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Abstract  
Purpose: Accurate scientific evaluation of researchers by 
ResearchGate network is still ambiguous. This systematic study seeks 
to shed some light on this issue. 
Methods: The study was conducted with a systematic review of the 
previous studies (articles or reports). The analysis of documents was 
performed with a targeted keyword search in the reputable Google 
Scholar, Emerald, and PubMed databases (without limit). Titles and 
abstracts (if necessary, full texts) of the number of 582 documents 
(Persian, English, and Spanish) were retrieved (1-10 April 2021) and 
studied. Then, by removing duplicate or irrelevant data, 57 
independent studies were selected for meeting the main research 
problem of this systematic review (using the PRISMA statement). For 
drawing diagrams, Excel software was used. 
Findings: Among 57 previous independent studies  retrieved by systematic 
review, 30 ones, had a negative attitude towards the ResearchGate.  27 studies 
saw with positive approach from standpoint the concepts of "authentic 
measuring instrument", " presence of prominent scientists such as Nobel Prize 
recipients", "valid scientific content", and "having a significant relationship 
with the academic ranking criteria", and "compliance with the Hirsch 
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indicator", that was identified by documentary analysis based on PRISMA 
statement. Studies with a positive assessment of the ResearchGate dealt with 
developing countries, and with a small investigated research community. 
Therefore, it is appropriate to act cautiously when evaluating researchers with 
the ResearchGate network. 
Originality: No similar systematic review to evaluate the 
ResearchGate network from the standpoint of a scientific suitable 
evaluation tool, has been done so far. 

Keywords: Reputation; RG Indicators; Academic Social Media; 
Altmetrics; H-Index. 
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1. Introduction 
Nowadays, numerous social media have been created for the use of 
university students, researchers, and faculty members. Media such as 
Instagram, Telegram, Facebook, and Twitter are public ones. But 
ResearchGate, Academia, and Google Scholar are academic social 
media (Frankie, 2019). The ResearchGate network was established in 
2008 (Memon, 2016). Interest in using this international scientific 
research network has increased since 2015 (Prieto-Gutierrez, 2019). In 
the scientific ResearchGate network, there are some altmetrics 
indicators  including "RG score", "citation", "research items", 
"research interest", "reads". 

According to Manca (2018), studies published about the 
ResearchGate network have been double those of the Academia. Also, 
most researchers from African and Eastern countries, such as Iran, 
take a truly active part on the ResearchGate network. Researchers in 
developed societies, on the other hand, are less involved in the network 
(Tausch, 2015). In addition, the use of online science networks created 
after 2007 to evaluate research is appropriate in Anglo-Saxon 
countries but not in developing countries (Campos-Freire et al. 2014). 
Moreover, it is worth creating the profile in social network sites for 
researchers to be more recognizable and boost the development of 
scientific career (Wiechetek, 2019a). 

Asmi and Margam (2018), considered the two scientific social 
media of research and academia as the most important networks used 
by researchers affiliated with Delhi Universities in India. Izeh et al. 
(2019) have stated that university librarians in Nigerian universities 
make extensive use of the capabilities of the research network. 
Onyancha (2015) found that librarians at South African universities 
use free social networking tools such as Google Scholar and 
ResearchGate because they do not have enough funds to use Web of 
Science and Scopus websites. Masic and Begic (2016) have stated that 
developing countries can use free articles on social networks such as 
ResearchGate due to economic problems, but copyright infringement is 
a serious challenge on this site (ResearchGate).Moreover,the number 
of citations that Iranian researchers receive from their articles is less 
than that of their peers in countries with a per capita income similar to 
Iran, so sharing the English abstract of Iranian researchers' articles in 
scientific social networks such as ResearchGate has been suggested 
(Rezaeian, 2017). Also, ResearchGate, Mendeley, and Academia have 



112 | International Journal of  Digital Content Management (IJDCM) | Vol 4 | No 7 | Summer & Fall 2023 

been recommended by researchers in the field of librarianship and 
information, as well as quantitative studies in the next 10 years 
(Mansourkiaie, 2019). In addition, nursing researchers should increase 
their activity on social networks such as ResearchGate, LinkedIn, 
Wikipedia, and YouTube (Smith and Watson, 2016). Moreover, 
Ramezani-Pakpour-Langeroudi et al. (2018) have considered the 
increase in the presence of Iranian physicians in the scientific social 
media of ResearchGate, Academia, and LinkedIn as a factor to 
increase the citation rate and thus improve their scientometric 
indicators such as H-Index. 

A survey of 455 librarians working at 52 African universities 
showed that they were widely active on the ResearchGate network and 
70% of them, review the intellectual property rights of their desired 
version, before publishing their research transcripts on the publishers' 
website (Baro et al. 2018). But, Jamali Mahmouei (2018) has found 
that 40% of the articles that are uploaded in the full-text mood on the 
ResearchGate network do not comply with the copyright issues, in  
addition, most people who do not comply with this issue have worked 
on social science field. Also, the citation data in the Google Scholar 
Scientific Network has a relatively strong correlation with the 
altmetric indicators (such as Google Scholar), but, the correlation 
between the citation data of Web of Science and Scopus websites is 
weak (Ezema and Ugwu, 2019). According to a study by Delgado 
López‐ Cózar et al. (2014), bibliographic data in Google Scholar have 
no scientific validity, because the authors of this mentioned study, 
easily created a fake researcher in the scientific network and received 
citations. Furthermore, Masic (2019) argued the Google Scholar social 
scientific network database and its indicators are not considered 
suitable for the scientific evaluation of researchers. 

