject.

•	 Socio-demographics studies appear to have significantly higher 
visibility on Web media.

•	 The online profile of orthodontic journals should be edited 
to facilitate spread of research information in non-scholar  
audiences.

•	 Despite their low coverage in orthodontics, altmetrics have the 
potential to measure the social impact of articles published in 
specialty journals, and should be therefore combined with tradi-
tional metrics for a more comprehensive assessment of research 
effects.

Supplementary material

Supplementary material is available at European Journal of 
Orthodontics online.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank Ms Amy Rees, customer and sales support 
specialist at Altmetric LLP (London, UK) for kindly granting access to the 
Altmetric Explorer.

Conflict of Interest
None declared.

References
	1.	 The Royal Society. Knowledge, networks and nations. Global scientific 

collaboration in the 21st century. RS Policy document 03/11 Issued: 
March 2011 DES2096. https://www.snowballmetrics.com/wp-content/
uploads/4294976134.pdf (26 (26 March 2017, date last accessed).

	2.	 Economic and Social Research Council. What is impact? http://www.esrc.
ac.uk/research/impact-toolkit/what-is-impact/ (25 March 2017, date last 
accessed).

	3.	 Priem, J., Taraborelli, D., Groth, P. and Neylon, C. (2010) Altmetrics: a 
manifesto. http://altmetrics.org/manifesto (26 October 2010, date last 
accessed).

	4.	 Priem, J., Groth, P. and Taraborelli, D. (2012) The altmetrics collection. 
PLoS One, 7, e48753.

	5.	 Shema, H., Bar-Ilan, J. and 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, 1018–1027.

	6.	 Xia, F., Su, X., Wang, W., Zhang, C., Ning, Z. and Lee, I. (2016) Biblio-
graphic analysis of nature based on Twitter and Facebook altmetrics data. 
PLoS One, 11, e0165997

	7.	 Warren, H. R., Raison, N. and Dasgupta, P. (2017) The rise of altmetrics. 
JAMA, 317, 131–132.

	8.	 Dinsmore, A., Allen, L. and Dolby, K. (2014) Alternative perspectives on 
impact: the potential of ALMs and altmetrics to inform funders about 
research impact. PLoS Biology, 12, e1002003.

	9.	 Knight, S. R. (2014) Social media and online attention as an early measure 
of the impact of research in solid organ transplantation. Transplantation, 
98, 490–496.

	10.	Barbic, D., Tubman, M., Lam, H. and Barbic, S. (2016) An analysis of 
altmetrics in emergency medicine. Academic Emergency Medicine, 23, 
251–268.

	11.	Peters, I., Kraker, P., Lex, E., Gumpenberger, C. and Gorraiz, J. (2016) 
Research data explored: an extended analysis of citations and altmetrics. 
Scientometrics, 107, 723–744.

	12.	Thelwall, M., Haustein, S., Larivière, V. and Sugimoto, C. R. (2013) Do 
altmetrics work? Twitter and ten other social web services. PLoS One, 8, 
e64841.

	13.	Kolahi, J. and Khazaei, S. (2016) Altmetric: top 50 dental articles in 2014. 
British Dental Journal, 220, 569–574.

	14.	Kolahi, J., Iranmanesh, P. and Khazaei, S. (2017) Altmetric analysis of 
2015 dental literature: a cross sectional survey. British Dental Journal, 
222, 695–699.

	15.	Haustein, S., Costas, R. and Larivière V. (2015) Characterizing social 
media metrics of scholarly papers: the effect of document properties and 
collaboration patterns. PLoS One, 10, e0120495.

	16.	 Altmetric Support. About Altmetric and the Altmetric Attention Score. https://
help.altmetric.com/support/solutions/articles/6000059309-about-altmetric-
and-the- altmetric-attention-score (26 March 2017, date last accessed).

	17.	 Mukaka, M. M. (2012) A guide to appropriate use of correlation coef-
ficient in medical research. Malawi Medical Journal, 24, 69–71. 

	18.	Eysenbach, G. (2011) Can tweets predict citations? Metrics of social 
impact based on Twitter and correlation with traditional metrics of scien-
tific impact. Journal of Medical Internet Research, 13, e123.

	19.	Melero, R. (2015) Altmetrics - a complement to conventional metrics. Bio-
chemia medica, 25, 152–160.

	20.	Bresnahan, B. W., Kiyak, H. A., Masters, S. H., McGorray, S. P., Lincoln, 
A. and King, G. (2010) Quality of life and economic burdens of malocclu-
sion in U.S. patients enrolled in Medicaid. Journal of the American Dental 
Association (1939), 141, 1202–1212.

