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Abstract  
Social networks play significant role not only in entertainment but also can improve the effectiveness of 
business and scientific processes. IT tools accelerate the knowledge dissemination, promote provided 
services or goods but also scientific achievements. At present researchers and scientists not only have 
to find interesting, up to date and significant topic of research, plan and perform the research in 
accordance with the methodology. They have to analyze and clearly visualize collected data and 
describe the final outcomes, prepare the scientific articles, but also effectively manage the research 
teams and widely promote the research and achievements. In today’s fast changing and digital world, 
single researcher is not able to perform the whole complex research process on global scale and in 
a short time. Also, after performing the hard research work, the outcomes should by widely disseminated 
to promote the results, the author and the research organization. Research results have to reach a large, 
global audience, otherwise they could be not noticed or quickly forgotten. In this case very useful can 
be specialized social network sites like ResearchGate or Google Scholar. They integrate researchers 
with similar or supplementary interests, allow for building scientific portfolio by adding papers, research 
data, projects description. They can be also successfully used for improving communication, give the 
possibility of worldwide promotion of research outcomes and offer useful mechanisms for evaluation 
and comparison of educators, academics and research centers.  

The aim of the article is to present and compare the usage of specialized social network platforms by 
MCSU business researchers. The author compares two popular platforms Google Scholar and 
ResearchGate. The article contains the characteristics of analyzed platforms, main profits and problems 
related to their usage and comparison of offered functionalities. The main part of the paper is the 
quantitative analysis of business researchers’ profiles on ResearchGate and Google Scholar. The data 
collected in April 2018 were used to answer the following research questions: If SNS platforms are 
widely used by the researchers?, What are the values of main metrics provided by both systems? and 
What are the differences between profiles created on explored platforms by various groups of users? 

The literature research, analysis of services offered by the explored portals and performed quantitative 
analysis indicate that possessing SNS profile is not very popular among analyzed researchers. Metrics 
presented by Google Scholar are higher than available on ResearchGate. However, RG presents more 
metrics which allow for a more in-depth achievements analysis. The author experiences and opinions 
of active SNS users indicate that use of specialized social networks is easy and intuitive. The main initial 
barrier is manual profile creating. Many activities like metrics calculation, development of the publication 
list is performed automatically without the extra effort of the researchers. Therefore, it is worth to create 
the profile in social network sites for researchers to be more recognizable and boost the development 
of scientific career.  

Keywords: social network, specialized social network, SNS, ResearchGate, Google Scholar, business 
scientist, comparative analysis, WEB 2.0, research evaluation, research evaluation metrics, researcher 
reputation. 

1 INTRODUCTION 
Web services that allow for developing user profile, creating a list of connected users and writing, 
viewing or traversing the list of connections made by other users are called social network sites (SNS). 
SNS can be defined also as web services that allows for developing user profile, articulating a list of 
users and exchanging the data. SNS are usually interactive, web-based applications used to create and 
share content. The content is created mostly by users and can be shared with individual users or groups 
of SNS members. Nowadays, people can use many popular social networks Facebook, YouTube, 
WhatsApp, WeChat and Instagram for both entertainment, education and work. These platforms attract 
also the researchers and industry experts, because they offer worldwide connectivity, real time 
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communication, information sharing, targeted communication and promotion with minimal effort and 
mostly free of charge. The most popular specialized social networking platforms for academics are: 
Google Scholar, ResearchGate, ResearcherID, ORCID and LinkedIn. They are mostly used for sharing 
the research ideas, information about the research progress, but also to get access to the work of global 
experts, build scientific networks or for self-promotion. 

The usage of specialized social networks was explored by many researchers. They analyzed both their 
usefulness, benefits, but also criticize their disadvantages and defects. Yu et al. stress that research 
performance becomes increasingly important for academic institutions in competition. Therefore, they 
examined if ResearchGate metrics demonstrate the researcher effectiveness in comparison with SciVal 
metrics. The conclusion was that RG score is effective indicator for measuring individual researcher 
performance [4]. Many benefits of using RG was noticed by Nicholas et al. The researchers especially 
appreciate its possibility to build and measure the scientific reputation [5]. However, they stress also that 
RG is trying to change scholarly communication by disintermediating publishers as deliverers of 
researchers’ reputation. Orduna-Malea et al. also investigated if RG score creates academics 
reputation. They examined 104 authors with high values of RG metrics and concluded that high scores 
are built from activities related to asking and answering questions on the portal. Researchers conclude 
that high scores are granted to active RG users who interacts with other users.  

