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Abstract Twitter is a communication platform, a social network, and
a system for resource sharing. For scientists, it offers an opportunity to
connect with other researchers, announce calls for papers and the like,
communicate and discuss – basically: stay up-to-date. However, the ex-
ponential growth of information in society does not exclude social media
like Twitter: an abundant number of users court on one’s attention which
leads to the question of how (young) researchers can focus on the essen-
tial users and tweets?
The classical approach in science to filter information is peer review:
only information that is considered to be novel, sound, and significant
by experts in the respective field is published. Currently, such a process
is at most implemented manually: researchers can subscribe individually
to other researcher’s feeds by following them. However, there is no ‘di-
rectory’ of scientists on Twitter and finding feeds of experts in a specific
discipline or area of interest is cumbersome.
Furthermore, the trend to consider visibility of scientific articles in the
social web as a possible (and immediate) alternative or complement to
citation counts (with services like Altmetric1 that provide counts for how
often a scientific article has been mentioned on Twitter and other social
networks) necessitates the need for peer-review-like mechanisms for the
social web. Simple approaches purely based on the popularity of users,
tweets, or URLs do not work as a tool for scientists to discover rele-
vant research(ers), since popularity on the social web is fundamentally
a matter of the crowd of non-scientists. Articles that are popularized by
the media – often independent of their scientific significance – get supe-
rior attention compared to other, more important works. Consider the
Ig Nobel Prizes,2 whose winning (scientific) publications get quite some
attention on the social web, e.g., the URL3 of the winner of the 2012
physics prize has been mentioned in more than 230 tweets.4 Enabling
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users (and in particular researchers) to access the scientists’ perspec-
tive in the social web and considering only tweets from physicists would
provide a different and likely better picture.
Existing Twitter directories like Wefollow5 rely on users’ initiative to
register and reveal their interests. This clearly limits the set of available
profiles, since professionals have limited time and there is no immediate
benefit for registration. Therefore, providing an automatically curated
directory of scientists would simplify expert finding and the provision of
topic-relevant feeds authored by peers. This approach requires to first
identify scientists on Twitter and then classify their discipline, topics
of interest, and expertise. Since only little is known about scientists on
Twitter, such an endeavor should be accompanied by further steps to
understand how Twitter is used by them.
In this work we present an approach for the identification and classifi-
cation of scientists on Twitter together with an empirical analysis of re-
searchers from computer science found on Twitter. We take a pragmatic
approach on which users we regard as ‘scientists’: users being interested
in the topics of the target discipline and having similar, Twitter-based
features like users that have published scientific papers. We start with a
list of seeds that are highly-relevant for the discipline of interest and use
it to build and augment a set of candidate users that are likely scientists.
For a subset of the candidates that we can match to ground-truth data
from a digital library, we build a model for the classification of scientists.
We can show that the model is very accurate and use it to classify all of
our candidates. Both sets of users (matched and classified) allow us to
perform an empirical analysis of scientists on Twitter.
The main contributions of this work are
– a complete framework for discipline-specific researcher classification

on Twitter using a small set of seeds only,

– an automatic approach for the generation of ground-truth data by
combining different data sources,

– an empirical analysis of computer scientists that are using Twitter,
and

– the provision of the used datasets.6
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