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INTRODUCTION

Abstract: This paper studies awareness and use of author identifier ser-

vices (AIDs) in the French academic community and explores needs and
forms of support required for these tools, using a national questionnaire
survey. ArXivID, IdHAL, ORCID, ResearcherlD and Scopus Author ID were
investigated. A total of 6125 people completed the questionnaire in full.
The results of this survey show that discipline and age play an important
role in French researchers’ familiarity with AIDs. IdHAL and ORCID were
by far the two best known AIDs, probably because they have been pro-
moted by institutions in France for several years. French researchers use
AlIDs mainly to respond to external requests (e.g., to submit an article or a
research project), while, surprisingly, few use them to ‘facilitate their
work’. When French researchers were asked about their needs and the
form of support required for AIDs, more than 30% of them said they
either required an introduction to or practical training in these tools. The
results of this national survey should help stakeholders to adapt their poli-
cies and to guide and support researchers more efficiently in the use of

these tools.

and/or lack of uniformity in reporting affiliations are also well-
known difficulties (Mering, 2017; Tran & Lyon, 2017).

The accurate identification of researchers and their scientific pro-
duction is crucial for all stakeholders in global research
(e.g., publishers, funders, universities, research assessors), as
many actions depend on this process (e.g., promotions, obtaining
funding). However, because of the increasing number of online
scientific articles, finding the entire scientific production of a
given author or an institution is sometimes like looking for a nee-
dle in a haystack (Jinha, 2010). The difficulties encountered in
identifying researchers’ scientific publications are numerous and
well known: problems of homonymy, name changes, as a result
of marriage for example, or the use of groups of authors
(Craft, 2020; Fenner & Haak, 2014; Meadows & Haak, 2018).
Changes in researchers’ affiliations over time, because of mobility

Author identifiers (AlIDs) have been shown to be able to
overcome most of these difficulties by ensuring that researchers’
contributions are correctly identified, easy to find and recog-
nized (Meadows et al., 2019; Meadows & Haak, 2018). Article
repository websites and preprint servers such as Research
Papers in Economics (RePEc) in 1999 and ArXiv in 2005 were
the first to introduce and use AIDs (Warner, 2010). In France,
HAL, the French open archive, developed its own AID (IdHAL)
in 2014. The Scopus Author ID in 2006 and the Web of Science
ResearcherlD in 2008 were developed by bibliographic data-
bases (Elsevier and Thomson Reuters, respectively). These AlDs
were created to assign a unique identification to bibliographic
records in these databases, aiming to assign articles to their
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authors unambiguously (Youtie et al., 2017). The main disadvan-
tage of these identifiers is that they are linked to a database,
and they therefore lack universality. To provide an AID indepen-
dent from article repository sites, preprint servers and biblio-
graphic databases, Open Researcher & Contributor ID (ORCID)
was launched in 2012. ORCID is an open, international, non-
profit project and community (ORCID, 2024). This digital
researcher identifier has been widely promoted for its open-
source, interdisciplinary and transnational approach. It is now
the most widely used AID by researchers (Bello & Galindo-
Rueda, 2020; Boudry & Durand-Barthez, 2020; Tran &
Lyon, 2017), and seems to now be the predominant standard
for author identification in academic communication (Pampel
et al, 2023). ORCID is required by many services used by
researchers, such as submission platforms or grant application
agencies (Citrome, 2016; Gasparyan et al., 2014). ORCID has
also been described as being able to combat research miscon-
duct, in particular by curbing authorship misconduct, detecting
predatory journals and publishers, and tracking unwanted
records in academic publishing (Xu & Hu, 2024). However, this
service is not exempt from criticism: the creation of an ORCID
profile is neither monitored nor controlled, allowing researchers
to create multiple profiles (Wang et al., 2024), resulting in dupli-
cates (Schnieders et al., 2022; Teixeira da Silva, 2020). It should
be noted that while all these tools act as AIDs, ResearcherlD
and Scopus Author ID are promoted as profile systems, with
specific functionality for managing citations and metrics, due to
their integration in bibliographic databases. Integrated or linked
to other ecosystems such as open archives, ArXiviID and ORCID
have been developed more around the identifier itself, while
IdHAL is somewhere inbetween.

In the context of open science, it is important to investigate
researchers’ awareness and use of AIDs in order to assess who
the users of these identifiers are, and how aware they are of
these tools. The answers to these questions could help decision-
makers implement incentive policies, and to decide whether or
not to promote the use of these tools and/or to improve training
and services. Many articles have been published on the problem
of author identification and the usefulness of AIDs including
ORCID (Bohannon & Doran, 2017; Haak et al., 2012; Youtie
et al.,, 2017). Many studies have also been carried out to specifi-
cally assess the extent to which digital researcher identifiers are
used by researchers (Boudry & Durand-Barthez, 2020;
Fernandez-Marcial et al., 2023; Heusse & Cabanac, 2022; Mikki
et al, 2015; Morgan & Eichenlaub, 2018; Porter, 2022;
Schnieders et al, 2022). However few questionnaire surveys
have been conducted to investigate awareness and use of AIDs
(Armstrong et al., 2015; Bello & Galindo-Rueda, 2020; Macgregor
et al, 2023; Meadows, 2019; Meadows et al., 2017; Tran &
Lyon, 2017), even at national level. The objectives of this
research project were therefore to study awareness and use of
AIDs, and to explore needs and forms of support required for
AlIDs in the French research community, using a national ques-
tionnaire survey.