Researchers addressed also the problems and disadvantages of using specialized social networks. 
Thelwall and Kousha examined age, discipline, audience, size and impact of ResearchGate articles and 
found out that the portal is dominated by recent articles and the underrepresented disciplines are arts 
and humanities, health professions and decision sciences [1]. Specialized social networks are also 
accused of copyright infringement. Jamali explored 500 full text articles available on ResearchGate and 
showed that above half of the papers infringed the copyright or were non-compliant with publishers’ 
policy. The vast majority of non-compliant cases were caused by authors that uploaded publishers’ 
version of the article [6]. Finally, a critical look on RG portal is also presented by Kraker and Lex. They 
describe the RG score shortcomings: intransparency, incorporating journals impact factor to evaluate 
single researcher and not reconstructable changes in the score [7].  

The pros and cons of Google Scholar are analyzed by Jacsó. The author presents the potential users 
of Google Scholar site and concludes that GS is an excellent and free of charge tool for discovering and 
retrieving of scholarly information [9]. Harzing and Van der Wal analyzed Google Scholar as an 
alternative source of scientific data. They claim that because wide range of data sources GS presents 
more comprehensive citation coverage especially in the area of business and management. 
Researchers stress also that free access to GS improves a democratization of citation analysis [12]. 
Also Noruzi indicates the benefits of GS. The researcher stresses that using GS scientists can easily 
trace interconnections among authors citing articles on similar topic. This tool allows for monitoring the 
popularity of the article and on this basis, decide what research to carry out in the future [13.] Shultz 
claims that GS has many benefits, intuitive interface, allow to find easily resources that are hardly to find 
in other databases. However, she presents also some disadvantages: access to gray literature, lack of 
reliable advanced search functions, presenting also not scholarly materials [14]. 

Many research papers present also the comparison of the social portals used by researchers. Falagas 
et al. compared strengths and weaknesses of PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar 
[10]. Bar-Ilan tried to answer the question Which h-index, provided by WoS, Scopus or Google Scholar 
is the best measure of reputation [11]. Shultz compares test searches in PubMed and Google Scholar 
[14]. Kulkarni et al. compare the citations in WoS, Scopus, and Google Scholar for articles published in 
general medical journals [15]. Finally, Jacso presents the comparison of major features of the Web of 
Science, Scopus, and Google Scholar [16]. 

Specialized social networks are very powerful, easy to access and intuitive tools. Its usage brings many 
benefits but also they can be a source of new problems. Many papers address the functions, metrics, 
benefits and lacks of specialized networks. The articles are highly cited, so the topic is relevant and 
important for the development of scientific community. However, many of the articles were published 
after the launching of Google Scholar (2004) and before 2010. Since then the SNS platforms were 
significantly improved, new metrics were introduced, user interfaces updated and more effective 
searching algorithms implemented. Therefore construction, functioning and metrics provided by 
specialized social network platforms, but also the way of its usage should be still explored.  

The aim of this article is to compare Google Scholar and ResearchGate usage by the business 
researchers. In the next parts of the article the author presents the characteristics of two most popular 
social networks for scientists (ResearchGate and Google Scholar) and the description of their metrics. 
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The second part contains the comparative analysis of SNS usage by the business scientists from Maria 
Curie-Sklodowska University including popularity of Research Gate and Google Scholar, average 
values of main RG and GS metrics and relations between provided metrics. 

2 RESEARCHGATE AND GOOGLE SCHOLAR METRICS 

2.1 ResearchGate and its metrics 
ResearchGate (RG) is a social network platform for researchers, educators and scientists available at 
www.researchgate.net. The platform was created in 2008 and it’s mostly used for sharing research 
items, finding collaborators and asking for feedback [17]. Nowadays RG is one of the largest academic 
social network.  It has above 15 mln users, contains over 100 mln publication pages and has over 90 
mln monthly visits [2]. ResearchGate service is worldwide recognized service. According to Nature 
research, more than 88% researched scientists and engineers was aware of RG platform. Only the 
Google Scholar got a better result [3]. 

