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ABSTRACT

As author identifier services (AIDs) and academic social networks (ASNs) have become increasingly central to scholarly com-
munication in the last decade, it is important to study how these tools are being used and how far researchers are involved in
these services. This study aims to assess the evolution of the presence of researchers from 2019 to 2023, on three AIDs (ORCID,
ResearcherID and IdHAL) and on two ASNs (ResearchGate and Academia) categorized by discipline and career advancement in
a medium-sized multidisciplinary university in France (University of Caen Normandy). The total number of publications found
on each of the five sites studied was assessed to evaluate the ability of these sites to provide an accurate view of the scientific out-
put of individuals and their institution. In this case, for each of the researchers we need to determine whether they had a profile
on any website studied, and to record the number of their publications. As main results, the number of profiles has increased
across the five sites studied over the period 2019-2023. This increase is very important on two of the five sites studied: I{dHAL and
ORCID (330% and 159% increase, respectively), while it is more moderate on the other three sites (less than 30%). This illustrates
the result of incentive policies implemented in France in recent years concerning I{dHAL and ORCID. The analysis of the number
of publications on each profile in 2019 and 2023 across the five sites studied showed large differences in terms of the total number
of publications included in profiles, highlighting the inability of these sites to qualify a population of researchers by considering
the number of publications available on these different sites. To complement this study, future research should consider analys-
ing the content and methods of data entry on these sites, particularly ORCID, as well as the frequency with which this data is
updated, especially in relation to the development of different providers in the context of open science.

1 | Introduction databases where common names can lead to confusion (Haak

et al. 2012). ORCID, in particular, has been widely adopted

Author identifier services (AIDs) and academic social net-
works (ASNs) have become increasingly central to scholarly
communication in the last decade. AIDs like ORCID, Scopus
AuthorID or ResearcherID have been developed aiming to
solve the long-standing problem of author name ambiguity
and help streamline the academic publishing workflow. These
tools provide unique identifiers that help distinguish between
authors with similar names and accurately attribute schol-
arly works to the correct individual. This is critical in large

by publishers and funding bodies to simplify manuscript sub-
mission, peer review and grant applications. This integration
improves transparency and efficiency in research workflows
(Arunachalam and Madhan 2016). Maintaining an updated
identifier profile can enhance researchers' visibility and im-
pact by linking all their outputs across platforms. However, it
has been shown that many researchers have not currently fully
adopted these systems (Boudry and Durand-Barthez 2020),
except for ORCID whose adoption and awareness level is
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Key Points

« Among the five platforms studied, the increase in pro-
file percentages was statistically significant over the
period studied.

« The important increase in the number of researchers
with an ORCID or an IdHAL is the result of incentive
policies implemented in France in recent years.

« The analysis of the total number of publications on
each profile across the five platforms studied showed
large differences.

now important (Boudry and Durand-Barthez 2020; Bordons
et al. 2024; Arroyo-Machado et al. 2025). Indeed, with the
exception of ORCID, most countries do not yet require or
encourage researchers to register on other sites. The lack of
interoperability between these sites may also discourage re-
searchers from using several.

ASNs like Academia and ResearchGate have emerged as influ-
ential platforms for scholarly communication, research dissem-
ination and professional networking. These tools allow users
to share publications, receive feedback and stay updated on
developments in their fields (Manca 2018). They support global
academic interaction and collaboration and help researchers
build their academic identities through online CVs, citation
metrics and engagement in community discussions (Asmi and
Margam 2018). As these tools are for profit, they raise concerns
about data ownership, advertising and the commodification
of academic content (Bhardwaj 2017). Concerns have been
also raised about metrics fraud in ResearchGate (Kirilova and
Zoepfl 2025).

For all stakeholders involved in research it is important to exam-
ine the usage of AIDs and ASNs to know who and where are the
users of these tools (Fuhr and Monnin 2024). It can be useful to
implement or to evaluate the results of incentive policies, or to im-
prove training and services (Boudry and Durand-Barthez 2020;
Quinn 2023; Bordons et al. 2024; Houghton and Foster 2024).
As new tools that have appeared relatively recently, a number of
articles have been published on ASNs (Manca 2018) and AIDs
(Gasparyan et al. 2014; Haak et al. 2012; Mering 2017) to explain
how they work and why they can be useful. The first studies to
evaluate researchers’ investment in these tools appeared in 2015,
showing a rather moderate adoption of ORCID, ResearcherID or
Academia by researchers, with the exception of ResearchGate
(Haustein et al. 2015; Mikki et al. 2015). Comparable studies
were then carried out on both ASNs and AIDs, mainly up to
2020, and showed similar results overall to these initial stud-
ies (Aman 2018; Morgan and Eichenlaub 2018; Sandberg and
Jin 2016; Tran and Lyon 2017; Boudry and Durand-Barthez 2020).
A more recent study (Fuhr and Monnin 2024) assessed the in-
vestment of Canadian researchers (university of Manitoba)
in three AIDs (ORCID, Scopus AuthorID, ResearcherID) and
one ASN (ResearchGate), showing a high level of adoption of
Scopus AuthorID and ResearchGate. According to a survey by
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) (Bello and Galindo-Rueda 2020), ORCID was the AID
most used by researchers in 2018 and, in 2024, a French national