Key points

e Discipline and age play an important role in French
researchers’ familiarity with author identifier ser-
vices (AIDs).

e French researchers use AlDs mainly to respond to external
requests while few use them to ‘facilitate their work’.

e The needs in terms of support for the use of AlDs are con-
siderable: more than 30% of researchers say they need an

introduction or practical training in the use of these tools.

METHODS

The data for this study was collected through a national question-
naire survey. The target populations were researchers, lecturers
and university professors, engineers, doctoral students and all
supporting research staff in France. It was developed on the
LimeSurvey platform (‘LimeSurvey GmbH’) of the University of
Caen Normandy, and consisted of two distinct parts, comprising
42 questions in all. The first part of the questionnaire was related
to AIDs, while the second part contained questions specifically
related to ORCID. This article presents the results of the first
part, and the second part will be published separately later on
account of the significant volume of data collected. The survey
was anonymous and validated by the data protection officer of
Normandy University to ensure compliance with the rules in
force regarding data collection and processing. The survey was
available online from 9 November 2022 to 7 February 2023; that
is, for almost 3 months. The Ministry of Higher Education and
Research ensured its dissemination in the French research com-
munity as soon as the survey was available online, directly to
research establishments. The latter were instructed to inform
their staff of the existence of this study and to encourage them
to take part. Two reminders were issued in December 2022 and
January 2023. It should be noted that this survey was designed
to be reproducible in the future or at a different level.
Five AIDs were included in this study:

e ArXiv author identifier (ArXivID): ArXivID is the AID of the
open-access repository ArXiv;

e |dHAL: IdHAL is the AID of the French national open
archive HAL;

e ORCID: the ORCID platform is an international non-profit
organization, the purpose of which is to create and maintain a
database of distinct researcher identifiers and to provide open
access to link research activities and outcomes;

e ResearcherID: ResearcherlD is a Clarivate tool that creates
identities for research scholars and enables them to generate
research profiles, including their titles, affiliations, research
interests and publication lists. This identifier is linked to the
Web of Science database via an algorithm-based abstracting
and indexing service;
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e Scopus Author ID: Scopus Author ID is a tool run by the Elsevier
Publishing Group. This algorithm-based abstracting and indexing
service uses data only from journals in the Scopus database.

Apart from IdHAL, which was chosen for this study because
of its local use in France, the other four AIDs were chosen
because they appeared to be the most often cited and the most
often discussed AIDs in the literature (e.g., Memon & Azim, 2019;
Tran & Lyon, 2017; Warner, 2010).

RESULTS

Socio-demographic characteristics of the
respondents

Over the 3 months when the questionnaire was available, 7987 people
connected to the homepage. A total of 6125 researchers (76.7%) com-
pleted the questionnaire in full, amounting to approximately 3.2% of
the national population of researchers (including research engineers
and funded doctoral students) (Ministére de I'Enseignement Supérieur
et de la Recherche, 2023). The socio-demographic characteristics of
the respondents are presented in Table 1.

The majority of respondents to the questionnaire were affili-
ated to universities (53.1%), which was higher than the national

TABLE 1 Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents.

Variables Categories Numbers (%)

Institution Universities 3252 (53.1%)

Research organizations (e.g., French 2252 (36.8%)
National Centre for Scientific
Research or National Institute of

Health and Medical Research)

Specialized higher education facilities 450 (7.3%)
(‘Grandes écoles’)

Health institutions (e.g., university 81 (1.3%)
hospitals)

Others 90 (1.5%)

Gender Male 3345 (54.6%)
Female 2410 (39.3%)
Other 28 (0.5%)

Prefers not to answer the question 342 (5.6%)

Age <30 years 739 (12.1%)
31-45 years 2058 (33.6%)
46-55 years 1835 (30%)

56 years and over 1408 (23%)

Prefers not to answer the question 85 (1.4%)

Discipline Sciences, Technology, and Medicine 4544 (74.2%)
(STM)

Humanities and Social Sciences (HSS) 1581 (25.8%)

figure of 42% in 2020 (Ministére de I'Enseignement Supérieur et
de la Recherche, 2023). Conversely, people affiliated to research
organizations and health institutions were under-represented
compared with national data: 36.8% compared with 43% and
1.3% compared with 9%, respectively. The distribution of respon-
dents who identified themselves as belonging to Science, Tech-
nology and Medicine (STM) and Humanities and Social
Sciences (HSS) disciplines was 74.2% (n = 4544) and 25.8%
(n = 1581), respectively. This distribution was fairly similar to that
observed at a national level, which excludes doctoral students,
postdocs and supporting research staff (79% and 21%, respec-
tively). If we exclude respondents who answered ‘Other’ or did
not wish to answer, the percentage of female respondents was
41.9%, a figure very close to that of the percentage of women
working in French public research (41%). Age data were not avail-
able to compare our sample with the national population.