RG is free of charge. Unregistered users can read the content, however to get the full access to the 
portal users have to register and create user profile (Figure 1).  

 
Figure 1: Sample ResearchGate user profile 

Source: own work with ResearchGate. 

Registered users can upload research content and research proposals to build scientific portfolio. They 
can also use platform tools for fast communication and following the activities of other researchers.  

Very useful mechanism for comparing scientists and research units is RG research metrics system. 
ResearchGate provides many useful research metrics and scores. These metrics can be used in the 
recruitment process of the academics [8] and as a performance indicators for research institutions [4]. 
The metrics provided by RG are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: Characteristics of the RG metrics 

No. Metric/Score Description 
1. RG Score Measures the scientific reputation of RG portal user. It is based on published 

research and contributions to ResearchGate like questions, answers and 
followers. 

2. Total Research 
Interest 

The sum of the research interest of each research item added by the author. The 
metric is based on citations, reads and recommendations. 

3. Citations How many times a researcher’s publication has been referred to in other scientific 
publications. 

4. h-index The author-level metric that measures the productivity and citation impact of the 
publications of given scientist. 
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5. Recommendations How many times the work of RG user was recommended by other members of the 
ResearchGate community. 

6. Reads How often a researcher’s work (full text or summary) was accessed on 
ResearchGate. 

7. Research items Number of publications and other items uploaded to ResearchGate. 
8. Projects Number of projects created on RG. 
9. Questions Number of questions asked by the profile owner. Shows how much of an impact 

the researcher is having on the platform. 
10. Answers Number of answers given by the profile owner. 
11. Following Number and the list of researchers followed by the profile owner. 
12. Followers Number and the list of researchers that follow the author. 

Source: own work. 

ResearchGate offers a lot of metrics but sometimes they are criticized for the intransparency, especially 
RG score. Therefore to improve the transparency RG portal provider supplemented RG Score with other 
measures: Total Research Interest, Reads, Citations, Recommendations. The platform presents also 
the information about the questions, answers following researchers and followers that can be used to 
explore not only the achievements, but also research interests and communication ability of the 
researchers. 

ResearchGate brings many benefits, however it generates also some risks and problems. The 
advantages and disadvantages of ResearchGate are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2: The advantages and disadvantages of ResearchGate 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• mechanism for promoting scientists, research organizations, 
• free of charge, 
• reading papers doesn’t require registration, 
• uploading many types of research content, 
• offers easy communication tools, 
• provides private rooms for sharing confidential content, 
• using crawlers to find the articles, 
• users metrics like RG Score, Total Research Interest 

allowing for researchers comparison. 

• published content doesn’t require peer 
review, 

• can infringe publisher's copyright, 
• intransparent RG score metrics, 
• some profiles are created automatically 

(not owned by real researchers), 
• uses crawlers to find the articles on 

authors’ or publishers’ webpages, and 
presents found items as it were 
uploaded by the authors. 

Source: own work. 

The portal is developing rapidly so the benefits perceived by the users have to exceed the noticed 
problems. ResearchGate is nowadays one of the most popular social networking platform. The 
researchers, scientists should not only use it, but it can be also the field of scientific research and 
valuable analysis.  

2.2 Google Scholar and its metrics 
Google Scholar is a free biographic database or specialized search engine available 
https://scholar.google.com. The platform was launched in 2004. It indexes the metadata and the full 
texts of scientific papers. The portal indexes many types of research items: journal articles, e-books, 
conference proceedings, dissertations, abstracts, preprints, but also patents and other research 
literature [18]. The platform allows to search for digital research items. It offers simple and advanced 
search mechanism (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Google Scholar advanced search 

Source: https://scholar.google.com/#d=gs_asd (access 2019-04-03). 