	21.	Okunseri, C., Pajewski, N. M., McGinley, E. L. and Hoffmann, R. G. 
(2007) Racial/ethnic disparities in self-reported pediatric orthodontic vis-
its in the United States. Journal of Public Health Dentistry, 67, 217–223.

	22.	Lobre, W. D., Callegari, B. J., Gardner, G., Marsh, C. M., Bush, A. C. 
and Dunn, W. J. (2016) Pain control in orthodontics using a micropulse 
vibration device: a randomized clinical trial. The Angle Orthodontist, 
86, 625–630.

European Journal of Orthodontics, 2018, Vol. 40, No. 2198

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/ejo/article-abstract/40/2/193/3950393 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek Bern user on 07 February 2019

http://www.esrc.ac.uk/research/impact-toolkit/what-is-impact/
http://www.esrc.ac.uk/research/impact-toolkit/what-is-impact/
http://altmetrics.org/manifesto
https://help.altmetric.com/support/solutions/articles/6000059309-about-altmetric-and-the- altmetric-attention-score
https://help.altmetric.com/support/solutions/articles/6000059309-about-altmetric-and-the- altmetric-attention-score
https://help.altmetric.com/support/solutions/articles/6000059309-about-altmetric-and-the- altmetric-attention-score


	23.	Pavlin, D., Anthony, R., Raj, V. and Cakunga, P.T. (2015) Cyclic loading 
(vibration) accelerates tooth movement in orthodontic patients: a double-
blind, randomized controlled trial. Seminars in Orthodontics, 21, 187–
194.

	24.	Miles, P. and Fisher, E. (2016) Assessment of the changes in arch perimeter 
and irregularity in the mandibular arch during initial alignment with the 
AcceleDent Aura appliance vs no appliance in adolescents: a single-blind 
randomized clinical trial. American Journal of Orthodontics and Dentofa-
cial Orthopedics, 150, 928–936.

	25.	Koletsi, D., Karagianni, A., Pandis, N., Makou, M., Polychronopoulou, 
A. and Eliades, T. (2009) Are studies reporting significant results more 
likely to be published? American Journal of Orthodontics and Dentofacial 
Orthopedics, 136, 632.e1–5.

	26.	Watt, D. G. and Williams, C. H. (1951) The effects of the physical consist-
ency of food on the growth and development of the mandible and the 
maxilla of the rat. American Journal of Orthodontics, 37, 895–928. 

	27.	Björk, A. and Skieller, V. (1983) Normal and abnormal growth of the 
mandible. A synthesis of longitudinal cephalometric implant studies over 
a period of 25 years. European Journal of Orthodontics, 5, 1–46.

	28.	Sumners, C. (2010) Social media and scientific journals: a snapshot. Sci-
ence Editor, 33, 75–78.

	29.	Fausto, S., Machado, F. A., Bento, L. F, Iamarino, A., Nahas, T. R. and 
Munger, D. S. (2012) Research blogging: indexing and registering the 
change in science 2.0. PLoS One, 7, e50109.

	30.	Livas, C., Pandis, N. and Ren, Y. (2014) Full-text publication of abstracts 
presented at European Orthodontic Society congresses. European Journal 
of Orthodontics, 36: 569–575.

	31.	Livas, C., Pandis, N. and Ren, Y. (2015) Time relevance, citation of report-
ing guidelines, and breadth of literature search in systematic reviews in 
orthodontics. European Journal of Orthodontics, 37, 183–187.

	32.	Estelita, S., Janson, G., Chiqueto, K., Ferreira, E. and Janson, M. 
(2012) Selective use of hand and forearm muscles during mini-
implant insertion: a natural torquimeter. Journal of Orthodontics, 39, 
270–278.

	33.	Altmetric Altmetric Attention Score. https://www.altmetric.com/ 
about-our-data/the-donut-and-score/ (26 March 2017, date last accessed).

	34.	Brigham, T. J. (2014) An introduction to altmetrics. Medical Reference 
Services Quarterly, 33, 438–447.

C. Livas and K. Delli 199

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/ejo/article-abstract/40/2/193/3950393 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek Bern user on 07 February 2019

https://www.altmetric.com/about-our-data/the-donut-and-score/
https://www.altmetric.com/about-our-data/the-donut-and-score/

	1