Familiarity with AIDs

The first question in the survey was ‘Are you familiar with the
notion of author identifiers?” The respondents could choose
among five levels from ‘O—Not familiar’ to ‘4—Fully familiar’. Of
the respondents, 59.1% (n = 3619) stated they were familiar or
very familiar with AIDs, while 14.7% said that they were not at all
familiar (Fig. 1). Respondents in the STM disciplines were generally
more familiar with AIDs, than respondents in HSS. Concerning
respondent age, those under 30 years old were by far the least
familiar with AIDs, while those aged 31-45 were the most familiar.

Awareness and having an account with AIDs

The respondents were then asked about their awareness of the
five AIDs studied and whether or not they had an account on any
of these AIDs within their academic activity (Fig. 2).

ArXivID, ResearcherlD and Scopus Author ID were the least
known of the five AlDs proposed to respondents and they were
the identifiers for which the link between awareness and use was
the lowest. Furthermore, the percentage of respondents who had
an account on these three AlDs was small (ranging from 13.9% to
32% respectively for ArXivID and ResearcherID). It should also be
noted that for these three AIDs, a relatively small proportion of
respondents had an account among those aware of these AIDs,
indicating the low interest of respondents in creating an account
with them (for disciplinary or other reasons). IdHAL and ORCID
were by far the two best-known AIDs in the French research
community. It is worth noting that, in contrast to the three other
AlIDs, the proportion of respondents who had an account was
high among those who were aware of these two AlDs (66.9%
and 80.1% respectively for IdHAL and ORCID). As shown in
Fig. 3, except for IdHAL, respondents with an account on the four
other AIDs proposed were over-represented in the STM group.

The respondents were also asked the following question ‘Do
you know or have an account on another AID? If so, please spec-
ify’. A total of 1782 respondents answered this question. The
analysis of the results showed that a significant number of
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Total population (n=6125) 902 598

Sciences, Technology, and Medicine

(n = 4544) 516 418
Humanities and Social Sciences (HSS) 386
(n=1581)
Under 30 years old (n = 739) 185

From 31to 45 years old (n = 20258) = 202 171

From 46 to 55 years old (n = 1835) 261 166

56 years and over (n = 1408) 228 143

I do not wish to answer (n = 85) 26

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

0 - Not at all familiar 1 m2 m3 m4-Veryfamiliar

ResearcherlD Scopus Author ID

- . .

5000 °
4000 ]

3000

ArXiviD IdHAL ORCID

1 know || don't know @ | know and have an account in the academic framework

researchers did not master the concept of AID. In some cases,
their answers included online profiles (e.g., Academia, Res-
earchGate), bibliographic databases (e.g., ScienceDirect), publisher
names (e.g., Springer), specific researcher evaluation methods or
metrics (e.g., h-index), or authentication tools.

Reasons for creating an account with one or
more AID

Regarding the reasons for creating an account on the different
AlIDs studied, the first reason for creating an ORCID or IdHAL
account was an external request in more than 50% of cases (exter-
nal requests from institutions or publishers, requests from thesis or
laboratory supervisors) (Table 2). Conversely, the first reason for

9 FIGURE 1 Respondents’ familiarity

with AIDs according to discipline and
age. Mandatory response. Number
of respondents: 6125. Only one
answer possible.

70% 80% 90% 100%

FIGURE 2 Awareness of AlDs.
Account on AIDs. Mandatory
response. Number of respondents:
6125. Only one answer possible.

creating an ArXivID, ResearcherID or Scopus Author ID account
was related to individual choice (more than 50%). It should also be
noted that for all the AIDs studied with the exception of IdHAL,
thesis or laboratory supervisors had little influence on the
researchers’ decision to create an account. Finally, exchanges
between colleagues played a role, and while not dominant, were at
least relatively important in the decision of researchers to create
an account on an AIDs (1-2 cases out of 10).