The results list is sorted by the author’s ranking and the number of references that are linked to it. The 
ranking algorithm prefers mainly the number of citations and words used in the article title. The portal 
offers mechanism for saving the found article (Star), easy way for making different styles of references 
(quotation marks), list of articles that cite the found article (Cited by), a list of closely related articles 
(Related articles), number of citations and list of articles citing the found article available on Web of 
Science (Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3: Mechanisms offered by Google Scholar 

Source: https://scholar.google.com/#d=gs_asd (access 2019-04-03). 

If the full version of the article is publicly available it can be easy opened by clicking the hyperlink on the 
right side of article metadata. GS provides also lists of top journals and top publications in different 
languages. Academics can explore publications in many available research areas: categories and 
subcategories.  

In order to gain access to more functions of Google Scholar researchers can create GS profile. The 
profile can be used to build the publication portfolio and automatically calculate the metrics (Figure 4). 

 
Figure 4: Sample user profile on Google Scholar 

Source: https://scholar.google.com/#d=gs_asd (access 2019-04-03). 

User’s profile provides the access to all indexed papers developed by the author with the number of 
citations and the year publication. It presents also the citations metrics, h-index and i10-index. Google 
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Scholar shows the total metrics of the researcher but also its values for the recent five years. The 
characteristics of the metrics provided by Google Scholar are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3: Characteristics of the Google Scholar metrics 

 

No. Metric Description 
1. Citations Number of citations to all publications. 

2. Citations 5 Number of new citations to all publications in the last five years. 

3. h-index The largest number of at least h articles that were cited at least h times. 

4. h5-index The largest number of at least h articles that were cited at least h times in the last five years. 

5. i10-index Number of publications with at least 10 citations. 

6. i10_5-index Number of publications with at least 10 citations in the last five years. 

7. Items Number of published items. 
Source: own work based on https://scholar.google.com/intl/en/scholar/metrics.html#metrics (access 2019-04-03) 

The number of conations, h-index and i10- index are counted in total or for the last for years of the 
scientific activity to show the impact of the recent research activities, Therefore, Google Scholar metrics 
can be used by researcher or university managers to explore visibility and influence of the articles or 
academics. They are also helpful to decide what topic of future research should be chosen and where 
to publish the outcomes. 

Google Scholar is very useful tool. Its main advantages are, ease of use, free of charge, automatic 
portfolio development and calculation of metrics and finally simple and helpful mechanism of searching 
for articles. The platform has also several disadvantages. It is mostly criticized for discrimination of new 
articles, despite the fact that they are more current, can’t occur at high positions in the search engine, 
because the number of their citations (used by sorting algorithm) is small. 

3 THE RESEARCH METHOD 

3.1 Research questions 
The data from ResearchGate and Google Scholar were explored to answer the following research 
questions: 

1 If specialized social network sites are frequently used by faculty members? 
2 What portal is more popular? 
3 If employees use only one portal or have profiles on both platforms? 
4 What are the values of main metrics provided by both systems? 
5 What portal shows higher values of the metrics? 
6 What are the main differences between various groups of profiles?  

3.2 The research procedure 
To answer the research questions the author analyzed the profiles owned by MCSU Faculty of 
Economics employees. The employees list (n=129) was created based on data available on the 
university web page. The information about SNS usage and profile characteristics were collected 
manually (to avoid the author name ambiguity) from ResearchGate and Google Scholar in April 2019. 
The research procedure is presented in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: The research procedure 

Source: own work. 

The data collected from the University web page contained employees name, surname, tittle, position, 
department and gender, Author collected data about 129 employees. Name surname and the affiliation 
was used to find the ResearchGate and Google Scholar profiles. From RG the values of the following 
metrics were collected: RG Score, Total Research Interest, Citations, h-index, Recommendations, 
Reads, Items, Projects, Questions, Answers, Following and Followers. From the Google Scholar the 
author downloaded data about: citations, h-index value , i10 – index value and number of published 
items. The collected data was stored in Microsoft Excel spreadsheet (Figure 6). 

 
Figure 6: Data collected from University web page, RG and GS.  

Source: own work. 

To perform the statistical analysis, the collected data were imported to PS IMAGO. Using this tool the 
author counted the descriptive statistics correlations between ResearchGate and Google Scholar 
metrics, also examined the significance of differences between groups of profile owners. Data 
visualization was performed in Microsoft Excel 2013. 