ResearchGate, as a social network, can be useful for measuring 
gray literature using altimetric tools, as traditional bibliometric or 
scientometric indicators for gray literature, have said in a report from 
the Hall Open Access Archive Center, however, there are still many 
challenges (Schöpfel and Prost, 2016). Patthi et al. (2017) expressed 
that traditional scientometric indicators (such as ResearchGate, Google 
Scholar, and Academia) are consistent with altmetric indicators. But at 
the same time, more research is needed. In addition,  Rousseau (2017) 
did not consider the altmetric indicators available on social media to 
be scientifically valid for researchers, and proposed a new indicator 
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called "metric-wiseness". Moreover, it has been a while since the 
creation of Web 2, but it still does not recommend the appropriate 
indicator for researchers 'scientific assessment. In fact, how 
researchers' academic analysis, with the help of social media such as 
Facebook, ResearchGate, LinkedIn, and Twitter works, is ambiguous 
(Christensen and Khalid, 2018). Memisevic et al. (2019) stated 
altimetric indices cannot completely replace scientific measurement, 
and having a high altmetric rank for an article means that the article is 
attractive to more readers, but this does not mean that it is of special 
scientific importance. In addition, according to Bardus et al. (2020), 
there seems to be a positive correlation between traditional 
scientometric indicators and social network altimetric indices (such as 
ResearchGate), but more detailed studies are needed to make a 
definite statement in this regard. 

According to Lemke et al. (2019), the research field of "social 
science" has long suffered from quantitative or non-qualitative 
evaluation of researchers' articles, with the increase in the number of 
scientific social networks and, consequently, the increase in metric 
indexes, new issues have been added to the old ones, including the 
challenges of "privacy", "coping with information overload", "aspects 
of time consumption", and "Communication methods", are common 
concerns in the use of altmetric indicators in the social sciences. In 
addition, Dehghani et al. (2019) have found a positive correlation 
between researchers' traditional citation H-index indices and their 
altimetric indices in social networks. Moreover, Sedighi (2020), 
during a study of more than 800 articles and the number of citations to 
them in the Science Direct database and comparison with the 
altimetric index of the same articles, stated that the complete 
replacement of altmetric indicators of researchers' social networks 
instead of scientometric indices,is not recommended for scientific 
evaluation. Also, Lora, and Nel-Lo Andreu (2020), while reviewing 
articles in the field of tourism have stated that scientific social 
networks reflect the impact of research, but the metric indices of these 
networks cannot replace the scientific metrics of researchers such as 
"citations of articles". 

 2675 articles have been reviewed by Thelwall and Kousha 
(2017). And it has been observed that the number of citations to 
articles in ResearchGate media was less than the number of citations 
to them in Google Scholar but was more than Web of Science and 
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Scopus. Furthermore, these authors suggested that researchers publish 
a pre-print version of their article in ResearchGate Network. 
Moreover, sharing articles in Research Gate media will increase the 
reading rate and thus increase the citation of the mentioned articles 
(Lutz (2014); Ale-Ebrahim (2013)). Martín-Martín et al. (2018) have 
stated that the Google Scholar database measures the citation index 
(scientific evaluation) more comprehensively than the two media 
outlets Twitter and ResearchGate. Wiechetek (2019b) considers 
Google Scholar's scientific evaluation criteria to be more accurate than 
ResearchGate. Moreover, using the ResearchGate network will lead to 
an increase in citations to the articles of university researchers, but in 
light of previously published research, there are some contradictions 
in this area that are noteworthy (Valizadeh-Haghi et al. 2021). 

Some previous studies argued that there are ambiguities in the 
field of scientific assessment using scientific social networks and 
more research is needed in this field (Schöpfel and Prost, 2016; Patthi 
et al., 2017; Christensen and Khalid, 2018; Bardus et al., 2020). 
Therefore, the present study was designed to delve into the previous 
studies, and find out whether the ResearchGate network is suitable or 
not from the standpoint of the scientific assessment tool. 

2. Pre-Study 
First study that was published about ResearchGate and argued from 
the standpoint of scientific evaluation by this mentioned network tool, 
was seen by Tausch (2015).W. Tausch (2015) argues that the 
ResearchGate network and its indicators are not suitable tools for 
scientific assessment because they are too imperfect and in conflict 
with scientific ranking systems such as Scopus. Tausch has stated that 
famous and influential people in science, such as Nobel Prize winners 
in economics, have a very small presence in the ResearchGate 
network, too. Moreover, according to a study from Kraker and Lex 
(2015), using the documentary method with technical approaches and 
mathematical analysis, it is concluded that the research score or score 
should not be used as a researcher evaluation score because it has 
three main problems. ResearchGate score is unstable and 
unproductive, secondly, the RG score does not match the journal’s 
impact factor on researchers’ evaluations. And thirdly, ResearchGate 
network algorithms are designed in such a way that RG scores or 
scores in general are not reconstructed properly when researchers’ 
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activities change. Jordan (2015) has confirmed the research findings of 
these two researchers (Kraker and Lex, 2015) and that the 
ResearchGate network’ scoring system has measurement problems. In 
addition, Ortega (2015) has expressed that the metrics of social 
networks such as ResearchGate and Academia should not be 
considered as a substitute for academic assessment of academics. In 
addition, there is a weak correlation between the bibliographic 
indicators of a valid scientific database and the indicators of the 
mentioned social networks. 