Actual use of AlIDs

When researchers were asked about their actual use of the dif-
ferent AIDs studied, it was striking to note that they reported
using AIDs mainly to respond to external requests (e.g., to submit
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Total population (n = 6125) 1581

FIGURE 3 Number of accounts by

discipline on the five AIDs studied.

whole population indicating the

over- or under-representation of

STM or HSS researchers versus total Scopus AuthorID (n = 1391) 150
population. STM researchers were

over-represented  on  ArXivID, 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ORCID, ResearcherlD and Scopus
Author ID.

an article or a research project) (Table 3). They also used AIDs for
bibliographic and bibliometric purposes (to obtain an up-to-date
list of their research work or an online profile). Very few used
them to ‘facilitate their work’ (e.g., to limit data entries, exchange
information with other players in global education and research).
The researchers did not consider using AIDs to differentiate
themselves from other researchers. Finally, it appeared that some
AlDs, especially ResearcherID and Scopus Author ID, were used
for a specific functionality that they offer that is lacking in other
AlDs (e.g., citation tracking).

Needs and forms of support required for AlDs

Respondents were then asked about their needs and forms of
support required in relation to AlDs. They were asked about their
needs for an introduction or practical training (Fig. 4). The propor-
tions of respondents needing these two types of assistance
reached 30% and 35%, respectively. Interestingly, just over 10%
of the respondents did not know how to define their training
needs for these tools.

In terms of the respondents’ needs for support by discipline
and age, HSS researchers (Fig. 5) and researchers under 30 years
old (Fig. 6), corresponding to early career researchers, were more
likely to desire an introduction to or practical training in AIDs.

As shown in Fig. 7, the most frequently requested forms of
support were online functions (online training, tutorials). Never-
theless, requests for face-to-face interventions or personalized
support still amounted to a significant proportion, around 30%.

DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to assess the use and awareness of
AlDs, and to investigate the needs and forms of support required

M Sciences, Technology, and Medicine

Humanities and Social Sciences (HSS)

for AIDs in the French national research community, using a
national questionnaire survey. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the first time a national survey of this nature has been
performed.

Our results showed that discipline and age played an impor-
tant role in the researchers’ familiarity with AIDs: researchers in
HSS and those under 30 years of age were significantly less
familiar than other researchers.

ArXivID, ResearcherlD and Scopus Author ID were the least
known of the five AlDs proposed to the respondents. Res-
earcherlD and Scopus Author ID are associated with two biblio-
graphic databases that provide content mainly intended for STM
researchers, which reduces their scope for HSS. The lack of
awareness of ArXivID for almost 50% of the respondents can
be explained by its very strong and almost exclusive disciplinary
link to physics, mathematics and computer science. This
excludes its use in other disciplinary fields. IlHAL and ORCID
were by far the two best known AIDs. Indeed, they have been
promoted for several years via national or local plans or charters
in the context of open science, but also by institutions (e.g., via
the open archive HAL at national level in France for IdHAL), or
by publishers for ORCID. It is worth noting that the proportion
of respondents with an IdHAL and ORCID account was high
among those who claimed to know these two AIDs (66.9% and
80.1% respectively for IdHAL and ORCID). Knowledge of these
two AIDs seems to be linked to the creation of an account on
these two AlDs. Indeed, French researchers are strongly encour-
aged or even obliged to create accounts on these two AlDs, for
annual reporting for example. It should be noted that the per-
centage of respondents with an ORCID account (more than
80%) is much higher than proportions described in the literature
concerning French researchers. A study carried out at the Uni-
versity of Caen in 2019 (Boudry & Durand-Barthez, 2020) and
another carried out at the University of Toulouse in 2020
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TABLE 2 Main reasons for creating an account on AlDs. Respondents who declared having at least one account on one of the five digital identifiers

offered. Response only for sites on which respondents already had an account. Multiple answers possible.

ArXivID (n = 850)
Individual reason (62.6%)
Other reason (33.1%)

Exchanges between
colleagues (24.9%)

External request (16.9%)

Request from my thesis or

laboratory supervisor
(7.9%)

Awareness/training (4.1%)

IdHAL (n = 4098)

External request (39.2%)

Request from my thesis or

laboratory supervisor
(23.9%)

Awareness/training (19%)

Individual reason (16.4%)

Exchanges between
colleagues (8.1%)

Other reason (4.2%)

ORCID (n = 4910)
External request (46%)
Individual reason (32.7%)

Exchanges between
colleagues (10.2%)

Awareness/training (8.5%)

ResearcherlID (n = 1959)
Individual reason (51.8%)

External request (31.6%)

Exchanges between

colleagues (13.8%)

Other reason (10.1%)

Request from my thesis or Awareness/training (5.9%)

laboratory supervisor
(6%)

Other reason (3.9%)

Request from my thesis or

laboratory supervisor
(2.8%)

Scopus Author ID
(n = 1391)

Individual reason (51.8%)

External request (35.8%)

Other reason (16.3%)

Exchanges between

colleagues (11.2%)

Awareness/training (5.9%)

Request from my thesis or

laboratory supervisor
(1.7%)

TABLE 3 Actual usage of author identifiers. Respondents having at least one account on one of the five digital identifiers proposed. Response only for

websites on which respondents already had an account. Multiple answers possible.