survey studying the adoption and use of five AIDs (ArXivID,
IdHAL, ORCID, ResearcherID and Scopus Author ID) showed
that ORCID and IdHAL were the most used by French research-
ers (Boudry and Bouchard 2024).

In the last years, such studies have tended to focus solely on
ORCID, which has positioned itself as being the predominant
standard for author identification in academic communication
(Pampel et al. 2023). These studies have been performed in sev-
eral countries and have shown highly variable ORCID adoption
rates: 41.8% in France (in the Toulouse scientific area) (Heusse
and Cabanac 2022), and 90.4% in Portugal (Faculty of Arts and
Humanities of the University of Porto) (Fernandez-Marcial
et al. 2023). Due to the fact that I{HAL is an identifier whose
scope is limited to France, to the best of our knowledge, no inter-
national studies have assessed its adoption by researchers.

Some studies have also tempted to compare AIDs or ASNs with
established bibliographic databases in terms of publication
counts or different metrics. Our team (Boudry and Durand-
Barthez 2020), studying the population of the researchers of the
University of Caen Normandy (France), has compared the num-
ber of publications per researcher on ORCID, ResearcherID,
ResearchGate and Academia with Scopus. It has been shown
that these four sites lead to an underestimation of the num-
ber of publications per author. Conversely, for individuals, a
strong correlation has been found for ResearcherID, and espe-
cially for ResearchGate, when assessing the number of citations
per article. Singh et al. (2022) compared ResearchGate with
Google Scholar in terms of number of publications per author
and in terms of number of citations of 4238 authors having h-
index value greater than 100. They found that Google Scholar
surpasses ResearchGate. Another study have compared the
number of publications of the researchers at the University of
Manitoba (Canada) found in ORCID, Scopus, Google Scholar
and ResearchGate. They had shown that Google Scholar and
ResearchGate were the most efficient in terms of number of
publications (Fuhr and Monnin 2024). They have also pointed
out that ‘using ORCID to list publications is not effective be-
cause there are few people using it, and those that do, do not use
it for that purpose’ (Fuhr and Monnin 2024). Lastly, Bordons
et al. (2024) have studied the number of publications of Spanish
ERC researchers found in ORCID profiles, the WoS, Scopus
and Google Scholar. They found a positive correlation in all
three cases, with an especially strong correlation with WoS and
Scopus. They also found that Google Scholar surpasses ORCID
in terms of number of publications, indicating that ORCID cov-
erage can be increased. This article aims to assess the evolution
of researchers’ presence on three AIDs (ORCID, ResearcherID
and IdHAL) and two ASNs (ResearchGate and Academia), cat-
egorized according to discipline and career advancement. It is
based on studying researchers who were present in both 2019
and 2023 at the University of Caen Normandy, a medium-
sized, interdisciplinary university in France. Although AIDs
and ASNSs are tools with different functions and objectives, it
seems important to study them together. This makes it possible
to determine which of these sites are preferred by researchers
and to identify which ones align with expectations and usage.
Furthermore, to our knowledge, few studies of this type have in-
cluded so many tools, and those that have are relatively outdated
(Boudry and Durand-Barthez 2020; Mikki et al. 2015; Morgan
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and Eichenlaub 2018; Tran and Lyon 2017). Repeating the anal-
ysis after a four-year interval also makes it possible to identify
trends regarding researchers' involvement in these platforms.
Furthermore, it enables an assessment of the impact of incen-
tive policies implemented in France and locally in Caen. This
four-year period should make it possible to assess whether the
incentives introduced in 2018 (e.g., first National Plan for Open
Science [2018-2021] Ministére de 1'Enseignement Supérieur et
de la Recherche 2018, in which ORCID is one of the corner-
stones of the open science ecosystem), and in 2019 (e.g., France's
membership in the ORCID international consortium and
awareness-raising and training campaigns regarding IdHAL;
Kuntziger 2015) have had an impact on researchers’ adoption of
these websites.

