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Introduction
In the last week, I looked at Connotea and CiteULike as tools to support information management entering 130 documents from my field – nearly all those produced by my research group http://grids.ucs.indiana.edu/ptliupages/publications/index.html  with an explicit aim to record all documents (journal, conference and technical report) produced in 2005. Additional documents were entered partly to test particular sources such as ACM but this was not systematic. We note that Google Scholar was not very helpful for this having only some 20% of the needed material. The gaps reflects its poor coverage of conferences, the common 6 month lag for say IEEE to put material online and it missed the 20% of documents that were technical reports. Note as in arXiv, one needs to enter material as Pre(E)prints before documents are properly supported by journals. This is not supported in any special way by Connotea or CiteULike although Google Scholar can accommodate preprints and real publications but this is for my research laboratory very erratic at moment.
To review what resulted from evaluation:

1. Go to http://www.citeulike.org : On left click on View Group; Choose group grids; You can select references by tags 

2. Go to http://www.connotea.org ; On top bar select "Find exact user" and type to right of this foxsdengcf
These clumsy inconsistent access methods reflect features/what I see as weaknesses in current systems (see below). I am user foxsdengcf in both systems and set up groups CGL (for my research group) and Grids.

I found reviews by Connotea team very useful:

http://www.dlib.org/dlib/april05/lund/04lund.html 
http://www.dlib.org/dlib/april05/hammond/04hammond.html
We need to add the recent http://www.bibsonomy.org/  
Comments

In general these tools are clearly very helpful and superior to custom databases and approaches like bibtex files for managing information. They herald a revolution in scientific information systems. They cannot today replace conventional web pages like the page http://grids.ucs.indiana.edu/ptliupages/publications/index.html recording our documents as they have a very incomplete user interface that cannot conveniently display much of the information needed. One cannot generate ones personal pages from the data in CiteULike and Connotea as the RSS/bibtex exports from CiteULike seem to omit some information while Connotea has by design only a rather small subset of needed information. 
We note some general points. First key bibliographic metadata is available from publisher sites in computer science: ACM, IEEE, Springer and Wiley but in general these do not have a list of references cited in the article. This like the actual text is only available for purchase. Both Connotea and CiteULike have plug-ins to extract “free” data from pages from these publishers. Note that these are only partially successful as the information is not extracted from a robust database (XML file) but from a web page that the plug-ins often interpret inaccurately and sometimes cannot interpret at all. There are also inaccuracies on publisher pages that must be addressed in a clean-up stage that “was me” in this case. For example there a several Wiley documents in the ACM Portal Guide that have incorrect DOI’s that are either invalid or point to table of contents not document. Often title field of a document is not accurately extracted as publisher uses for additional information or plug-in misidentifies totally. 
Note del.icio.us, Connotea and CiteULike all use “bookmarklets” that are invoked as JavaScript to analyze the current page in browser. This has a weakness where you are trying to add a document specified by a DOI. Taking an example,  the DOI http://doi.ieeecomputersociety.org/10.1109/MCISE.2003.1208650 is correctly resolved by the browser to http://csdl2.computer.org/persagen/DLAbsToc.jsp?resourcePath=/dl/mags/cs/&toc=comp/mags/cs/2003/04/c4toc.xml&DOI=10.1109/MCISE.2003.1208650 and it is this URL that one adds to Connotea or CiteULike whereas one would I think prefer to have 10.1109/MCISE.2003.1208650 as label of document and not the resolved IEEE (in this case) or other publisher link. One should record the DOI itself and not the particular baseurl http://dx.doi.org/ or http://doi.ieeecomputersociety.org/ used. Such issues would disappear if one also offered a service interface that could accept URLs DOIs etc as input. Note Connotea does not recognize all DOIs (if you give it via manual post) – only those part of Crossref project. CiteULike recognized all DOIs I entered. Note Crossref (http://www.crossref.org/02publishers/metadata_guidelines.html) discusses metadata repositories including those for citations in documents.
I should admit that I did not find easily available a clear description of techniques used by the various projects and the connections between them. I wondered exactly what the apparently interesting ACM Portal Guide was as it has both old and new references from non ACM sources and some have information (citations in documents) not usually available. I do not understand in detail how Google Scholar choses documents to list and discovered citations for them. Citeseer’s approach is on the other hand described in several papers. The role of Crossref and the relationship of the many different publisher related projects were not clear to me; are publisher’s viewing Google Scholar as their delivery mechanism; how can such slow citation methods as those used by SCI survive in today’s instant global world? etc.
Both CiteULike and Connotea have similar broad capabilities
a) Bookmarklets to extract information from current page; a capability of the much more popular del.icio.us (which has no bibliographic specific capabilities)
b) Ability to add URLs/DOIs and bibliographic metadata either after or instead of bookmarklet