ArXivID (n = 850)

External request (68%)

Other (31.8%)

Having an up-to-date list
of my work (26.5%)

Making my work easier
(16.5%)

Having an online profile
(13.6%)

Tracking citations of my
publications (12.9%)

Distinguishing myself
from other researchers
(9.9%)

I need an introduction to author identifiers (context,
issues...)

I need practical training in author identifiers
(account creation, discovery of functionalities...)

IdHAL (n = 4098)

Having an up-to-date list
of my work (49%)

External request (41.7%)

Having an online profile
(30.3%)

Making my work easier
(17.7%)

Distinguishing myself
from other researchers
(11.1%)

Tracking citations of my
publications (10.8%)

Other (9.7%)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MYes No

ORCID (n = 4910)

External request (59.1%)

Having an up-to-date list
of my work (41.6%)

Having an online profile
(39.1%)

Making my work easier
(22.2%)

Distinguishing myself
from other researchers
(21.7%)

Tracking citations of my
publications (17.1%)

Other (4.2%)

3427

I don't know

ResearcherID (n = 1959)

Tracking citations of my
publications (38.3%)

Having an up-to-date list
of my work (35.9%)

Having an online profile
(35%)

External request (29%)

Distinguishing myself
from other researchers
(14.5%)

Making my work easier

(13.9%)

Other (13.3%)

725

792

Scopus Author ID
(n = 1391)

Tracking citations of my
publications (41.7%)

Having an up-to-date
list of my work
(34.1%)

External request (30.1%)

Having an online profile
(28.7%)

Other (15.8%)

Distinguishing myself
from other
researchers (14%)

Making my work easier
(13.7%)

FIGURE 4 Needs for support on
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possible.

www.learned-publishing.org

© 2024 The Author(s).

Learned Publishing published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of ALPSP.

Learned Publishing 2024

85U8017 SUOWWIOD 3AIKERID 3|qedljdde au Aq paueAob a1e 9Pl VO ‘SN J0 S9N 104 Akeiq 1 8UIIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUe-SWLBH LD A8 |IMAle1q 1]BUI|UO//SHNY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiie | 83 88S *[7202/TT/20] U ArigiTauluO A8|IN ‘80ue.H 8UeI400D Aq OY9T 'des|/Z00T OT/I0p/L00 A8 | 1M Aelq1jeul uo;/Sdny woly papeojumod ‘0 ‘/S8YTY.T



Adoption and use of author identifier services 7 of 9

FIGURE 5 Needs for support on
author identifiers according to disci-
pline. Only one answer possible.

FIGURE 6 Support needs on
author identifiers according to age.
Only one answer possible.

I need an introduction to author identifiers (context, _
issues)

I need practical training in author identifiers (account _
creation, discovery of functionalities, etc.)

0O 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Total population B Sciences, Technology, and Medicine (STM) ™ Humanities and Social Sciences (HSS)

I need an introduction to author identifiers (context, -

issues...)

I need practical training in author identifiers (account —

creation, discovery of functionalities...)

o

10 20 30 40 50 60

M Under 30yearsold  m31-45 years old 46-55 yearsold M56yearsand over

Face-to-face training

Online training

Tutorials/guides

FIGURE 7 Forms of support
required. Results expressed as a per-
centage in relation to the number of
respondents who declared they
needed support (n = 2518). Multiple
answers possible.

(Heusse & Cabanac, 2022) reported that 17.1% and 41.8% of
researchers respectively had an ORCID account. Although the
data from these two studies was collected more than 3 years
before the present study, it seems that this proportion of
respondents with an ORCID account (80.1%) is probably over-
estimated. This could indicate a probable bias in the recruitment
of researchers to complete this questionnaire. Indeed,
researchers who are familiar with AIDs and have an account on
these tools, including ORCID, were probably more likely to
respond to this questionnaire than those who were not, or who

Personalized appointment-type support from your
library or documentary service, your laboratory or...

Other

o
=
o
N
o
w
o
5
o
0
o
[oa}
o
~
o
[0}
o

were less familiar with AIDs. With the exception of IdHAL,
respondents with an account on the other four AlIDs are over-
represented in the STM group. This over-representation of STM
respondents on the ArXivID, ResearcherID and Scopus Author
ID identifiers is the consequence of their STM orientation. In
accordance with previous studies carried out in French universi-
ties (Boudry & Durand-Barthez, 2020; Heusse &
Cabanac, 2022), respondents who reported having an ORCID
account were also over-represented in STM disciplines. It is
important to note that responses to the question ‘Do you know
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or have an account on another AID?’ highlights the confusion
between AlDs, accounts, academic social networks and authenti-
cation tools. The proliferation of online accounts and the way
they can be created seems to be confusing for some
researchers.