An analysis of the number of publications on each profile in
2019 and 2023 across the five sites studied has also been per-
formed to compare the capacity of the different sites studied to
qualify the scientific production of a population of research-
ers. This study is intended to complement the study we car-
ried out in 2019, which looked at the adoption of two AIDs and
two ASNs at the University of Caen Normandy (Boudry and
Durand-Barthez 2020).

2 | Methods
2.1 | Service Providers Included in This Study

Three AIDs were included in this study (ORCID, ResearcherID
and IdHAL) and two ASNs (ResearchGate and Academia).

« ORCID: Launched in 2012, the ORCID platform is an inter-
national non-profit organization, the purpose of which is to
create and maintain a database of distinct researcher identi-
fiers. It offers an identifier to link one's identity, affiliations,
research activities and contributions;

» ResearcherID: ResearcherID is offered by Clarivate
Analytics' Web of Science (WOS) database and was in-
troduced in 2008. This tool creates identities for research
scholars and enables them to generate research profiles, in-
cluding their titles, affiliations, research interests and pub-
lication lists. This identifier is linked to the Web of Science
database via an algorithm-based abstracting and indexing
service;

« IdHAL: IdHAL is the AID of the French national open ar-
chive HAL;

» ResearchGate: ResearchGate, which was launched in
2008, is an ASN that is mostly oriented towards the STM
(Science, Technology and Medicine) fields (Thelwall and
Kousha 2016; Manca 2018). ResearchGate offers complete
services (free and immediate deposit of references and full
text publications, use of an internal communication system
allowing direct contact between researchers...) at no cost,
unlike Academia;

« Academia: Launched in 2008, Academia is an ASN mostly
oriented towards Social Sciences, Arts & Humanities
(Thelwall and Kousha 2016; Manca 2018). Academia offers
all the standard services provided by ASNs. One must note

that some information is available only in its paid version
(e.g., direct and complete access to citations).

2.2 | Study Setting and Data Collection

Situated in Normandy, approximately 250km west of Paris, the
University of Caen Normandy offers programs in all academic
disciplines to approximately 32,000 students. There were 1047
researchers in 2019, and 1050 in 2023, which 807 were present in
both 2019 and 2023 who were included in the study. Out of these
807 researchers, they were 503 (62.3%) in STM and 304 (37.7%)
in HSS. For six individuals, the status was ‘other researchers’
and did not allow us to determine career advancement. Of the
801 researchers for whom career advancement was found, 299
(37.3%) were in the early stages of their career and 502 (62.7%)
were experienced researchers. Name, surname, status, and lab-
oratory of the researchers were provided by University of Caen
Normandy in 2019 and 2023. Assistant professors, lecturers
and assistant researchers were considered as early career re-
searchers, whereas full professors and research directors were
considered as experienced researchers. The discipline of each
researcher was assigned according to the search field of their
own laboratory.

In 2019, we manually searched for each of the 1047 research-
ers whether they had a profile on any site studied. All searches
were done in March 2019. In 2023, searches were done manu-
ally for ORCID and Academia. For IdHAL, ResearcherID and
ResearchGate, a Python script was used to search on each site
using name and surname for the 1050 researchers. From these
results, a manual verification was done to assess if researchers
had a profile on each of these sites. All searches were done in
October/November 2023.

As described previously (Boudry and Durand-Barthez 2020),
in 2019 and 2023, ORCID searches were complicated when
the name of the researcher was found in the ORCID registry
but the profile was private, with no distinguishing information
available. Because it was impossible to disambiguate or confirm
researcher identity in these cases, we did not include ORCID
records that were not public or when no information was avail-
able in the profile. On Academia, some researcher profiles are
created automatically by the site rather than by the researchers
themselves. Since the main objective of this study was to assess
researchers’ voluntary involvement in the five sites studied, only
profiles created by researchers were included in the analysis.

The number of publications on each profile was manually col-
lected on ResearcherID, IdHAL, ResearchGate and Academia in
2019 and 2023. The number of publications on each profile was
manually collected on ORCID in 2019 and using ORCID public
API through a developed Python script in 2023. To ensure con-
sistency between these two different methods (manual in 2019
and using a Python script in 2023), we made sure that the results
obtained with the Python script were identical to those obtained
manually by using a set of test profiles.