There was a strong positive correlation between some 
ResearchGate altmetric indices and the Scopus scientometrics h-index, 
but there was a correlation between the main RG score of the 
researchers  measured positively and moderately in Scopus on 
members of the physics department of five Panjab universities in India 
(Shrivastava and Mahajan, 2015). Also, Onyancha (2015), in a study 
of researchers at South African universities, concluded that there is a 
strong positive correlation between the webometric ranking of these 
universities and the search engine index and the citation rate of 
articles on the Web of Science. 

Rahmani et al. (2018) have shown the existence of a strong 
positive and significant correlation between the h-index extracted 
from Web of Science (WoS) and the “RG- score” with an amount of  
0.844, furthermore, the correlation between the h-index was derived 
from Scopus and RG score with amount of 0.859. They have said the 
ResearchGate network score can be considered as a complementary 
tool for scientific evaluation, too. Moreover, Ramezani-Pakpour-
Langeroudi et al. (2015) have observed a significant correlation 
between the number of citations to articles published in the Scopus 
database and the two indicators of “reading rate” and “citation rate” to 
the same articles in the research network (in the field of “Quran and 
health”). Also, Batooli et al. (2016), have stated t  a significant 
relationship has been seen between the number of citations to articles 
in ResearchGate and Web of Science (WoS). Moreover, they have 
said there is no significant relationship between the number of times 
articles are read in the ResearchGate network and the number of 
citations to the same articles in the Web of Science database. In 
addition, Erfanmanesh et al. (2015) have expressed there was a 
significant but weak correlation between the number of citations to 
scientific documents on the Web of Science (WoS) and the number of 
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citations to the same documents in the research network, besides, there 
is a weak positive correlation between the number of citations to the 
document on the web of science (WoS) and the number of uploads 
(shares) of the same document in ResearchGate. Another study from 
Batooli et al. (2016) of one hundred articles published by researchers 
affiliated with the Kashan University of Medical Science in Iran (field 
of medicine and biomedicine) on the ResearchGate media has stated 
there is a positive correlation relationship between Scopus and 
ResearchGate indicators. In addition, this mentioned network could be 
considered a suitable tool for the scientific evaluation of researchers. 
Also, Khalili (2016) has shown that there is a strong positive 
correlation between the academic rank of Iranian medical universities 
in the Islamic World Science Citation database and the webometrics 
ranking of these universities with the ResearchGate scores of 
researchers affiliated with the mentioned scientific centers. Moreover, 
Nicholas et al. (2016) conducted a heuristic study of four hundred 
research profiles in a targeted manner (selecting profiles with very 
high and very low scores) and have concluded that the score  of the 
research media is confusing. In addition, the user’s social interaction 
with others and establishing questions and answers,has identified the 
most important criterion of RG score  (lack of scientific validity). 
However, the researchers said that the “reads” index (indicator) seems 
to be more important than the “RG score”. Thelwall and Kousha 
(2016) have stated the number of views of uploaded articles on the 
ResearchGate has a small to moderate positive correlation with the 
number of citations by Scopus and Mendeley readers, so, the articles 
seen in ResearchGate media are probably completely new audiences. 

