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Abstract 
Google Scholar Metrics was launched in April 2012, offering a new system for the biblio-
metric evaluation of scientific journals by counting the bibliographic citations journals 
have received in Google Scholar. Its appearance ended the duopoly exercised by the Web 
of Science and Scopus databases. This paper aims to compare the coverage of these 
three databases and the similarity that may exist between rankings drawn from them. 
Communication journals indexed in the three databases were chosen as a sample. Bibli-
ographic searches were undertaken between the 17th and 20th of November, 2012. The h 
index of the 277 journals identified was calculated and the existing correlation between 
the rankings generated was determined. Google Scholar Metrics provides double the cov-
erage, reducing the English language bias of Web of Science and Scopus. Google Scholar 
Metrics produces higher h-index values (an average 47% higher than Scopus and 40% 
higher than Web of Science), allowing for a better determination of the journals’ position 
within the rankings. In conclusion, Google Scholar Metrics is a tool capable of identifying 
the foremost communication journals, offering results as reliable, dependable and valid 
as those generated by Web of Science and Scopus. 
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1. Introduction 
 

The launch of Google Scholar Metrics (GSM) in April 2012 was at first greeted 
with jubilation, given the novelty of its appearance as an original and singular 
tool for the evaluation of the impact of scientific journals. In addition, it brought 

healthy competition into the scientific information market, dominated until then 
by Thomson Reuters' Web of Science (WOS) and Elsevier's Scopus. This led to 

various analyses that have subjected the new product to critical assessment tri-
als. (Delgado López-Cózar & Cabezas, 2012a; Delgado López-Cózar & Robinson, 
2012; Jacsó, 2012). Amongst the numerous criticisms received, most notable 

were those directed at the unusual presentation of journal rankings by language, 
and not by scientific discipline, and the limitation of search results using key 

words from journal titles to only 20 documents. Aware of these criticisms, Google 
launched a new version in November 2012. Here Google opted for offering general 
rankings by language, but also by thematic area and discipline, although limiting 

this option only to journals in English, excluding the other nine languages in 
which Google offers lists of journals (Chinese, Portuguese, German, Spanish, 
French, Korean, Japanese, Dutch and Italian). Given the continued limit of only 

20 documents in the results display, one of the main functions of journal rank-
ings is made impossible: the comparison of the impact of journals belonging to a 

particular discipline or scientific speciality (Hodge & Lacasse, 2011).  
Communication journals have been placed within the thematic area of Humani-
ties, Literature and Arts, in two disciplines: Communication and Film. In each of 

these, only the 20 journals with the highest h index are shown. In order to over-
come these two limitations, and using various search procedures, the first objec-

tive of this paper is to provide a ranking for all those communication journals in-
dexed in GSM. There have been a number of papers on the impact of communica-
tion journals by citation analysis, though they have fundamentally centered on 

aspects such as establishing the scant coverage of the Thomson-Reuters data-
bases (Stephen, 2008), the validity of the impact indices as an evaluation indica-
tor (Houser, 2006), the national or international orientation of the journals (Lauf, 

2005), patterns of citation (So, 1988) and the similarity of journals based on net-
work analysis (Rice & al., 1988; Hakanen & Wolfram, 1995; Park & Leydesdorf, 

2009). Only Levine’s study (2010) dealt with measuring the impact of communi-
cation journals through Google Scholar, indicating the differences with the ISI 
database, although it covered only 30 journals. Therefore, the subject of this pre-

sent paper is unpublished. On the other hand, in order to trust a new biblio-
metric product in which the impact of journals is measured by citations, it is ad-
visable to test this by comparison with the rankings offered by WOS or Scopus, 

these being the standard reference systems in the world of scientific evaluation. 
These products have traditionally been criticised for their English language bias. 

Archambault & Gagné (2004) demonstrated how journals from the United States 
and Great Britain were significantly over-represented in the WOS, a problem 
which is more acute in social sciences and humanities. For this reason, it is ap-

propriate to investigate to what extent the new Google product is capable of elim-
inating this bias and offering considered, dependable and valid results (Cabezas 
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& Delgado López-Cózar, 2012b; Delgado López-Cózar & al., 2012). Therefore, the 
second objective of this paper consists of demonstrating to what extent the jour-

nal rankings generated by GSM coincide or differ from those of WOS and Scopus 
in the field of communication. 
 