3.3 The research sample 
The author examined data of 129 MCSU Faculty of economics employees. The data were grouped by 
gender, title, and having profile on ResearchGate or Google Scholar. The characteristics of research 
sample was presented in Table 4. 

Table 4: Characteristics of the research sample 

Characteristic Count % 

Gender 
Female 69 53,49% 
Male 60 46,51% 

Title 

MSc 35 27,13% 
PhD 68 52,71% 
PhD with habilitation 5 3,88% 
Professor 21 16,28% 

Account on RG 
No 56 43,41% 
Yes 73 56,59% 

Preparing the research questions

Developing employees list (web page)

Retrieving data form ResearchGate and 
Google Scholar

Comparative analysis with PS IMAGO 
and visualization in Microsoft Excel

Conclusions and future research
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Account on GS 
No 75 58,14% 
Yes 54 41,86% 

Both accounts 
No 84 65,12% 
Yes 45 34,88% 

At least one account 
No 47 36,43% 
Yes 82 63,57% 

Source: own work. 

The most of the employees were women (53,5%). The majority of explored researchers had PhD title 
(52,7%) the least represented group had PhD with habilitation (post-doctoral degree) only 3,9%. 56,6% 
of the researchers had a profile on Research Gate and 41,9% were owners of Google Scholar profiles. 
Only 34,9% or explored academics had profiles on both explored social networks. 

4 DATA ANALYSIS 

4.1 Usage of Research Gate and Google Scholar 
The explored specialized social networks weren’t frequently used by the researchers from MCSU. Only 
57% of academics possessed the RG account. Almost 42% had a profile on Google Scholar. 35% of 
researches were registered on both accounts and 29% of academics exactly one account. Almost two-
thirds of academics created profile on at least one portal ResearchGate or Google Scholar (Figure 7).  

 
Figure 7: The percentage of profile owners 

Source: own work. 

The Chi-Square test didn’t show statistically significant differences between possessing profile on 
explored specialized social networks by male and female academics (Figure 8). 

 
Figure 8: The percentage of profile owners by gender 

Source: own work. 
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Slightly larger percentage of male researchers had profile on RG, GS or both platforms, however these 
differences aren’t significant. Bigger differences can be noticed among academics with different 
scientific title (Figure 9). 

 
Figure 9: The percentage of profile owners by title. Source: own work. 

51% of the youngest researchers (MSc) had a profile on ResearchGate (and only 25% on Google Scholar). 
Percentage of academics with PhD and professors was quite similar. About 57% of both groups members 
had an account on RG. On Google Scholar this difference was much bigger half of the academics with 
PhD had a profile while only one in three professors created an account on Google platform. The group 
the most represented group on SNS were academics with habilitation. 80% had an account on RG and 
60% on GS. The highest percentage of researchers with habilitation had also an account on both explored 
platforms (60%). The analysis show that Research Gate portal is more popular among explored groups of 
MCSU business researchers. 

4.2 Average values of RG and GS metrics  
In order to know and compare the average values of the ResearchGate and Google Scholar metrics the 
author have chosen from the employers list (n=129) only researchers that had accounts on both portals 
(n=45). The descriptive statistics: median, mean, maximum and standard deviation were counted for 16 
explored metrics. Twelve metrics (RG Score, Total Research Interest, citations, h-index, 
recommendations, reads, items, projects, questions, answers, following and followers) were presented by 
Research Gate and four (number of citations, h-index value, i10 – index value and number of published 
items) by Google Scholar (Table 5). 

Table 5: Aggregated values of main RG and GS metrics  
Metric Mean Median Maximum Standard Deviation 

RG_Score 4,42 3,70 15,96 4,04 
RG_Interest 26,09 14,70 141,60 32,19 
RG_Citations 21,69 8,00 184,00 39,58 
RG_h_index 1,71 1,00 7,00 1,56 
RG_Recommendations 5,53 2,00 68,00 11,17 
RG_Reads 1361,33 717,00 8621,00 1854,73 
RG_Items 17,67 13,00 69,00 14,20 
RG_Projects 1,38 1,00 6,00 1,56 
RG_Questions ,69 ,00 27,00 4,03 
RG_Answers 1,18 ,00 45,00 6,71 
RG_Following 49,47 22,00 1088,00 160,01 
RG_Followers 33,53 21,00 333,00 51,20 
GS_Citations 100,42 31,00 1089,00 184,89 
GS_h_index 4,02 3,00 12,00 2,65 
GS_i10_index 1,98 1,00 16,00 3,65 
GS_Items 36,82 30,00 100,00 25,26 

Source: own work. 