Memon (2016) has expressed the presence of unreliable journals 
has caused scientific pollution in the research environment so that the 
articles of these journals can be easily uploaded or shared in RJ media. 
Therefore, the mentioned social media is not reliable in terms of the 
scientific nature of the data. Also, Orduna-Malea et al. (2016) have 
expressed that the RG score index in ResearchGate media is not a 
good tool for researchers in terms of scientific assessment because it is 
highly influenced by social interactions in this network (up to 
scientific criteria). In addition, Orduna-Malea et al. (2017) using a 
targeted analytical survey method on the ResearchGate profiles for 
three groups, 73 Nobel Prize winners, 104 high-profile profiles on the 
network, and a weekly cross-sectional study of 4 profiles with various 
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RG scores, have concluded that RG scores can be achieved by simply 
uploading research items with social interactions such as questioning, 
answering, and interacting with others, so this fact should be 
considered in the scientific assessment. Moreover, E.Bandini et al. 
(2017), while studying scientometrics on 845 scientific articles 
published in the Scopus database of researchers affiliated with  Guilan 
university of medical sciences (1997-2015), found that there was a 
significant positive relationship between citation rate, viewing rate, 
and download rate. These articles are available on the ResearchGate 
social network. Also, Sababi et al. (2017) observed a significant 
positive correlation between the number of citations (H- index) to 
articles and their number of uploads on the ResearchGate media. In 
addition, the researchers ‘high RG score does not necessarily 
correspond to the researchers’ high Google Scholar scientometric 
index (Montealegre-Arturo et al. 2017). Moreover, the high RG score 
had no significant relationship with the academic ranking of the 
centers on the activities of Pakistani higher education institutions 
(ranking of Asian universities) in the ResearchGate network, however, 
lower-level institutions have also had lower RG scores scientifically 
(Ali et al. 2017). Also, there is a positive correlation between the 
number of citations to articles in the ResearchGate media and the 
citation rate on the Web of Science (WoS) and Scopus have been seen 
(faculty members of the Sharif University of Technology), therefore 
the RG score is a suitable tool for scientific assessment, according to 
Naderbeigi and Isfandyari-Moghaddam( 2018). Also, Batooli (2017) 
has shown that the correlation coefficient between variables of view, 
download, and citation number of the articles in ResearchGate and 
citation number of the articles in SCI were positive and significant 
(Among 909 top papers from Iranian researchers). In this regard, a 
survey study published by Yan and Zhang (2018) on researchers with 
organizational affiliation with 61 scientific research centers in the 
United States, showed that the ResearchGate scores the level of 
activity of scientific and research institutes in a realistic way. It can be 
considered a tool of scientific measurement. In addition, the higher the 
academic level of the institute, the higher the number of research 
copies and the number of citations, and the reading rate (“reads” 
indicator) of the ResearchGate media profile, and the number of 
followers in the profile of the affiliated people, but the indicators of 
“reads”, and “followers” are less and fluctuating. 
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Orduna-Malea and Delgado López‐ Cózar (2017), while 
examining the scientific activity of  more than one hundred 
researchers, found that the indicators of Google Scholar altimetrics, 
and the ResearchGate network are not compatible with each other. In 
addition, the “reads” (In RG network) indicator has a different 
performance than other indicators. In addition, there was a significant 
difference between the information on Google Scholar and their 
ResearchGate indicators that had an H-index of 5 or higher in Google 
Scholar in a study on the activities of the 1390 researchers from 
Columbia universities (Aguillo et al. 2017). Moreover, Copiello and 
Bonifaci (2018) have expressed that the ResearchGate score is largely 
dependent on social activity and the scientific evaluation of research 
items on it is less. Therefore, it is not a suitable tool for scientific 
assessment. Also, Lepori et al. (2018), while studying the presence 
and activity of more than 2000 European higher education institutions 
and more than 4000 American scientific centers, in the ResearchGate 
network, found that the RG score is more correlated with the “research 
item” index (compared to “Citation” index). Moreover, using the 
score of the mentioned network to evaluate the quality of research and 
scientific activities of researchers and educational centers is not 
correct. 

So, there are different approaches to the ResearchGate network 
and its altimetric quantitative scientific measurement indicators. The 
current research aims to summarize and analyze these different and 
seemingly contradictory views. The researchers of this present study, 
observed contradictory approaches to the ResearchGate network in 
terms of scientific evaluation in the previous studies. The present 
research aims to investigate and explain the mentioned contradictions 
with a systematic review. 

Main Research Question 
How many previously published studies (research articles or reports) 
that are indexed in the authoritative scientific databases of Google 
Scholar, Emerald, and PubMed have recognized the ResearchGate 
score as a suitable (non-suitable) or valid (not-valid) measurement or 
scientometrics tool? 



Tavosi & Naghshineh  | 119 

3. Methodology 
This paper reports on a systematic review that sought to answer the 
main research question: Is the ResearchGate network a suitable tool 
for scientific evaluation?  

The following search command was applied in three scientific 
databases of Google Scholar, Emerald, and PubMed (without a time 
limit), and in order of priority, resulted in retrieving 479, 118, and 11 
(608 in total) documents. The date of search and retrieval was from 
April 1 to 10, 2021. 

(''ResearchGate'' AND (''scientometric'' OR ''scientometrics'')) OR 
(''ResearchGate'' AND ''reputation'') OR (''ResearchGate'' AND ''H-
Index'') 

In addition, the phrase “ResearchGate’’ was searched in Persian on 
Google Scholar (without a time limit) and contained (Retrieved) 32 
results (April 1, 2021). 

Excel software has been used in the first step of target keyword 
search and drawing the figures or diagrams. 

After deleting documents that were in the form of books or part of 
the book or their abstracts that had not been published, 582 documents 
remained (among 640 (608+32)). Duplicate data (studies), which were 
published both in the journal and by conference, were removed from 
the remaining articles. Titles and abstracts and, if necessary, all their 
full texts were carefully studied. Finally, by removing unrelated or 
duplicate data in both the Persian and English search command 
approaches, 57 articles or independent studies (in English, Persian, 
and Spanish) were selected for replying to the main research question 
using the PRISMA statement presented by Moher et al. 2009, that was 
also explained in the study by Asar et al. (2016). Then, in April and 
May 2021, the title and abstract of articles related to the research 
question were studied manually by documentary method, and ful if 
necessary their full-text was studied (if the title or abstract was not 
sufficient to recognize). In June 2021, the final analysis and 
summarization, and drawing of charts and tables were done by Excel 
software. 