The statistical analysis was conducted using R software Version
4.5.1 (R Foundation, Vienna, Austria). The Mac Nemar's test was
used to evaluate significant differences in profile percentages
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observed in 2019 and 2023. The statistical significance was set
at a p value less than 0.05. In order to take into account the in-
flation of overall alpha risk caused by multiple comparisons, a
correction of p values using the Holm's method was applied to
each of the calculations of changes in the number of profiles on
the five sites studied (overall, by discipline, and by career ad-
vancement). Adjusted p values according to Holm's method were
therefore considered.

3 | Results

3.1 | Change in the Number of Profiles on the Five
Sites Studied Between 2019 and 2023

As shown in Figure 1, the number of profiles has increased
across the five sites studied over the period 2019-2023. The per-
centage increase in the number of profiles is very important on
two of the five sites studied: I{HAL and ORCID (330% and 159%
increase, respectively) (p <0.001). The percentage increase on
the other three sites is more moderate (less than 30%) (p < 0.001).

Table 1 focuses on changes in the number of public and pri-
vate ORCID profiles and shows an overall increase in the total

60

number of ORCID profiles. This is the result of a large increase
in the number of public profiles and a small decrease in the num-
ber of private profiles. This result seems to show an evolution
in researchers’ understanding of the usefulness and interest of
an ORCID profile being public rather than private. It should be
remembered that one of the main benefits of an ORCID profile
is that it allows researchers to publish their list of publications.

The analysis of the changes in the presence of researchers across
the five sites studied from a disciplinary point of view (Figure 2a)
shows that there are three very large increases in the number of
HSS researcher profiles on the three AIDs (IdHAL, ORCID and
ResearcherID). All differences in profile percentages were sta-
tistically significant.

As far as STMs are concerned, IdHAL and ORCID also show
the highest percentage increase in the number of profiles.
Finally, it should be noted that the changes in numbers of HSS
researcher profiles were more marked in four out of the five
sites studied (all except Academia). This seems to indicate that
HSS researchers became involved at a later stage in these four
sites, confirming the usual time lag between HSS researchers
and STM researchers in terms of adoption of digital technol-
ogies (Arroyo-Machado et al. 2025). The results presented in
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FIGURE1 | Change in the profile's percentage 2019-2023 for the five sites studied and the population studied (n=807). Numbers are shown in
parentheses. Significant differences in profiles' percentages observed in 2019 and 2023: ***p <0.001.

TABLE1 | Growth in the number of ORCID profiles in 2019 and 2023 (total, public and private).

Proportion of Proportion of

Number public ORCID private ORCID
Total number of public Number of profiles/total profiles/total
Number of of ORCID ORCID private ORCID number of number of
researchers profiles (%) profiles (%) profiles (%) ORCID profiles ORCID profiles
2019 807 331 (41) 147 (18.2) 184 (22.8) 44.4% 55.6%
2023 807 560 (69.4) 380 (47.1) 180 (22.3) 67.9% 32.1%

40f12

Learned Publishing, 2026

85UB017 SUOWILLIOD 3AIERID 3ol dde 3y} Aq paupA0b 38 S3OILe YO ‘8SN JO S3IN1 10} A%eIq )T BUIIUO AB]IAA UO (SUORIPUOD-PUe-SWLBHLI0D" A3 1M ARe.q1BU|UO//SaNY) SUOIIPUOD PUe sWwia | 8y} 835 *[9202/60/62] U0 A%eiqiTauluo A8|im ‘eoueld aueiyood Aq TOTZ des|/200T 0T/I0p/LI0o A8 | im AReiq 1 putjuo//Sdny WOy papeo|umoq ‘v ‘920e ‘LS8 Tr.T



Percentage of profiles

*

STM HSS STM HSS STM

(***) (***) (**) (**) (***)

Percentage changes

*
. 1 *

HSS STM HSS STM HSS

(***) (***) (***) (**) (*)

ORCID ResearcherlD IdHAL ResearchGate Academia

a
- o
© 5 C
5 2 o 2019-2023
- 9 +
Q.
- 2019
o
&
2023
Q
o 2019
-
e
]
P 2023
o
» 2019
<
T
=
2023
2
8 2019
e
o
]
P 2023
(~'4
8 2019
£
M)
©
©
< 2023

0% 10% 20% 30

b

2019 2023 & Percentage changes

Hllh..hl

40%

60% 70% 80% 90%

8

STM EHSS
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population studied, indicating the over- or under-representation of respondents in relation to the total population, for example, STM researchers are

over-represented on ORCID and under-represented on Academia.

