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Abstract

The first source of research waste chain is the limited relevance of many research 
questions to patients. Taking into account their opinion in selecting research priorities 
should lead to improvement in research and decrease of waste1. Alternative metrics 
claim to measure research impact2 outside the academic community3.

We argue that designing research not only based on systematic reviews of the 
available evidence (Evidence-Based Research), but also on papers and themes 
more discussed by the public could bring to a less wasteful research.

We will discuss opportunities and caveats about employing alternative metrics 
into setting research priorities in light of the developments of open access and the 
recent pandemic.

Opportunities:

– the more close to patient’s needs, the more useful research could be

– closer scrutiny to research quality and conflicts of interest

– more patient’s ownership of research, with potentially higher compliance to
study procedures, and better data quality

Caveats:

– the public interest in disease with highly active advocacy groups could be
overrepresented; more common diseases that people don’t like to talk about
(STD, zoonosis) will be penalized

– sentiment analyses to distinguish between positive and negative comment not
easy to perform

– volatile nature of social media interest.

And many other thing.
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Two teams made up of 2 members each one in favor of alternative metrics and one 
against) debate on these issues, in order to bring out the various facets of a subject that 
is still young in itself, but increasingly rooted in the research community and beyond.

Types of activities: We propose a 75’ interactive session, with two 25’ minutes 
presentations (with interactive multiple choice, multiple answers questions) and 
20’ guided final discussion Technical and logistics requirements: PC with mouse, 
video, facilities for voting system embedded into slides, recording of the session 
(to facilitate the minutes and the drafting of the position paper), online survey to 
collect participants’ contact details and comments. 

Learning outcomes: A position paper on incorporating alternative metrics into 
setting research priorities, considering their application, benefits, as well as their 
limitations.
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