The reasons for creating an account on the five AlDs studied
vary. The main reason for creating an ORCID or IdHAL account is
external requests in over 50% of cases (external requests from
institutions or publishers, requests from thesis or laboratory
supervisors) (Table 2). This can be explained by the numerous
incentives (especially from publishers when submitting articles),
or institutional requests, relayed by the laboratory supervisor,
encouraging researchers to create an ORCID or an IdHAL
account. It should also be noted that for all the AIDs studied, with
the exception of IdHAL, thesis or laboratory supervisors had little
influence on the researchers’ decision to create an account. The-
sis and/or laboratory supervisors have a prescriptive role encour-
aging researchers to have an IdHAL account, so that their
publications are present on the open archive HAL. This is in
accordance with French national policies, which strongly encour-
age the submission of publications on the French national open
archive HAL.

Surprisingly, very few researchers use these services to
‘facilitate their work’ (e.g., to limit data entry, to automatically
exchange information), although this use is described in the lit-
erature as very useful and promising for researchers (Haak
et al., 2012; Meadows et al., 2019). This could be explained by
the fact that researchers reported using AIDs mainly to
respond to external requests. In such cases, researchers are
not encouraged to discover and use the full functionalities of
AIDs, but only those entailed by these external requests. This
is pointed out for ORCID in the ORCID Strategic Plan 2022-
2025, which mentions that ‘users are confused about what
ORCID is, what it does and what features it offers’ (From
Vision to Value, 2021). Many researchers have partially identi-
fied one of the main benefits of using AIDs, that is, differenti-
ating themselves from other researchers, perhaps because this
study was conducted in France, where the problems of homon-
ymy or transliteration are less acute than in other parts of the
world (e.g., Asia).

Concerning support needs for AlDs, they are considerable,
since more than 30% of the researchers indicated that they
needed an introduction to, or practical training in these tools.
Surprisingly, after the COVID crisis, which led to the develop-
ment and generalization of online training, more than 30% of
researchers still requested face-to-face interventions or personal-
ized support. This strong demand for training should reassure
those involved in training in the services they offer: in 2020,
more than 70% of French university libraries offered support for
AIDs (Letrouit et al., 2021).

In conclusion, the results of this national survey provide
insight into the adoption and use of AIDs in France. This study
should be helpful for stakeholders when adapting their policies
and guiding and supporting researchers in the use of these
tools.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

All authors contributed to the study conception and design. Data
collection was performed by Christophe Boudry and Aline Bou-
chard. Data analysis was performed by Christophe Boudry and
Aline Bouchard. The first draft of the manuscript was written by
Christophe Boudry and all authors commented on previous ver-
sions of the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final
manuscript.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This research project was supported by the French Ministry of
Higher Education and Research and received financial support as
part of the second National Plan for Open Science. The authors
would like to thank the data protection officer of Normandie Uni-
versity for her help in ensuring compliance with the rules in force
regarding data collection. We would also like to thank David
Aymonin, Isabelle Blanc, Odile Contat, André Dazy, lsabelle
Mauger Perez, Nicolas Morin and Adeline Rege for their help in
defining the project and drafting the questionnaire.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT

The survey was anonymous and validated by the data protection
officer of Normandie University to ensure compliance with the
rules in force regarding data collection and processing. Although
the questionnaire was anonymous, some respondents entered
personal information in the free-entry zone. This personal data
was restricted to the investigating team and was removed before
analysis of the results.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The survey data is available on ‘Recherche Data Gouv’: Boudry,
Christophe; Bouchard, Aline, 2024, ‘Enquéte nationale
“Utilisation et usages des identifiants numériques chercheurs en
France™. Recherche Data Gouv. 10.57745/1BHIOY.

REFERENCES

Armstrong, D., Haak, L., Meadows, A., & Stone, A. (2015). ORCID
2015 survey report.

Bello, M., & Galindo-Rueda, F. (2020). Charting the digital transforma-
tion of science: Findings from the 2018 OECD International Sur-
vey of Scientific Authors (ISSA2).

Bohannon, J., & Doran, K. (2017). Introducing ORCID. Science,
356(6339), 691-692. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.356.
6339.691

Boudry, C., & Durand-Barthez, M. (2020). Use of author identifier ser-
vices (ORCID, ResearcherID) and academic social networks (aca-
demia.Edu, ResearchGate) by the researchers of the University of
Caen Normandy (France): A case study. PLoS One, 15(9),
€0238583. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0238583

www.learned-publishing.org

© 2024 The Author(s).

Learned Publishing 2024

Learned Publishing published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of ALPSP.