Figure 2b confirm these trends. For ORCID, ResearcherID,
ResearchGate and IdHAL, the over-representation of STM
researchers has been limited over the last 5years while for
Academia, the over-representation of HSS researchers has

been rather less limited. Only one site has seen a reversal
in the over-representation of one of the disciplinary groups:
IdHAL, where STM researchers were over-represented in
2019 and are no longer in 2023.
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First, it should be remembered that for six of the 807 researchers
studied, it was not possible to determine their career advance-
ment. All differences in profile percentages were statistically
significant, except for experienced research on Academia. For
the five sites studied, there is a greater increase between 2019
and 2023 in the number of profiles of early-career researchers
compared to experienced researchers for each of the sites stud-
ied (Figure 3a). This can certainly be explained by the fact that
experienced researchers are more likely to interact with differ-
ent sites (article submission platforms) and institutions or actors
in global research (e.g., funding agencies when responding to
calls for projects), which brings them into contact with the five
sites studied earlier than early-career researchers, resulting
in a smaller catch-up effect (Bouchard and Boudry 2024). For
ORCID, ResearcherID, ResearchGate and Academia, the over-
representation of experienced researchers has tended to de-
crease over the last 5years, while their under-representation has
very slightly increased for IIHAL (Figure 3b).

3.2 | Change in the Number of Publications in
the Profiles on the Five Sites Studied Between 2019
and 2023

An analysis of the number of publications on each profile in 2019
and 2023 across the five sites studied is presented in Table 2. At
the time of data collection, unlike the four other sites studied,
it was impossible to create a profile on I{HAL without the re-
quirement to include a publication. In order to include IdHAL in
this comparative analysis, we therefore considered only profiles
on the four other sites studied that included at least one publi-
cation. Without this precaution, it would have been impossible
to compare the values for some of the parameters we calculated
(e.g., medians). This analysis makes it possible to compare the
ability of the different sites studied to reflect the scientific pro-
duction of a population of researchers (Boudry and Durand-
Barthez 2020). Furthermore, quantifying the proportion of
profiles with no publication can help identify potential misuse
of these sites or a lack of understanding of how they work, es-
pecially if the percentage is high. There are major disparities
in the percentage of profiles with publications (from 82.3% for
ORCID to 98.2% for ResearcherID). The high proportion of re-
searchers who had an ORCID but did not mention any publica-
tion in both 2019 and 2023 (31.3% and 18.2%, respectively) can
certainly be explained by the high percentage of researchers
who stated in the national survey we conducted in 2023 (almost
60%) that they had been obliged to use their ORCID identifier
(Bouchard and Boudry 2025). This means that some researchers
create an account solely to enable them to access a service (e.g.,
submitting an article to a journal) (Bouchard and Boudry 2025).
The ORCID is then regarded as a mandatory gateway to access
services, without researchers taking possession of their profiles,
genuinely using them and necessarily including publications.
Conversely, ResearcherID and ResearchGate profiles lacking
publications are rare, particularly in 2023. It is noteworthy that
following the integration of Publons into the WoS in 2022, it has
been mandatory to have at least one publication in this data-
base to create a ResearcherID, thereby explaining the substan-
tial decline in the percentage of ResearcherID profiles without
publication between 2019 and 2023. Finally, it is important to
note that the percentage increase in the number of publications

between 2019 and 2023 is greater than the percentage increase
in the number of profiles for the five sites studied, meaning that
researchers mention more publications overall in 2023 than
in 2019. There are also large disparities between the five sites
studied in terms of the total number of publications included in
profiles, and in terms of the median number of publications per
researcher. This underscores the inability of these sites to pro-
vide an accurate view of the scientific output of individual re-
searchers and their institutions, as we have already highlighted
(Boudry and Durand-Barthez 2020).

4 | Discussion

The objective of this study was to assess the evolution of the pres-
ence of researchers from 2019 to 2023, on three AIDs (ORCID,
ResearcherID and IdHAL) and on two ASNs (ResearchGate
and Academia) in a medium-sized multidisciplinary university
in France (University of Caen Normandy). To the best of our
knowledge, such a type of study has never been performed. A
notable strength of our study is the manual verification process
employed to verify the presence of researchers on each of the five
sites under scrutiny. This methodological approach serves to en-
hance the robustness of the results obtained. Nevertheless, this
study has one major limitation: only one university was included,
and although University of Caen-Normandy is a medium-sized
multidisciplinary university, it may not be fully representative of
universities in France or elsewhere. Consequently, the findings
may not be widely applicable in general.

