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Introduction: 
Social media is  a potentially useful tool in 
raising awareness about important health 
issues. Campaigns such as HIV Test Week 
(HTW 18-24 Nov 2017) generate thousands 
of tweets by organisations and individuals, 
with onward sharing potentially reaching 
many times more people.  We set out 
to describe the overall tweeting activity 
before and during HTW and studied in 
detail the social media activity of the 
Saving Lives charity.

Methods:  
Intervention: 
1: We engaged professional  footballers 
and charity ambassadors with large 
social media followings to amplify health 
promotion messages, or signpost people to 
free postal HIV testing websites
  
2. We provided health promotion materials 
to sexual health clinics using imagery of 
local footballers to enhance their own 
social media campaigns and amplify 
national messages
 
3. We provided educational materials to 
download from the charity website 

Data collection: 
We planned  data collection in advance, 
using Followthehashtag website (for 
geographical map and gender) and 
the NodeXL extension to Excel (collects 
individual tweets and interactions).  Most 
tools over-estimate views of tweets and 
audience, but the official Twitter Analytics, 
available to each Twitter user, records this 
information accurately. We also recorded 
visits to the Saving Lives website using 
Google analytics.

Results: 
Figure 1 shows the extent of tweeting 
during the study period. The Saving Lives 
charity had extensive connections with 
existing followers, and more widely.

Figure 2 shows tweeting/ retweeting across 
the world. When recorded, 64% individuals 
were male and 36% female.

Figure 3: Tweets & retweets over time 
(Source: NodeXL)

Figure 1: Tweets using #HIVTestWeek & connections before & during week, highlighting @SavingLivesUK tweets  and connections in red (Source: NodeXL)

Figure 2: #HIVTestWeek Tweeting/ retweeting by country (Source: Followthehashtag)

There were 2,262 tweets produced by 663 
tweeters, with 7,247 retweets (Figure 3). 
Activity was sustained throughout HTW 
Overall, 87 (13%) of tweeters received 80% 
of all retweets while  229 (35%) received 
no retweets. The top 20 tweeters are 
shown in Table 1.

The Saving Lives charity produced 101 
tweets related to HTW, with 87 using the 
official hashtag, receiving 228 retweets. 
The tweets are described in Table 2

Overall, the Saving Lives charity tweets 
resulted in 177.5k impressions (number of 
times tweets displayed), and 158 visits to 
the charity’s website. This equates to 9 visits 
per 10,000 impressions.

The Twitter Analytics data agreed closely 
with the Google statistics. There were 674 
visits to the Saving Lives website during the 
campaign. Of these, 73% were new users, 
and 24% visits were from Twitter (n=159).

Table1 : Top tweeters by number of retweets (Source: NodeXL)

Discussion and conclusions: 
While Twitter is a free tool, it takes 
persistence (and therefore time) to reach 
an audience, even during a period of 
heightened interest such as during HIV Test 
Week. 

The Saving Lives charity was a prominent 
tweeter during the campaign. More  
importantly the engagement with the 
charities  tweets was high, with over 
3,699 people interacting directly with the  
tweets. Despite only 18/101 tweets directly 
signposting the public to the charities 
website, 159  new visits were direct 
referrals from Twitter,  demonstrating 
the potential amplification effect of 
retweeting.

Many more tweets encouraged  individuals 
to visit local clinics or free testing sites. 
Unfortunately, in our analysis  it is not 
possible to determine the impact of this 
messaging.  

Finally, tools such as Followthehashtag 
routinely overestimate number of 
impressions and audience. Our findings 
may provide a more realistic estimate of 
reach and impact.

Table 2: An analysis of tweets produced 
by the Saving Lives charity (Source: Twitter 
Analytics)

Content of @savinglivesuk Tweets Numbers 

Containing a URL link to the Saving Lives website 18/101

Containing educational content 91/101 

Containing a URL link to local or postal HIV testing service 35/101

Tagging local sexual health providers 22/101 

Tagging or mentioning a Saving Lives ambassadors 55/91

11 Saving Lives Ambassadors responded to RT requests and re 
tweeted  43 times over the period

1,110,437 
followers 

Numbers of “Potential impressions” created by the 
ambassadors tweets 

2,871,211 

“Actual Impressions” from Twitter analytics (an estimate of 
how many people actually saw the tweets on their device)

183,203 

Twitter Engagements (Twitter analytics) 
The number of users interacting  with the tweets

3,699

Visits to the Saving Lives website. (Google Analytics ) 674

New users to Saving Lives website 73% (492)

Numbers of website users directed from Twitter 24% (159)

Tweeters N retweets N tweets RTs per tweet N followers % of RTs

thtorguk 1,312 44 30 24,877 18.1%

startswith_me 492 42 12 12,327 6.8%

lgbtfdn 248 35 7 100,272 3.4%

kensingtonroyal 242 3 81 1,034,470 3.3%

yorkshiremesmac 235 111 2 4,665 3.2%

savinglivesuk 226 87 3 3,275 3.1%

royalfamily 147 1 147 3,317,954 2.0%

nhsengland 134 11 12 191,138 1.8%

sahirhouse 118 38 3 1,596 1.6%

matthew_hodson 106 8 13 7,045 1.5%

londonlgbtpride 101 7 14 55,593 1.4%

docstevetaylor 88 28 3 1,470 1.2%

burrellstreet 87 25 3 1,211 1.2%

gmipartnership 71 16 4 2,123 1.0%

britishhivassoc 67 3 22 4,921 0.9%

reythealthyshef 63 28 2 639 0.9%

clonezoneuk 60 5 12 11,705 0.8%

phe_uk 56 5 11 136,427 0.8%

takeatestuk 54 9 6 717 0.7%

amberruddhr 51 1 51 48,729 0.7%