4. Findings 
First, the main research question in this present systematic review,was 
answered in Table 1, and Figure 1. Then, in order to better analyze 
and resolve contradictions between previous studies, which was the 
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main goal of this systematic study, the authors answered the following 
two questions (not main research problem), in addition to the main 
research question. 

First Supplementary Question On the articles that have a positive 
approach (suitable tool from the standpoint of scientific assessment) 
towards ResearchGate network, with which countries(developing or 
developed ones) has the research community been in communication? 

Second Supplementary Question 
How many members does the research community have in whose 

studies the altmetric indicators in the ResearchGate network are 
thought of  as a suitable (non-suitable) tool for scientific measurement 
(more than 1000 or less)? 

Answering the Main Research Question 
The analysis of documents was performed with a targeted keyword 
search in the reputable Google Scholar, Emerald, and PubMed 
databases (without any limit). Titles and abstracts (if necessary, full 
texts) of  582 documents (Persian, English, and Spanish) were 
retrieved (1-10 April 2021) and studied. Then, by removing duplicate 
or irrelevant data, 57 independent studies were selected for meeting 
the main research problem of this systematic review by using the 
PRISMA statement (Table 1, Figure 1). 

Table 1. Is ResearchGate a Suitable scientific Assessment or Not 
(Systematic Review Approach)? 

Approach 

Positive Member 
Surveyed Negative Member 

Surveyed 
Nasibi-Sis et al. 

(2020) 50 Banshal et al. (2021) Countless 

Nemati-Anaraki et 
al. (2020) 439 Mason and Sakurai 

(2021) 500 

Janavi et al. (2020) 583 
Ortiz-Torres and 

Viamonte-Garrido et 
al (2020) [In Spanish] 

None 

Doulani et al. 
(2020) [In Persian] 118 Hauer et al. (2020) 1052 

Doulani et al. 
(2020) [In Persian] 151 

Kowalska-
Chrzanowska and 
Krysiński (2020) 

113 

Biranvand and 158 Masic (2019) None 
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Approach 

Positive Member 
Surveyed Negative Member 

Surveyed 
Shanbedi (2020) [In 

Persian] 
E.Bandboni et al. 

(2019) 165 O’Brien (2019) None 

Memisevic et al. 
(2019) 303 Copiello (2019) None 

Ansari et al. (2019) 1355 Wiechetek (2019b) 364 
NK and Mathew K 

(2019) 42 Joshi et al. (2019) 3718 

Zhang et al. (2019) 450 Teixeira Silva and 
Dobránszki (2018) None 

Asemi and Heydari 
(2018) 164 Johnson et al. (2018) None 

Yan and Zhang 
(2018) 61 Costas and Fransen 

(2018) None 

Naderbeigi and 
Isfandyari- 

Moghaddam (2018) 
5000 Meier and Dirk 

(2018) None 

Ramezani-Pakpour-
Langeroudi et al. 

(2018) [In Persian] 
230 Copiello. and 

Bonifaci (2018) None 

Rahmani et al. 
(2018) [In Persian] 231 Lepori et al. (2018) 600 

Ebrahimi et al 
(2018) [In Persian] 200 Aguillo et al. (2017) 1390 

Ramezani et al 
(2017) [In Persian] 48 Ali et al. (2017) Less than 

200 

Batooli (2017) [in 
Persian] 909 

Orduna-Malea  and 
Delgado López-Cózar 

(2017) 

A few more 
than 100 

Sababi et al. (2017) 1823 Montealegre-Arturo 
(2017) 16 

E.Bandboni et al. 
(2017) [In Persian] 845 Orduna-Malea et al. 

(2017) [In Spanish] 

4,73,103 
(Three 

research 
community) 

Shrivastava and 
Mahajan (2017) 173 Memon (2016) None 

Batooli et al. (2016) 
[in Persian] 130 Orduna-Malea et al. 

(2016) [In Spanish] None 

Khalili (2016) [In 
Persian] 23 Thelwall and Kusha 

(2016) 39406 
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Approach 

Positive Member 
Surveyed Negative Member 

Surveyed 
Batooli et al. (2016) 130 Nicholas et al. (2016) 400 

Shrivastava and 
Mahajan (2015) 

100 
(approximately) Ortega (2015) 10000 

Onyancha (2015) 6914 Kraker and Lex 
(2015) None 

  Jordan (2015) None 
  Tausch (2015) None 

  Erfanmanesh et al. 
(2015) [In Persian] 428 

For better analysis, the numbers of 57 independent studies (research 
papers or reports)) that were identified as the relevant documents by 
PRISMA statement, were divided into two categories. 

First division. Articles with a negative approach ( 30 ones) to the 
RG Score of ResearchGate network and its other altmetric indicators 
from the perspective of appropriate tools for scientific assessment of 
researchers [with at least one code (category) related to this division]. 

Second division. Articles with a positive approach ( 27 ones) to 
RG-Score of ResearchGate network and its other altmetric indicators 
from the perspective of appropriate tools for scientific assessment of 
researchers [with at least one category (code) related to this division]. 