Among the five platforms studied, the increase in profile per-
centages was statistically significant over the period studied.
The number of researchers who had a profile on ORCID and
IdHAL increased over 159% and 330% increase, respectively. By
contrast, the increase on the remaining three sites was much
more moderate. The increase in the number of researchers with
an ORCID or an IdHAL is undoubtedly the result of incen-
tive policies implemented in France in recent years (Ministere
de 1'Enseignement Supérieur et de la Recherche 2018, 2021a,
2021b, 2021c). Regarding ORCID, it was mentioned in the first
National Plan for Open Science (2018-2021) (Ministere de 1'En-
seignement Supérieur et de la Recherche 2018), which was set
to become one of the cornerstones of the open science ecosys-
tem. In 2019, France joined the ORCID consortium (Accueil
ORCID France 2026), with the specific goals of establishing
a community of practice and ORCID coordinators across the
whole French higher education system and research institu-
tions. The role of these coordinators is to help steer institutional
policies regarding researcher identifiers and to promote the im-
plementation of ORCID within these institutions. The ORCID
researcher identifier was subsequently highlighted in the Policy
on Data, Algorithms and Source Codes (Ministére de 1'Ensei-
gnement Supérieur et de la Recherche 2021a) and the Second
National Plan for Open Science (2021-2024) (Ministere de I'En-
seignement Supérieur et de la Recherche 2021b), both from the
researcher’s individual perspective (digital identity, visibility
of work, promotion of narrative CVs) and from technical per-
spectives (reliable key information to avoid data re-entering,
particularly when applying for grants) and strategies (national
governance of unique identifiers). As there is no obligation for
researchers to have an ORCID profile, the national strategy is
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mainly based on incentives in the academic workflow. Thus, sprojetsrecherche.fr website using an ORCID account. This
for example, special attention was given to researchers applying  portal gathers the main sources of funding for French research,
for grants, with a strong encouragement to log onto the appel and logging in via an ORCID account enables users to take full

Learned Publishing, 2026 7 of 12

85UB017 SUOWILLIOD 3AIERID 3ol dde 3y} Aq paupA0b 38 S3OILe YO ‘8SN JO S3IN1 10} A%eIq )T BUIIUO AB]IAA UO (SUORIPUOD-PUe-SWLBHLI0D" A3 1M ARe.q1BU|UO//SaNY) SUOIIPUOD PUe sWwia | 8y} 835 *[9202/60/62] U0 A%eiqiTauluo A8|im ‘eoueld aueiyood Aq TOTZ des|/200T 0T/I0p/LI0o A8 | im AReiq 1 putjuo//Sdny WOy papeo|umoq ‘v ‘920e ‘LS8 Tr.T


http://appelsprojetsrecherche.fr
http://appelsprojetsrecherche.fr

‘aseaIoul mmmuﬁwu.mwmu

uoneorqnd
moyirm
(%T°ST) sorgoid jo
(%8'91) ST € ) 1c (%Lt %00 (%0)0 %8  (%681)ST (%T8D 69 (%E'TE) 9 ToquinN
uoneorqnd
QUo SB[ JB
%Tes)  (%8YL) (%96)  (%£'L6) (%001)  (%001) (%T'86)  (BI'18) (%8°18) (%L°89) i safyord
144t 6 S0S 6cY 861 o 891 LOT TI¢ 10T Jo I_qunN
soryoxd
T'Te 6v1 €Cl 991 9¢s 18514 7'0ce 861 4 S'6C TLT (438 S'8ST 08¢ Lyl Jo _quinN
(€0)
€19 (4% 01T 06 8L €9 601 €L G'8¢ 19 s[nrenb payL,
(o)
11 8 9¢ §'ce 9¢ €91 €€ 0cC 14 S snaenb IsILy
[43 61 6S 514 S'ey €€ 9 6¢€ 1C S¢ UBIpIA
€le 96¢C €L8 80L 14744 90¢ 6L €ee 9L €ee WnwIxen
T ! ! T 1 ! T 1 ! 1 wmnuwiuiy
suonedrqnd
€901 L0OSS 0L9¢ T 98S‘vv €8G°1¢ €9y  106°CL 98¢TC 9°8¢1 018‘¥T L0279 I'vic OTVv1 88SY Jo IsquinN
% €202 6102 % €20¢ 610C % €202 6102 ) €202 610C b €202 610C
BIupedvy 91eDYIIBISIY TVHPI dI19Yd189S9Y arddo
‘ATuo saqrjoad orjqnd axe parapisuod so[oid qIDYO "€20T PUB 6T10Z Y10q Ul Judsaid sI9Y0Ieasal 10J €707 PUL 6T0T Ul PIIPNIS SIS dALJ oY} U0 suonedrqnd Jo requinu oy} Jo sisA[euy | ¢ HT1IV.L