The mean RG Score was 4,42. Half of the explored academics had RG Score higher than 3,70. The 
average of Total Research Interest value was 26,9 (Me=14,7). Each academic published on average 18 
scientific items. The Maximal value of RG Score was 15,96 and Total Research Interest 141,60. 
Researcher with the highest number of items had 69 uploaded papers or other scientific outcomes. The 
analysis showed that RG portal is used not only for publishing the scientific works but also to build 
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scientific groups and following the work of others. The average of following researchers was 49 and the 
mean value of followers 33. Explored researchers didn’t use the RG portal for communication in a form 
of questions and answers the average value of Q&A was around 1. 

4.3 Metrics comparison 
Research Gate and Google Scholar provides different metrics. RG has twelve different measures and 
GS has four but measured totally and for the last five years (so they can be treated as eight different 
measures). Only three of metrics Citations, h-index and Items can be directly compared. According to 
RG each researcher was cited on average 22 times but 50% of researchers were cited less than 8 times. 
The maximal number of citations on RG was 184. The values of these metrics were much higher on 
Google Scholar (Figure 10). 

 
Figure 10: The average value of comparable RG and GS metrics by gender 

Source: own work. 

The average of GS citations was 100. Half of the researchers had the citation metrics higher than 31. 
Also the number of presented items was higher than on ResearchGate. Its average value was 37 
(Me=30). Average value of h-index was also higher on GS and its value for female and male was 
respectively 3,8 and 4,3 (for RG 1,5 and 2,0)  Male researchers had slightly higher values of all the 
comparable metrics, however the Mann-Whitney test showed no statistically significant differences 
between male and female researchers in this area. The differences of the comparable metrics values 
were bigger for groups of researchers with different scientific titles (Figure 11). 

 
Figure 11: The average value of comparable RG and GS metrics by gender. Source: own work. 
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The smallest values of all explored metrics were observer for young academics with MSc and the highest 
among the group of professors. The main differences can be observed in the area of citations reported 
by both ResearchGate and Google Score. The average value of citations of younger researchers was 
less than 12 while for professors it was more than 81. This was also confirmed by Google Scholar 
metrics where difference between the average score of researchers with PhD and academics after 
habilitation was nearly 200 citations and between PhD and professors nearly 340 citations. 

4.4 Relations between metrics 
The distribution of the metrics is not normal, therefore to check the correlation between main RG and 
GS metrics the Spearman correlation was used (Table 6). 

Table 6: Correlation between main RG and GS metrics  
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GS_Citations ,355* ,580** ,674** ,584** ,323* ,404** ,397** 0,278 -0,113 -0,106 0,091 0,239 1,000 ,928** ,908** ,676** 
GS_h_index ,316* ,509** ,599** ,564** ,298* ,341* ,311* 0,166 -0,053 -0,072 -0,039 0,160 ,928** 1,000 ,848** ,555** 
GS_i10_index ,386** ,560** ,699** ,616** 0,240 ,370* ,385** 0,226 -0,202 -0,152 0,004 0,225 ,908** ,848** 1,000 ,596** 
GS_Items ,446** ,510** ,441** ,386** ,456** ,434** ,734** ,561** -0,191 0,004 ,327* ,458** ,676** ,555** ,596** 1,000 
Source: own work. 

The analysis showed that RG Score is medium and highly correlated with the most explored metrics, 
except Questions and Answers. However, recently introduced RG metric - Total Research Interest 
seems to be better metrics, because it is stronger correlated with all monitored achievements like 
citations, recommendations, projects and followers. The correlation between RG_Citations and GS 
citations also RG_h-index and GS h-index is moderate (rho= ,674 and rho= ,564) and between 
RG_Items and GS_Items strong (rho=0,734). These metrics measure the same phenomena, however, 
give different results. For the group of explored researchers Google Scholar metrics were better, so they 
should be presented as the achievements when applying for a job or for a research grant. However the 
ResearchGate metrics are more detailed and allow for a more profound analysis of scientific 
achievements, so can be used by the university management staff. 