It is to be noted these two categories (positive approach and 
negative approach) were selected and identified by researchers of this 
present paper when  the previous studies were analyzed with PRISMA 
statement. 

The categories of the first division, i.e negative approach to 
ResearchGate, were: 

1. RG scores or other ResearchGate media indicators are not a 
good measurement tool in terms of mathematical algorithms. 

2. RG score or other indicators of the ResearchGate network are 
not a suitable tool for the scientific assessment of researchers. 

3. The data in Research Gate media is not scientifically reliable. 
4. There is no significant relationship between RG indicators 

and scientometric indicators (such as Hirsch) or bibliometrics related 
to scientific databases available on the Web of Science (WoS) or 
Scopus or Google Scholar. If there is a relationship, it is weak or low, 
or medium (no strong relationship). 
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5. The world’s leading scientists, such as neurosurgeons or 
Nobel laureates, have no presence at ResearchGate. 

6. There is a weak, or moderate correlation (not strong) between 
the altmetric indices of social networking sites such as ResearchGate, 
with scientific measurement metrics, such as the number of citations. 

7. ResearchGate indicators cannot be used as a substitute for 
researchers’ scientometric indicators. 

8. ResearchGate scores do not have a significant relationship 
with the types of academic rankings (such as academic rankings of 
Asian universities, webometrics rankings of universities, and rankings 
of the Islamic world citation database). 

9. Google Scholar’s scientific evaluation metrics are more 
accurate than ResearchGate. 

10. It is better to pay attention to the ResearchGate media and its 
metric indicators with an open and cautious view (lack of transparency 
of the ResearchGate scoring). 

11. The high H-index (Hirsch) scientometrics index of researchers 
does not match the high RG- score. 

12. Among the members of the study population (in the 
mentioned study), more than half of the community had no presence 
in the international scientific social network ResearchGate. 

The categories of the second division, i.e positive approach to 
ResearchGate, were: 

1. ResearchGate Network and its altmetric indices can be used 
for scientific benchmarking. 

2. There is a significant strong relationship (or positive) between 
ResearchGate indicator(s) and scientometric indicators (such as 
Hirsch), or bibliometrics related to Web of Science, Scopus, and 
Google Scholar databases. 

3. Research Gate score has a significant relationship with 
various types of academic rankings (such as scientific rankings of 
Asian universities, webometrics rankings of universities, rankings of 
Islamic world citation, or SCI). 

According to Table 1, the eleven studies of the study group with a 
positive approach (27 research paper or reports) to the ResearchGate 
network were published in the original Persian language (along with 
the English abstract). Furthermore, three studies of the study group 
with a negative approach (30 research paper or reports) to the 
ResearchGate network have been published in the original Spanish 
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language (along with English abstract). It is worthy to be noted that 
the number of the research community in Table 1, is provided 
according to the research question of this present research, and not 
according to the surveyed member  expressed by the authors of 
previous studies in their study abstract (or full-text). 

 
Figure 1. Approaches of previous studies about ResearchGate from 

standpoint of the suitable scientific assessment tool 

According to Figure. 1, 53% of all previous studies, had a negative 
approach to ResearchGate and its indicators from the standpoint of a 
reliable scientific evaluation tool. Also,  27 studies (among 57 ones) 
were identified as having a positive approach to the ResearchGate 
network from the standpoint, of a scientific assessment tool (47%)  

Answering the First Supplementary Question (for better analysis, 
not main research question) 
Figure 2 and Figure 3 were drawn for replying to first supplementary 
question 
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Figure 2. Categorization of articles with a positive approach to 

ResearchGate from standpoint of region 

Figure 2 shows that 35% of all studies that had a positive approach to 
the ResearchGate network are related to developing countries. 
Moreover, 7% of those relating to developed countries were seen and 
5% related to all countries in the world, too. 

Figure 3. Categorizing  articles with a negative approach about 
ResearchGate from standpoint of region 
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Figure 3 shows that 5% of all studies that had a negative approach to 
the ResearchGate network are related to developing countries. 
Furthermore, 16% of those relating to developed countries were seen 
and 32% related to all countries in the world, too. 

Answering the Second Supplementary Question (for better 
analysis, not main research question) 
Figure 4 and Figure 5 were drawn for replying to the second 
supplementary question for better analysis. 

Figure 4. Categorization of Articles with a Positive Approach about 
ResearchGate from Standpoint of Their Number of Members that 

Surveyed 

According to Figure 4, the number of 19% of all studies that had a 
negative attitude towards the ResearchGate network are with less than 
1000 investigated members. related to developing countries. 
Moreover, 9% of them are with more than 1000 investigated members 
and 25% had not researched into the community and discussed it in 
generality. 
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Figure 5. Categorization of Articles with a Positive Approach about 
ResearchGate from Standpoint of Their Number of Members that 