35US017 SUOWIWOYD) SR 3|aeal|dde ayy Ag pausenob ale sajonte YO ‘asn Jo sa|ni Joj AreiqiauluQ A3[1AA UO (SUONIPUOD-pUe-SWIBIW0D A3 | 1M Afeiq 1 RUIUO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWB | 3Y3 39S *[7202/TT/20] Uo Arliqgi auluo 4|1 ‘@ouelH aueiydo) Aq 0r9T dea|/Z00T 0T/I0pod A3 1M Areiq1puljuo//sdny wolj papeojumod ‘0 /S8y T.T


https://doi.org/10.57745/1BHIOY
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.356.6339.691
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.356.6339.691
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0238583

Adoption and use of author identifier services 9 of 9

Citrome, L. (2016). Open researcher and contributor ID: ORCID now
mandatory for Wiley journals. International Journal of Clinical Prac-
tice, 70(11), 884-885. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcp.12912

Craft, A. R. (2020). Managing researcher identity: Tools for
researchers and librarians. Serials Review, 46(1), 44-49. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2020.1720897

Fenner, M., & Haak, L. (2014). Unique identifiers for researchers. In S.
Bartling & S. Friesike (Eds.), Opening science: The evolving guide on
how the internet is changing research, collaboration and scholarly
publishing (pp. 293-296). Springer International Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-00026-8_21

Fernandez-Marcial, V., Gonzalez-Solar, L., & Vale, A. (2023). Is ORCID
your ID? A case study at the Faculty of Arts and Humanities of
the University of Porto. Learned Publishing, 36(4), 564-576.
https://doi.org/10.1002/leap.1562

From Vision to Value. (2021). ORCID’s 2022-2025 strategic plan.

Gasparyan, A. Y., Akazhanov, N. A.,, Voronov, A. A, & Kitas, G. D.
(2014). Systematic and open identification of researchers and
authors: Focus on open researcher and contributor ID. Journal of
Korean Medical Science, 29(11), 1453-1456. https://doi.org/10.
3346/jkms.2014.29.11.1453

Haak, L. L., Fenner, M., Paglione, L., Pentz, E., & Ratner, H. (2012).
ORCID: A system to uniquely identify researchers. Learned Pub-
lishing, 25(4), 259-264. https://doi.org/10.1087/20120404

Heusse, M.-D., & Cabanac, G. (2022). ORCID growth and field-wise dynam-
ics of adoption: A case study of the Toulouse scientific area. Learned
Publishing, 35(4), 454-456. https://doi.org/10.1002/leap.1451

Jinha, A. E. (2010). Article 50 million: An estimate of the number of
scholarly articles in existence. Learned Publishing, 23(3), 258-263.
https://doi.org/10.1087/20100308

Letrouit, C., Cachard, P.-Y., Dupuis, M., & Froment, B. (2021). La place
des bibliothéques universitaires dans le développement de la
science ouverte. www.enseignementsup-recherche.gouv.fr/fr/la-
place-des-bibliotheques-universitaires-dans-le-developpement-de-
la-science-ouverte-47671

Macgregor, G., Lancho-Barrantes, B. S., & Pennington, D. R. (2023).
Measuring the concept of PID literacy : User perceptions and
understanding of PIDs in support of open scholarly infrastructure.
Open Information Science, 7(1),20220142. https://doi.org/10.
1515/0pis-2022-0142

Meadows, A. (2019). Listening to our users: What we learned from
our 2019 community survey. https://info.orcid.org/listening-to-
our-users-what-we-learned-from-our-2019-community-survey/

Meadows, A., Armstrong, D., Laurel, H., & Wilkinson, L. J. (2017).
ORCID 2017 community survey report.

Meadows, A., & Haak, L. (2018). How persistent identifiers can save
scientists time. FEMS Microbiology Letters, 365(15), fny143.
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsle/fny143

Meadows, A., Haak, L. L., & Brown, J. (2019). Persistent identifiers:
The building blocks of the research information infrastructure.
Insight, 32(1), 9. https://doi.org/10.1629/uksg.457

Memon, A. R., & Azim, M. E. (2019). Open researcher and contributor
identifier and other author identifiers: Perspective from Pakistan.
Journal of the Pakistan Medical Association, 69(6), 888-891.

Mering, M. (2017). Correctly linking researchers to their journal arti-
cles: An overview of unique author identifiers. Serials Review,
43(3-4), 265-267. https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2017.
1386056

Mikki, S., Zygmuntowska, M., Gjesdal, @. L., & Al Ruwehy, H. A
(2015). Digital presence of Norwegian scholars on academic net-
work sites-where and who are they? PLoS One, 10(11), e€0142709.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0142709

Ministére de I'Enseignement Supérieur et de la Recherche. (2023).
L'état de I'emploi scientifique en France—Edition 2023. www.

enseignementsup-recherche.gouv.fr/fr/etat-emploi-scientifique-
en-france-2023

Morgan, M., & Eichenlaub, N. (2018). Author identifier analysis: Name
authority control in two institutional repositories. In Proceedings
of the International Conference on Dublin Core and Metadata Appli-
cations (pp. 113-116).