2. Material and methods 
 

This study refers to scientific journals that deal with the phenomenon of commu-
nication (theory, history and research), media (press, radio and television), jour-
nalism, audiovisual media, cinema, rhetoric and journalistic message, advertising 

and public relations. In order to identify communication journals, the following 
sources of information have been consulted: 

 ULRICH’S International Directory, which is considered the largest and 
most up-to-date directory of periodic publications in the world. It re-

trieved all existing scientific journals (academic/scholarly) that had been 
indexed by topic in the categories («subjects»): «Communication», «Jour-
nalism», «Communication Television and Cable», «Communication Vid-

eo», «Advertising» and «Public Relations».  

 GSM: Two strategies were employed here: Firstly, any indexed journals 

in the Communication category were downloaded. It should be noted 
that they were curiously listed under «Humanities», «Literature & Arts» 
and not under «Social Sciences». Secondly, a series of searches in jour-

nal titles was undertaken using the following keywords: «Communica-
tion», «Mass Communications», «Communication Research», «Journal-

ism», «Media», «Film», «Advertising», «Cinema, Audiovisual», «Audio», «Ra-
dio», «Television», «Public Relations», «Public Opinion», «Movie». These 
searches were carried out in the following languages: English, French, 

Spanish, German, Italian, Portuguese, Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Ara-
bic, Russian, Turkish and Polish. 

 Communication & Mass Media Complete: Communication journals con-
sidered as «core», that is, entered in the database in their entirety (cover 

to cover). (www.ebscohost.com/academic/communication-mass-media-
complete).  

 WOS: Journals indexed in the topical categories of «Communication» 

and «Film, Radio & Television» (http://ip-science.thomsonreuters.com/-
mjl).  

- Scopus: Journals indexed in the topical categories of «Communication» and 
«Visual Arts and Performing Arts» (www.info.sciverse.com/scopus/scopus-in-
detail/facts).  

After a manual filter of the entries for each search, to identify the relevant jour-
nals for the subject area covered by this paper, all the information was download-

ed into a Microsoft Access® database, where titles were unified and any dupli-
cates eliminated. 
A total of 664 communication journals were identified. These journals were then 

searched for in GSM in the last week of November 2012. 277 journals appearing 
in appendix 1 (http://bit.ly/X7HFBO) were found. These are ordered according to 
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both the h index and the average number of citations obtained by the articles 
which contributed to the h index. The h index, which is the bibliometric indicator 

adopted by GSM to measure the impact of journals, was proposed by Jorge 
Hirsch in 2005 for use in measuring researcher performance but was immediately 
applied to journals (Braun & al., 2005). A journal has an index equal to h when h 

of its articles have received at least h citations each; that is, a journal with an h 
index of 22 is one which has published 22 articles with at least 22 citations for 

each of these articles. The h index has received substantial attention, leading to 
numerous studies, proposals of new indicators, and already has at least two bib-
liographical reviews (Alonso & al., 2009; Egghe, 2010). 

In order to carry out the comparative study with WOS and Scopus, the 277 jour-
nals located in GSM were searched for in these databases. Searches were limited 

to the same period as that used by GSM (2007-2011). Therefore, this comparative 
analysis only applies to the journals that are well represented in GSM and WOS 
(N=63) and in GSM and Scopus (N=102). Spearman's correlation coefficient (rho) 

was used, habitually employed in bibliometric studies in order to measure the 
grade of association between two variables according to their position in different 
rankings (Leydesdorf 2009; Bollen 2009; Torres-Salinas & al., 2010). The h indi-

ces of the journals offered by the three platforms were correlated according to the 
geographical origin of the publication, the language of the edition and the pub-

lishing house. 
 
3. Results 

 
3.1. Bibliographic control of communication journals 

 
664 communication journals have been identified by this study (Figure 1). Ul-
rich’s, the directory specialised in the control of periodical publications, was the 

system that located the highest number of journals. This was closely followed by 
GSM, a surprising fact when taking into account the general and open nature of 
the tool. Communication & Mass Media Complete also came close, a logical oc-

currence for an international database specialised in communication journals. 
The two large multidisciplinary databases (Scopus and WOS) had significantly 

lower coverage. However, it is worth noting that Web of Science contains 15 jour-
nals not registered in the other databases. 
What is truly unprecedented is the limited overlapping that exists between the 

databases. 65% of the journals (433) appear indexed in one database only (Figure 
1); Ulrich’s being once again the product with the widest coverage. This means, 
that in order to carry out a thorough inventory of communication journals, it is 

necessary to turn to several information systems, which come to be complemen-
tary. 
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Figure 1. Number of communication journals covered by Ulrich’s, Google Scholar Metrics, Com-

munication & Mass Media Complete, Scopus and Web of Science. 