Surveyed 

According to Figure 5,  40% of all studies that had a positive attitude 
towards the ResearchGate network are with less than 1000 
investigated members. related to developing countries. In addition, 7% 
of them are with more than 1000 investigated members and 0% (none 
of them) had no researched community and discussed in generality. 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 
Meier and Dirk (2018) have stated that social interactions in 
ResearchGate media have a great impact on increasing the RG score. 
In addition, the two researchers have experimentally uploaded several 
articles with a name that does not belong to the author of the article in 
the media, which has led to an improvement in the score or score of 
ResearchGate (lack of scientific validity of ResearchGate). Moreover, 
the ResearchGate Score has an ambiguous measurement. In addition, 
there is the ability to manipulate data and information in this media, so 
it is not reliable (Costas and Franssen, 2018). Also, Johnson et al. 
(2018) have stated that the rating that the ResearchGate network gives 
to researchers is not desirable in terms of scientific evaluation, and 
sometimes invalid data is uploaded to the network. In addition, 
Teixeira da Silva and Dobránszki (2018) have expressed there was a 
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significant difference between the researchers’ H-index in four 
different scientific databases of ResearchGate and Web of 
Knowledge, Scopus, and Google Scholar. In this regard, Asemi and 
Heydari (2018) have said there is a weak correlation between the 
“reading rate” index on the ResearchGate network and the citation rate 
of 164 highly cited articles by Iranian scientists who have received 
more than 200 citations on his web of science. Moreover, Zhang et al. 
(2019), while studying the activities of 450 supply chain researchers 
in the ResearchGate network, found that there is a relationship 
between their scientific impact (Citation) and activity in the network, 
although this relationship is not strong. Also, Ansari et al. (2019), 
while studying the researches affiliated with the universities of 
medical sciences in the western provinces of Iran, have stated that 
uploading articles in ResearchGate media will increase the citation 
rate of the same articles in the Scopus database. Moreover, Joshi et al. 
(2019) studied the activity of 3718 neurosurgeons living in Canada 
and the United States in ResearchGate media, more than half of them 
had no presence in the network. Also, Copiello (2019), the “research 
interest” index in ResearchGate media has measurement problems. 

According to a study on the activities of researchers in the field of 
naval architecture affiliated with six Indian universities in the 
ResearchGate network, a significant correlation has been seen 
between the metric indices in the network and the h-index Scopus 
scientometrics index of researchers. Moreover, 65% (more than half 
of the population) of the mentioned researchers are present or 
registered in the mentioned network (NK and Mathew K, 2019). Also, 
the correlation between RG citations and Google Scholar (GS) 
citations (also RG h-index and GS h-index) has been seen as moderate 
on ResearchGate’s profiles of one hundred Polish business researchers 
(Wiechetek, 2019b). In addition, O’Brien (2019) has stated that the 
data or scientific papers in the ResearchGate network have significant 
legal challenges and, there is no transparency in awarding RG scores 
to researchers and participants. However, the platform has an 
attractive user interface and can be used by scientific communication 
of researchers, too. Moreover, E.Bandabani et al. (2019), in October 
2018, reviewed highly cited articles in the field of chronic diseases 
published on the Web of Science website (171 articles) and argued 
that there is a significant relationship between the reading of these 
articles in ResearchGate and Mendeley. 
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According to Masic (2019), only less than 50% of researchers’ 
activity is reflected in social networks such as ResearchGate and 
Google Scholar, and the data shared in these networks can be 
manipulated (scientific invalidity), too. In addition, Memisevic et al. 
(2019), have studied the activities of 303 researchers from four state 
universities in Bosnia and Herzegovina in four databases: Scopus, 
Web of Science (WoS), Google Scholar, and ResearchGate, and a 
strong correlation relationship has been seen between all four. 
Moreover, Kowalska-Chrzanowska and Krysiński (2020) found in a 
study that although 60% of Polish researchers are present in at least 
one of the research social media ResearchGate, the academy, or 
Google Scholar, the other 40% are in none of the media. These are not 
present, so scientific evaluation based on the three media is not 
correct. Also, Janavi et al. (2020) in a study of 583 hot (highly cited) 
articles indexed in the field of clinical medicine on the Web of 
Science website, concluded that there is a significant relationship 
between reading and downloading articles with “citation” (in the field 
of social science). In this regard, Nemati-Anaraki et al. (2020), while 
studying the activity of 439 Research Gate profiles belonging to the 
faculty members of Iran University of Medical Sciences (45% of the 
total faculty members) and comparing “RG score” with his two 
indexes (Hirsch) of Scopus and Google Scholar, they found that there 
is a strong significant correlation between the three indicators. In 
addition, the correlation rate of the ResearchGate network is higher 
with Google Scholar scientometric indicators (compared to Scopus). 
Moreover, Hauer et al. (2020) have shown that the altimetric indexes 
in Scopus, ResearchGate, and Google Scholar are inconsistent with 
each other. In addition, researchers’ H-index scores in media such as 
ResearchGate should not be considered in scientific evaluations, as 
people may falsely or erroneously add their names to articles.  