17414857, 2026, 4, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/leap.2101 by Cochrane France, Wiley Online Library on [29/09/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

Learned Publishing, 2026

8 of 12



advantage of all the features of the portal. It is also the case with
the implementation of a single sign-on widget for ORCID on
the national open archive HAL and the adjunction of HAL as a
provider in the ORCID ‘works’ category. The national incentive
policy has also been implemented locally in higher education
and research institutions through awareness-raising and train-
ing initiatives on the ORCID identifier, and technical implemen-
tations, such as Current Research Information System (CRIS).
Regarding IdHAL, it was first implemented in 2014. The promo-
tion of this identifier also took place via the two national plans
for Open Science, which highlights the central role of the HAL
open archive in making scientific publications openly accessible
(Berthaud et al. 2021). IdHAL has been the subject of aware-
ness and training campaigns on a national level and locally in
the French higher education system and research institutions
(Kuntziger 2015), including the University of Caen Normandie
from 2018. It should be noted that all researchers, regardless of
their discipline or stage in their careers, have been the target
of these incentives. To our knowledge, no mandatory policy
requiring French researchers to adopt ORCID or IdHAL has
been implemented, either at the University of Caen, or in other
French higher education and research institutions, and so far, no
deadline has been announced for implementing such a measure.

It should be noted that the period under study (2019-2023) in-
cluded the COVID-19 crisis (late 2019-2022). This crisis most
certainly influenced data collection in 2023; the successive lock-
down periods undoubtedly disrupted the awareness-raising pol-
icies previously implemented, limiting researchers' involvement
in the various sites studied. Conversely, it could also be assumed
that lockdown periods provided researchers with an opportu-
nity to devote more time to self-directed learning or to exploring
these sites, thereby encouraging their adoption. Unfortunately,
it is impossible to assess the overall impact of this period and
whether it had a positive or negative effect on researchers' in-
volvement in these sites.

The increase in the number of researchers with an ORCID or
an IdHAL is consistent with the observation that adoption rates
are much higher in countries where major agencies or institu-
tions encourage or require the adoption of the ORCID identi-
fier (Wang et al. 2024; Porter et al. 2025). The increase in the
number of researchers with an ORCID profile seems to be also
closely associated with the fact that an increasing number of
global research players are making access to their services con-
ditional on having an ORCID profile (Gasparyan et al. 2014;
Citrome 2016; Xu and Hu 2024; Arroyo-Machado et al. 2025).
It should be noted that although there has been a significant in-
crease (159% increase) in ORCID adoption over the past 5Syears,
the rate remains below 50% (47.1%). As pointed out by Porter
et al. (2025), ‘a large portion of researchers without an ORCID
do not see the benefits, either broadly or because they are in a
field where they do not see its value or are at a career stage where
they do not believe it is necessary’. These researchers would ben-
efit from hearing about the benefits of AIDs, and librarians can
play an important role in guiding graduate students through
these tools (Monnin and Fuhr 2024).

As shown previously (Thelwall and Kousha 2014; Ortega 2015;
Bouchard and Boudry 2024; Porter et al. 2025), significant
disciplinary differences persist in regard to the investment of

researchers in the five sites studied. Researchers in HSS demon-
strate a lower level of engagement compared to their colleagues
in STM, with the exception of Academia which is mostly ori-
ented towards Social Sciences, Arts & Humanities (Thelwall
and Kousha 2016; Manca 2018). One possible explanation is that
researchers in HSS used AIDs less in their research practices
(Tran and Lyon 2017). Concerning ORCID, this difference may
also be due to the less implementation of this AID in HSS jour-
nals, especially small ones, related to their limited capacity to
incorporate this AID in their submission procedures (Bordons
et al. 2024). Thus, as suggested by Porter et al. (2025), special
efforts must be made to involve researchers in the arts and hu-
manities more significantly in these services providers. Small
publishers in HSS should also require an ORCID profile for
all authors, or at least for the corresponding author (Fuhr and
Monnin 2024).