5 CONCLUSIONS 
The performed literature research and comparative analysis of Research Gate and Google Scholar 
indicate that specialized social networks are very useful tools for improving communication, building 
scientific portfolio, searching for interesting papers or valuable cooperators, but also for researchers 
evaluation. Analysis of SNS portals usage and provided metrics allow to conclude that: 

• Specialized social network sites like ResearchGate or Google Scholar are valuable tools for 
researchers, business representatives and university managers. They integrate scientists with 
similar or supplementary interests, allow for building scientific portfolio and can be successfully 
used for improving communication. Finally, SNS give the possibility of worldwide research 
promotion and offer useful mechanisms for researchers evaluation and comparison. 
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• Collecting the information form the explored platforms is quite easy. ResearchGate registered 
users can search, analyze and download the profile data without restrictions, however Google 
Scholar has mechanism that prevents collecting data by internet bots. During this research data 
were collected manually, but after downloading content of about 100 profiles Google blocked the 
access to Scholar platform, with the information “computer network may be sending automated 
queries. To protect our users we can’t process your query now”. The data collection was 
interrupted for some time. 

• Google Scholar portal is very helpful mostly in the literature research process and during the 
manuscript writing. It offers advanced search engine and useful tools for making references. 
ResearchGate could be more useful when it is necessary to find a person or the research 
organization conducting given type of the research. It offers search mechanism divided into 
sections: researchers, projects, publications, questions, jobs and institutions. 

• RG provides more metrics (RG Score, Total Research Interest, Citations, h-index 
Recommendations, Reads, Items, Projects, Questions, Answers, Following and Followers). They 
can be used for profound analysis of the researcher, however the values of comparative 
measures in Google Scholar are higher. Because wide range of data sources GS presents more 
comprehensive citation coverage especially in the area of business and therefore should be 
presented by the researchers as the achievements when applying for a job or for a research grant. 

• Google Scholar presents not only total value of the metrics but also the result for the last 5 years. 
5 year metrics could be the source of valuable information about the recent impact of the 
scientist’s work. 

• Only three of metrics provided by the explored platforms (Citations, Items and h-index) could be 
directly compared. The average of GS citations was 100 and for RG 22. Also the number of 
presented items was higher on Google Scholar the average researcher had 37 items while on 
ResearchGate only about 18. The average value of h-index value for RG and GS was respectively 
1,71 and 4,02. 

• The explored specialized social networks weren’t frequently used by the researchers from MCSU. 
Research Gate portal was more popular. 57% of explored academics possessed the RG account 
and only 42% had a profile on Google Scholar. There were no statistically significant differences 
between possessing profile on explored specialized social networks by male and female 
academics. 

• Huge differences were noticed among academics with different scientific title. The least 
represented were academics with MSc (RG 51% and GS 25%). The most represented group 
were academics with habilitation. 80% had an account on RG and 60% on GS. 

• ResearchGate portal was used mostly for building a portfolio, developing of project groups and 
following the work of others. The average of published items was 18, following researchers 49 
and followers 33. The explored researchers almost didn’t use the RG portal for communication in 
a form of questions and answers. 

• RG Score is medium and highly correlated with the most explored metrics, except Questions and 
Answers. However, recently introduced RG metric - Total Research Interest seems to be better 
metrics, because it is stronger correlated with all monitored achievements. The correlation 
between RG citations and GS citations (also RG h-index and GS h-index) is moderate, However 
between number of published items on RG and GS we can observe the strong relationship. 

6 FUTURE RESEARCH 
The performed analysis suggests that Research Gate and Google Scholar metrics can be useful tools 
for academics evaluation and comparison of researchers and departments. The future research will be 
therefore conducted in two areas: comparisons with other popular specialized social networks and 
exploring if academics form more and less prestigious universities have significantly higher values of 
these metrics. The author wants also to explore what are the reasons for using the specialized social 
networks and which factors discourage their use. 
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