c) Ability to add tags to your own or other entries

d) A user interface allowing one to view, search, discover and add/edit entries

Connotea supports very limited metadata – one can basically only add title, tags, and comments. CiteULike has a much richer set of metadata corresponding roughly to fields supported by bibtex. These are better but also rather limiting with for example no direct support for conferences (which have locations, URLSs, dates often distinct from publication etc.). However I feel CiteULike is much nearer the desired tool than Connotea which offers very modest additional features to del.icio.us with a less powerful user interface.
I noted that titles are sometimes misinterpreted. In few cases field is just completely missed; other times special characters – () and : cause uncertain action that is different between Connotea and CiteULike. The plug-in heuristic must make a decision as to whether such characters herald a part of title or some additional information gratuitously added by publisher. For example authors use colons (as in Solving problems on concurrent processors. Vol. 1: General techniques and regular problems) and sometimes publishers (as in Adding tuples to Java: a study in lightweight data structures: Research Articles where last colon field added by ACM). This issue can only addressed by a better defined publisher interface but needs attention in tools that try to link different versions of a given reference.
Both Connotea and CiteULike date entries from initial submission. Edits and tag addition are not dated which dating could be important information.

Both Connotea and CiteULike have in my opinion user interfaces that have limitations. I will describe problems that I found noting that these could be mistakes on my part in not understanding systems. 
a) CiteULike only outputs key metadata to general users if it (CiteULike) has discovered it. I think this is meant to stop spam but is I think a clear error as for example it means the general user will find most of my entries either nonexistent or “untitled”. Connotea and del.icio.us do not have this feature. One can see all my entries in CiteULike if as requested above you go to Grids group I created. This flaw also affects me when I am logged in if I use top search area which searches all documents. Then my self posted articles are all untitled when displayed to me. I assume that most CiteULike users get their documents from Medline or Citeseer and do not complain. I consider it an unacceptable feature.
b) Both Connotea and CiteULike allow various selection (search) criteria on tags, title, authors, journal, abstract, and user. However only a small fraction of possible selections are allowed with poor ability to compose searches with say multiple tags, title and tag etc. 
c) The output from both Connotea and CiteULike has no options to control either the display of each entry or the sorting of different entries which appear always to be ordered historically (in order originally entered). One can get more detail – basically by selecting an entry and going into edit mode but this is not very convenient in general. 
d) Del.icio.us has a convenient way to tag entries either in initial submission or modification mode by just clicking on a list of existing tags. CiteUlike supports this on initial submission but not in modify mode; Connotea does not support this: tags must be input by hand for each entry. Connotea also has a bug when you modify tags; you cannot specify existing tags except in their original order. This prevents you from cutting and pasting tags from CiteULike to Connotea in modify mode. Note tags are sorted alphabetically in CiteULike and in entry order by Connotea.
e) There appears no easy way of creating dynamic collections and in a single click performing simple operations such as adding the same tag to all of them.
f) Connotea has in basic user interface, single click access to document; CiteULike requires two clicks.

g) I don’t think you can easily reference individual Connotea or CiteULike entries and both systems sometimes use initial URL (if it is special) as document label that cannot changed without deleting entry.

h) Livesearch in CiteULike is very fast as it is done client-side using JavaScript on downloaded metadata from your entries.

The above user interface issues are my main problems with current systems. I think it is easy to fix basic display and search capabilities. There were minor glitches which largely corresponded to plug-in errors that will presumably eventually get fixed. Some URL’s can be decoded by both, some by neither but there were several that fail on one and succeed on the other system. 
I would suggest an input tool that issues warnings if you attempt to input an entry that already exists; as there are multiple URL’s to most documents, this is slightly non trivial but not hard I think. For example Google Scholar appears to me to have done very well in grouping the multiple instances of a given document.
Next Steps
Initially it appears useful to 

· Build Web service input and output interfaces to interesting systems including Connotea CiteULike and del.icio.us. Such interfaces allow dynamic integration of the multiple systems which will be useful what ever happens in the future. The Web service interfaces would be extensible in the future to other tools. They would allow one to exchange information easily between tools and use one’s favorite interface for a particular task
· Evaluate current open source code to see if one should fix any of current bugs or rather build new interfaces that access the Web service proxy introduced above.