 

 
3.2. H Index of the communication journals in Google Scholar Metrics 

(2007-11) 
 
Focusing on the primary objective of this paper, appendix 1 relates the 

communication journals ordered according to the h index provided by GSM for 
the period 2007-2011. As previously stated, there are 277 journals. As can be 

seen, GSM does not manage to cover half (41.7%) the sphere of communication 
journals circulating in the world. The strict criteria of inclusion adopted by GSM 
(journals with more than 100 published articles with at least one citation in the 

last 5 years), excludes a large number of publications unable to reach this 
threshold.  
The values of the h indices obtained are not particularly low: 70% of the journals 

have an index equal to or greater than 5, with a maximum value of 43 and a 
minimum of 1. This allows a relatively reliable identification of the leading 

journals within the speciality, indicating pronounced differences between 
journals. The first quartile of the h index is dominated by journals of English 
language origin (United States and United Kingdom) and written in English. Only 

five journals are not edited in these countries and only one is published in a 
language other than English. It is necessary to move down to the last positions in 

the second quartile in order to find Chinese, Spanish, Brazilian, French or 
Portuguese journals; even then, they do not represent more than a third of the 
journals in this quartile. 

3.3. Editorial composition of Google Scholar Metrics, Scopus and Web of Science. 
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The second objective of this paper is to compare GSM with WOS and Scopus, the 
traditional systems for the evaluation of the impact of journals by means of cita-

tion analysis. The main results obtained are set out below. 
From the point of view of size, GSM almost doubles (65.9%) the number of titles 
covered by Scopus and almost triples those indexed by WOS (figure 2). 

 

 
 

 
Figure 2. Number of communication journals covered by Google Scholar Metrics,  

Scopus and WOS. 

 
 

When considering the geographical origin of the journals covered (table 1), GSM 
reduces the English language bias that has historically stigmatized both WOS 
and Scopus, representing in a more balanced manner the actual importance of 

the different nations publishing journals (table 1). A simple comparison of the 
distribution of the 664 journals by countries that constitute the sphere of com-
munication journals identified in this study reveals how GSM is almost precisely 

adjusted to the volume of journal production in the world, as opposed to the 
completely biased distribution of WOS and Scopus. GSM not only indexes jour-

nals from more countries (30 GSM compared to 23 from Scopus and 13 from 
WOS), but also reduces the percentage of journals from the United States and the 
United Kingdom to 53.79%, compared to 74.85% from Scopus and 80.19% from 

WOS. Furthermore, it gives adequate room to countries with an undeniable 
weight in the production of journals, such as China and Brazil, whose journals do 

not even appear in WOS and only very nominally in Scopus. 
 

Table 1. Geographical origin covered by Google Scholar Metrics, Web of 

Science and Scopus 

Country 

Comm. 

Journals 

Google Scholar 

Metrics 
Scopus 

Web of  

Science 

Nº Journal % Nº Jou. % Nº Jou. % Nº Jou. % 

USA 219 33.5 80 28.9 71 42.5 45 42.4 

UK 145 22.2 69 24.9 54 32.3 39 37.7 

China 43 6.6 27 9.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Brazil 31 4.7 25 9.0 3 1.8 0 0.0 



 
 

 

 

© COMUNICAR, 41 (2013); e-ISSN: 1988-3293; Preprint Edition DOI: 10.3916/C41-2013-04 
 

Spain 27 4.1 20 7.2 8 4.8 6 5.7 

Germany 25 3.8 4 1.4 3 1.8 2 1.9 

Australia 20 3.1 4 1.4 3 1.8 2 1.9 

Netherlands 20 3.1 7 2.5 7 4.2 3 2.8 

Italy 12 1.8 3 1.1 1 0.6 1 0.9 

Canada 10 1.5 5 1.8 4 2.4 1 0.9 

France 9 1.4 5 1.8 4 2.4 3 2.8 

India 9 1.4 1 0.3 1 0.6 1 0.9 

Portugal 8 1.2 2 0.7 1 0.6 1 0.9 

Romania 8 1.2 1 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Russia 7 1.1 1 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Others 75 11.5 23 8.3 7 4.2 1 0.9 