A cross-sectional study on the activities of 50 lecturers affiliated 
with Tehran Paramedical School of Medical Sciences in the 
ResearchGate network, has shown there was a significant relationship 
between the altmetric indices of this network, except for two 
indicators “question” and “answer”, with “citation rate” of Scopus 
(Nasibi-Sis et al. 2020). In addition, one study on the activities of 500 
Japanese researchers at ResearchGate, has shown they regularly use 
the network. But they do not see it as a medium that is scientifically 
balanced . Because most of its articles in English are useful to them. 
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Therefore, this network cannot be considered a large scientific 
community (Mason and Sakurai, 2020). Moreover, there was a 
significant positive correlation between altmetric indicators of 
ResearchGate and citation indicators of Google Scholar and Scopus, 
among faculty members of Al-Zahra University in Iran (Doulani et al. 
2020). Also, a study from Biranvand and Shanbedi (2020) on 158 
Iranian authors and researchers in the field of nursing has shown that 
among the indicators of RG score, interest in the activities of others, 
citations, recommendations, followers and the number of research 
copies in ResearchGate with the indicators studied, there is a 
significant relationship between the Scopus database. But there is no 
significant relationship between the index of followers in the 
mentioned network with the H- Index received in Scopus. The 
researchers of this study, in general, considered the index metrics of 
ResearchGate media to have a significant relationship with the citation 
indicators of the Scopus database. 

A positive correlation has been observed between altmetrics 
indices in the ResearchGate scientific network and scientometrics 
indices in Google Scholar and Scopus databases among faculty 
members of information science of Iranian public universities 
(Doulani et al. 2020). Ortiz-Torres and Viamonte-Garrido have stated 
the altmetric indicators on ResearchGate and Google Academic are 
insufficient to generalize scientific leaders (influential people in 
science). According to a study of countless Indian articles indexed on 
Web of Science, there was a positive correlation between “index 
metrics in research media” and “number of citations to Web of 
Science articles”, but this correlation was weak (Banshal et al. 2021).  

The number of studies that had a negative approach to the 
ResearchGate network in terms of measuring tools, was more than studies 
with a positive approach (Table 1). Thus, maybe it can be said to be 
consistent with the studies of Kraker and Lex (2015) as well as Jordan 
(2015) because they have also stated that the mathematical 
measurement algorithms in the ResearchGate network were not 
properly reconstructed. 

As Tausch (2015) argued that most of the audience or activists in 
the ResearchGate media are from developing countries, the present 
study confirmed that most of the previous studies that contain a 
positive approach to the ResearchGate network from the standpoint of 
suitable scientific assessment tool (less than half of all studies) are 
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related to developing countries, too. Therefore, this current research is 
in line with the findings of Tausch (2015). In this present study, 
among 57 previous independent studies, 30 of them had a negative 
attitude towards the ResearchGate Network. Most of the evidence 
contained a positive assessment approach to the ResearchGate 
network (less than half of all studies), dealing with developing 
countries, and with a small community (less than 1000 investigated 
members). Thus, the scientific evaluation of researchers is not 
appropriate considering their ResearchGate scores. Therefore, this 
present paper is in the same direction as all of the thirty previous 
studies (with having a negative approach to ResearchGate) that have 
been identified hereon. Moreover, Memisevic et al. (2019), and 
Sedighi (2020) , because of these two mentioned studies, stated that 
the altimetric indices cannot completely replace scientific 
measurement. Also, study by Rousseau  (2017), is in the same 
direction with findings of this present study from the standpoint of 
arguing that altmetric indicators available on social media are not  
scientifically  valid for researchers. 

One of the implicit findings of this study was that the "reads" 
indicator in the ResearchGate network performs differently from other 
indices, such as "RG Score", "Citation", and "Research Interest", 
based on the previous studies from Nicholas et al. (2016), Yan and 
Zhang (2018), Orduna-Malea and Delgado López-Cózar (2017), 
Batooli et al. (2016), Tavosi and Naghshineh (2021). It is to be noted, 
the studies from Tavosi and Naghshineh (2021) had not retrieved the 
date of data extraction of this present study (April, 1-10, 2021), hence 
not mentioned on the Tables and figures. 

Researchers' academic evaluation, with the help of social media 
such as ResearchGate, is ambiguous (Schöpfel and Prost, 2016; Patthi 
et al., 2017; Christensen and Khalid, 2018; Bardus et al., 2020). This 
paper helps to reduce this ambiguity. 

It is to be noted, in one research paper by Tavosi and Naghshineh 
(2020), comparative analysis between Iranian and international 
researcher from standpoint of presence and activities on the 
ResearchGate network was done. But not discussed about scientific 
evaluation on this mentioned network. Moreover, one research by 
Tavosi (2022) has shown that the best scientific centers of the Times’ 
institute are not active in the ResearchGate network. This finding of 
Tavosi (2022) is in the same direction of the findings of this present 
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study from the standpoint that ResearchGate network is not a suitable 
evaluation tool for scientific assessment of researchers. This 
mentioned study was not retrieved on the date of data extraction of 
this present study, therefore not cited on the Figures and Table. 

Because  this present study has been conducted by quantitative 
approach (in the main), therefore another research with metasynthesis 
approach, is recommended. 

 Although, the data in this study is limited to the international 
scientific databases of Google-Scholar, Emerald, and PubMed.  
overall, it provides a broad perspective and can be useful for scientific 
policymakers. Moreover, this present research could provide a better 
viewpoint for the future relevant studies.     
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