This study revealed the existence of a time lag between HSS re-
searchers and STM researchers when it comes to investing in
these tools. A time lag that is disadvantageous to early-career re-
searchers was also identified. As suggested by Arroyo-Machado
et al. (2025) and Bouchard and Boudry (2025), this discrepancy
can probably be attributed to the fact that STM researchers and
experienced researchers have more interactions with the vari-
ous sites (e.g., article submission platforms) and institutions or
actors in global research (e.g., funding agencies when respond-
ing to calls for projects) that facilitate their early engagement
with the sites under investigation, in contrast to HSS research-
ers and early-career researchers. These findings suggest that
researchers’ exposure to these five sites, whether through the
different sites they are required to use, is a crucial factor in their
uptake. These results may prove useful in prioritizing training
initiatives for researchers using these different tools.

The analysis of the change in the percentage of public and pri-
vate ORCID profiles between 2019 and 2023 shows a sharp in-
crease in the percentage of public profiles, while the percentage
of private profiles has not changed. In addition, the proportion
of public ORCID profiles in relation to the total number of pro-
files (public and private) has increased sharply. These results are
encouraging, as they seem to indicate that researchers have a
better understanding of the visibility of their ORCID profiles,
and therefore of the broader objectives of ORCID. These results
also limit the scope of criticism from some authors who have
pointed out the potential problems associated with the existence
of these private profiles (Boudry and Durand-Barthez 2020;
Craft 2020; Teixeira da Silva 2020; Porter et al. 2025).

The analysis of the number of publications on each profile in
2019 and 2023 across the five sites studied showed large dif-
ferences in terms of the total number of publications included
in profiles, highlighting the inability of these sites to qualify a
population of researchers by considering the publications avail-
able on these different sites. For this to happen, researchers will
certainly need to be made more aware of and trained on these
different tools and, all stakeholders involved need to continue
the efforts that have been made formerly in this area. However,
as long as the updating of profiles is not more automated, espe-
cially concerning ORCID, the number of publications on pro-
files will depend on the personal motivation of researchers to
reference their publications on these sites. It should be noted
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that, in addition to publications, most information on ORCID
profiles can be automatically updated through trusted organi-
zations (e.g., researchers’ institutions for affiliations, Datacite
for datasets and Web of Science for peer reviews). The ‘publi-
cation’ field is usually the one with the most entries on ORCID
profiles, meaning that the others (e.g., biography, funding or
peer review) are rather less likely to be completed in full de-
spite these possibilities (Fernandez-Marcial et al. 2023; Bordons
et al. 2024; Arroyo-Machado et al. 2025; Penadés et al. 2026).
The integration of ORCID in institutional information systems
could be a solution for more complete and frequently updates
profiles (Arroyo-Machado et al. 2025). Improving interopera-
bility within the research ecosystem could also reduce as much
as possible the tedious and repetitive data entry required of
researchers to update their profiles, and significantly improve
the accuracy and completeness of records (Bordons et al. 2024;
Wang et al. 2024; Arroyo-Machado et al. 2025). Providers of
ResearcherID, IdHAL and especially ORCID service provider
have made great efforts in this direction. On the contrary,
ResearchGate and Academia have made no progress in terms
of interoperability with other sites. Logically, commercial sites
such as ResearchGate or Academia will not voluntarily choose
to do this at the risk of their users investing in other sites and
leaving their own.

In conclusion, to realize the benefits of AIDs and especially
ORCID, social and cultural change would be required in addi-
tion to technical changes. As pointed by Porter (2022), ‘social
and cultural change in the form of sustained community in-
vestment and collaboration around the development of ORCID
and related infrastructures' is required for ORCID or any other
persistent identifier to fully achieve its goals’. As shown by the
results of our study, adoption rates are much higher in coun-
tries where the adoption of the AIDs and especially ORCID
is encouraged or required (Porter et al. 2025). Consequently,
agencies or institutions must intensify their efforts in this di-
rection. Librarians can play an important role in increasing
adoption rates for these services. As suggested by Monnin and
Fuhr (2024), by ‘demonstrating the unique functionality of each
system, they can help early-career researchers understand how
to share their research contributions as widely as possible, and
prepare them to use multiple service providers’. If researchers
are better supported in understanding how these services in-
teroperate with each other, they will be better able to use them
to their full capacity (Monnin and Fuhr 2024). To complement
this study, future research should consider analysing the content
and methods of data entry on these sites, particularly ORCID, as
well as the frequency with which this data is updated, especially
in relation to the development of different providers in the con-
text of open science.
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