Total 664  277  167  106  

 
 

If the publication language of the journals is analysed, a similar situation is 
found. GSM is better adjusted to the real use of different languages in existing 
communication journals throughout the world, eliminating the heavy English 

language bias of Scopus and WOS (Table 2). So, whilst Scopus and WOS only reg-
ister journals published in 7 different languages, GSM includes journals in 13 

languages. English, the principal publication language for communication jour-
nals, has a very different prominence depending on the database. It represents 
59.67% of GSM indexed journals (182) whilst in Scopus and WOS it reaches 

88.66% and 86.92% respectively (172 and 93 journals). Spanish is placed as the 
second language in all of the databases but its percentage of representation var-

ies between 5.15% in Scopus, 5.61% in WOS and 13.77% in GSM. It should be 
noted that, in GSM, Chinese and Portuguese are the third and fourth most used 
languages respectively (8.85% y 7.78%), whilst Scopus only registers one journal 

in Chinese (0.52%) and three in Portuguese (1.55%). WOS does not include either 
of these two languages (table 2).  
 

Table 2. Publication language of the journals covered by  

Google Scholar Metrics, Web of Science and Scopus 

Language 
Comm. 

Journals 

Google Scholar 

Metrics 
Scopus 

Web of  

Science 

Nº Jou. % Nº Jou. % Nº Jou. % Nº Jou. % 

English 465 70.0 181 65.3 153 91.6 93 87.8 

Spanish 61 9.2 42 15.2 10 6 6 5.7 

Chinese 43 6.5 27 9.7 1 0.6 0 0.0 

Portuguese 38 5.7 24 8.7 3 1.8 0 0.0 

French 31 4.7 12 4.3 4 2.4 4 3.8 

German 24 3.6 7 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Italian 11 1.7 2 0.7 1 0.6 1 0.9 

Russian 7 1.1 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Danish 4 0.6 1 0.4 1 0.6 0 0.0 

Japanese 4 0.6 3 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Romanian 4 0.6 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Polish 3 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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Croatian 2 0.3 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.9 

Dutch 2 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 

Norwegian 2 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Others 8 1.2 2      

Total 710  304  173  107  
 

Note: The journals can have more than one official language, for this reason the  

number of languages does not coincide with the total number of journals. 
 

 
However, when the distribution of journals is studied according to their pu-

blishing houses, the same pattern is found for all three products (Table 3). The 
same six publishing houses in the three databases (Routledge y Sage, Taylor & 
Francis, Wiley-Blackwell, John Benjamins, Oxford University Press), in equal 

measure, publish the majority of the journals. Nevertheless, as occurred with 
language and country of publication, it is true that GSM is much more open to all 
types of publishing houses, having a lower concentration. Therefore, if the 10 

most productive publishing houses represent 54.49% of the total in Scopus and 
65% in WOS, this only reaches 40% for GSM.  

 

 Table 3. Publishing Houses of the journals covered by  

Google Scholar Metrics, Web of Science and Scopus 

 Google Scholar Metrics Scopus Web of Science 

1 Routledge1 45 Routledge1 40 Routledge1 24 

2 
Sage Publica-

tions 
31 Sage Publications 24 Sage Publications 22 

3 Taylor & Francis 7 Taylor & Francis 7 Wiley-Blackwell  5 

4 Wiley-Blackwell  6 Wiley-Blackwell 5 Oxford University Press 4 

5 John Benjamins  5 John Benjamins 4 Intellect Ltd 3 

6 Intellect Ltd 4 
Oxford University 

Press 
3 Taylor & Francis 3 

7 

Universidad 

Complutense de 
Madrid 

4 De Gruyter Mouton 2 De Gruyter Mouton 2 

8 
Duke University 

Press 
3 

Inderscience Enter-

prises 
2 John Benjamins 2 

9 Elsevier 3 Intellect Ltd  2 Pergamon 2 

1

0 
Emerald Group  3 

Lawrence Erlbaum 

As. 
2 

Universidad Complu-

tense de Madrid 
2 

 Others (>123)2 
16

6 
Others (72) 76 Others (36) 37 

 Total (>133)2 277 Total (83) 167 Total (78) 106 

 

1Routledge was acquired by Taylor & Francis in 1998, keeping its original title. 