ORCID. (2024). ORCID. https://orcid.org/

Pampel, H., Schrader, A. C., Vierkant, P., Dreyer, B., Glagla-Dietz, S.,
Schirrwagen, J., & Summann, F. (2023). Lessons learned from
ORCID DE—A project-driven initiative to promote author identifi-
cation in Germany. Learned Publishing. 37(2), 117-124. https://
doi.org/10.1002/leap.1597

Porter, S. J. (2022). Measuring research information citizenship across
ORCID practice. Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics, 7.
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2022.779097

Schnieders, K., Mierz, S., Boccalini, S., Meyer zu Westerhausen, W.,
Hauschke, C., Hagemann-Wilholt, S., & Schulze, S. (2022). ORCID
coverage in research institutions—Readiness for partially auto-
mated research reporting. Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analyt-
ics, 7. https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2022.1010504

Teixeira da Silva, J. A. (2020). ORCID: Issues and concerns about its
use for academic purposes and research integrity. Annals of Library
and Information Studies, 67(4), 246-250. http://nopr.niscair.res.in/
handle/123456789/55973

Tran, C. Y., & Lyon, J. A. (2017). Faculty use of author identifiers and
researcher networking tools. College and Research Libraries, 78(2),
171-182. https://doi.org/10.5860/crl.78.2.171

Wang, T., Li, Z, Huang, S., & Yang, B. (2024). Is ORCID a reliable
source for CV analysis? Exploring the data availability of ORCID
academic profiles. Scientometrics. 129, 1637-1662. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11192-024-04944-1

Warner, S. (2010). Author identifiers in scholarly repositories. Journal
of Digital Information, 11(1), 1-10.

Xu, S. B., & Hu, G. (2024). Rethinking the author name ambiguity
problem and beyond: The case of the Chinese context. Account-
ability in Research, 1-24. https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.
2024.2349115

Youtie, J., Carley, S., Porter, A. L, & Shapira, P. (2017). Tracking
researchers and their outputs: New insights from ORCIDs. Sci-
entometrics, 113(1), 437-453. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-
017-2473-0

Learned Publishing 2024

© 2024 The Author(s).

www.learned-publishing.org

Learned Publishing published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of ALPSP.

85U8017 SUOWWIOD 3AIKERID 3|qedljdde au Aq paueAob a1e 9Pl VO ‘SN J0 S9N 104 Akeiq 1 8UIIUO AB]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUe-SWLBH LD A8 |IMAle1q 1]BUI|UO//SHNY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiie | 83 88S *[7202/TT/20] U ArigiTauluO A8|IN ‘80ue.H 8UeI400D Aq OY9T 'des|/Z00T OT/I0p/L00 A8 | 1M Aelq1jeul uo;/Sdny woly papeojumod ‘0 ‘/S8YTY.T


https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcp.12912
https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2020.1720897
https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2020.1720897
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-00026-8_21
https://doi.org/10.1002/leap.1562
https://doi.org/10.3346/jkms.2014.29.11.1453
https://doi.org/10.3346/jkms.2014.29.11.1453
https://doi.org/10.1087/20120404
https://doi.org/10.1002/leap.1451
https://doi.org/10.1087/20100308
http://www.enseignementsup-recherche.gouv.fr/fr/la-place-des-bibliotheques-universitaires-dans-le-developpement-de-la-science-ouverte-47671
http://www.enseignementsup-recherche.gouv.fr/fr/la-place-des-bibliotheques-universitaires-dans-le-developpement-de-la-science-ouverte-47671
http://www.enseignementsup-recherche.gouv.fr/fr/la-place-des-bibliotheques-universitaires-dans-le-developpement-de-la-science-ouverte-47671
https://doi.org/10.1515/opis-2022-0142
https://doi.org/10.1515/opis-2022-0142
https://info.orcid.org/listening-to-our-users-what-we-learned-from-our-2019-community-survey/
https://info.orcid.org/listening-to-our-users-what-we-learned-from-our-2019-community-survey/
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsle/fny143
https://doi.org/10.1629/uksg.457
https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2017.1386056
https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2017.1386056
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0142709
http://www.enseignementsup-recherche.gouv.fr/fr/etat-emploi-scientifique-en-france-2023
http://www.enseignementsup-recherche.gouv.fr/fr/etat-emploi-scientifique-en-france-2023
http://www.enseignementsup-recherche.gouv.fr/fr/etat-emploi-scientifique-en-france-2023
https://orcid.org/
https://doi.org/10.1002/leap.1597
https://doi.org/10.1002/leap.1597
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2022.779097
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2022.1010504
http://nopr.niscair.res.in/handle/123456789/55973
http://nopr.niscair.res.in/handle/123456789/55973
https://doi.org/10.5860/crl.78.2.171
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-024-04944-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-024-04944-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2024.2349115
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2024.2349115
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2473-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2473-0

	 Adoption and use of author identifier services: A French national survey
	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	RESULTS
	Socio‐demographic characteristics of the respondents
	Familiarity with AIDs
	Awareness and having an account with AIDs
	Reasons for creating an account with one or more AID
	Actual use of AIDs
	Needs and forms of support required for AIDs

	DISCUSSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	REFERENCES