2 It has proven impossible to recover the names of several publishers from China, Japan  

and Korea, 30 in total, so it is estimated that the number of publishing houses  

registered by Google Scholar Metrics is greater than 133. 

 
 

3.4. Comparing journal rankings 
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Finally, from a bibliometric viewpoint, when a new product appears for evaluating 

the impact of scientific journals by means of citation analysis, it is most relevant 
to compare the extent to which the journal rankings given by GSM are similar or 
different to those given by WOS and Scopus. The comparative table of h indices of 

the journals in Google Scholar Metrics, WOS and Scopus has been uploaded to 
the following address http://bit.ly/YQZkZP.  

Firstly, it can be confirmed that the average h index of the journals in the sample 
is 40% higher than that of WOS and 47% higher than that of Scopus. In some 
highly significant journals in the sphere of Communication («Public Opinion 

Quarterly», «Journal of Communication», «Telecommunications Policy», «Commu-
nication Research», «Public Relations Review») the GSM h indices are two or three 

times higher than the two other aforementioned databases. Secondly, a high simi-
larity between the three rankings is observed, there being only slight differences 
as to which are the leading journals. The high level of correlation detected (0.895 

for WOS and 0.879 for Scopus) shows this close similarity between rankings (Ta-
ble 4). Naturally, this does not mean they are identical; for example, «Journalism 
Studies», which is the 17th journal according to GSM, falls to 27th place in WOS 

and 61st in Scopus.  
 

Table 4. Similarity Matrix (Spearman coefficient) between h  

indices for Communication journals registered by  
Google Scholar Metrics, Web of Science and Scopus 

  GSM WOS Scopus 

GSM 1 0.895 0.879 

WOS 0.895 1 0.878 

Scopus 0.879 0.878 1 

 

1The table of comparison can be consulted at http://bit.ly/YQZkZP. 

 

 
4. Discussion and conclusions 
 

The first conclusion that can be reached by this study is the difficulty of ade-
quately identifying and locating the journals produced worldwide in the scientific 

field of communication. None of the databases used here are capable of exhaust-
ively monitoring all of the existing journals, for which reason it is necessary to 
use all three databases together. Despite the problematic technique implied by 

this lack of bibliographic control, it is certain that a contributory factor is the 
multidisciplinary nature of Communication itself, having boundaries so vague as 
to prevent a clear delimitation of the field covered. Communication receives a 

substantial theoretical inheritance from many other fields, such as rhetoric, soci-
ology, psychology and semiotics (Craig, 1999) and has undergone important fluc-

tuations in its epistemological values. It has passed from rhetoric, discourse and 
the media of the masses, to centre on the new means of communication: public 
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relations, advertising and human communication (Craig 2003; Chung & al, 
2009). 

Apart from this discovery, collateral to the objective of this paper, the main find-
ing obtained is the more than ample coverage of GSM, not only for identifying 
communications journals but also its manifest utility as a tool for the evaluation 

of the scientific impact of scientific journals. It not only covers more journals than 
its competitors (WOS and Scopus) but also lacks their English language bias; reg-

istering journals originating from more countries and written in more languages. 
All this is achieved in spite of its restrictive indexing policy. These results confirm 
what has been suggested by previous empirical studies on Google Scholar (Bak-

kalbasi & al., 2006; Meho & Yank, 2007; Falagas & al., 2008; Bar-Ilan, 2008-
2010; Kulkarni & al., 2009), which is the information source for generating the 

bibliometric data offered by GSM. Being built on Google Scholar, GSM is based on 
the most thorough and least biased academic and scientific data source currently 
in existence. 

When the ranking of journals is compared with that offered by Scopus and WOS, 
it is confirmed that GSM offers greater indicators (almost double) and, most rele-
vantly, a high correlation, something already demonstrated by other studies 

(Vanclay, 2008; Harzing & Wal, 2009; Delgado López-Cózar & al., 2012; Cabezas 
& Delgado López-Cózar, pending publication). Consequently, it can be affirmed 

that GSM measures journals in a very similar way to the classic journal evalua-
tion systems (WOS and Scopus) for which, broadly speaking and for ranking only 
purposes, it is an equally reliable and valid alternative for measuring the impact 

of journals. 
In short, this paper supplies the h index impact of 277 communication journals. 

Although this figure represents approximately less than half (41.7%) the sphere of 
communication journals circulating in the world, it includes those journals con-
sidered world leaders, which in addition occupy the top positions. 
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