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Abstract
There is ongoing interest in tourism and hospitality with respect to the citation performance 
of individual scholars. This is, at least in part, a response to the growth of national and 
institutional research assessment exercises. However, the publication profiles of highly 
ranked scholars is often little discussed. This paper uses Google Scholar as a citation analysis 
tool and identifies a range of different publishing profiles that exist. Although journals are the 
dominant publication medium books and book chapters are also significant, while 
disciplinary differences are also identified.
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Google Scholar™(GS) is one of the most significant citation tools available to researchers. 
GS was first released as a beta project by Google in 2004 and has since become utilized 
because its is free and easy use and therefore provides ready access to literature that may 
otherwise be unavailable (Hall, 2006; Murphy & Law, 2008). As well as citations of 
individual articles, GS also provides publicly available citation counts for individual 
scholars who choose to use this service and for serials and periodicals. Therefore, GS has 
now become widely used by researchers as a means of assessing the impact of research 
(Aguillo, 2011; Amara & Landry, 2012; Bontis & Serenko, 2009; Chapron & Husté, 2006; 
Harzing & van der Wal, 2009; Moussa & Touzani, 2010; Rosenstreich & Wooliscroft, 2009).

GS has been used in tourism and hospitality studies, alongside other bibliographic 
databases such as the Web of Science (WoS) and Scopus, as a means of identifying scholarly 
influence and relationships (e.g., Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013; Law, Ye, Chen & Leung, 
2008; Law & van der Veen, 2008; McKercher, 2008).There is also a growing body of 
literature to suggest that GS metrics -like other sources of academic citations, rankings and 
impact-are being used as a de facto indicator in assessments of research quality (Chan, Chang 
& Chang, 2013; Mingers, 2009; Soutar & Murphy, 2009; Soutar, Wilkinson & Young, 2015), 
despite the substantial debate that exist around their appropriateness (e.g. Adler & Harzing, 
2009; Bollen, Rodriquez & Van de Sompel, 2006; Bollen, Van de Sompel, Hagberg & Chute, 
2009; Calver, 2013; Hall 2005, 2011, 2013a, 2013b; Hall & Page, 2015; Jacsó, 2012a, 2012b, 
2012c; Leydesdorff, 2008; Oppewal, 2015; Özbilgin, 2009; Pendlebury, 2009; Serenko & 
Dumay, 2015).The present paper examines the publishing profiles of the most cited scholars 
on GS that self-declare their research interests in tourism, hospitality and cognate subjects up 
to the end of 2014. The analysis is therefore different from other studies of highly cited 
tourism scholars (e.g. Benckendorff & Zehrer, 2013; McKercher, 2008) in that the 
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individuals included in the analysis have self-identified with tourism as a subject, while the 
range of citation sources include theses and book chapters as well as journal articles and 
monographs. Before detailing the analysis the paper first discusses GS metrics and the 
research method.

Google Scholar Metrics
Different bibliographic databases (e.g. Web of Science (WoS), Scopus) and academic search 
engines, such as GS, have different rules of inclusion and exclusion of documents from 
which citations indicators are drawn (Leydesdorff, Moya-Anegón & Nooy, 2015). Khabsa 
and Giles (2014) estimated there were 114 million circulating documents written in English 
in the academic Web, of which GS had around 99.8 million. Google does not publish the size 
of the GS database, although Orduña-Malea, Ayllón, Martín-Martín and Delgado López-
Cózar (2014) estimated that it contained approximately 160 million documents as of May 
2014. In contrast in 2014 WOS Shad about 57 million records, Microsoft Academic Search 
slightly less but broadly of a similar size, and Scopus 53 million records (Orduña-Malea et 
al., 2014).

Nevertheless, there are substantial differences in distribution of document types 
between the different bibliographic databases. For example, according to Orduña-Maleaet 
al. (2014), the percentages of documents by type, collected in WoS for the period 1900 to 
2014, indicates that “Journal document type” (composed by articles, meeting abstracts, 
editorial material and letters) represents 75% of all documents, Proceedings 21%, and “Book 
and Book chapters” only 1%. They also note that World Cat (the largest bibliometric 
information system in the world) provided a figure of 16.3 million “thesis”(i.e. doctoral, 
masters or degree) documents.

Given that GS includes thesis documents as well as other non-journal and non-
proceedings material it proves especially significant for a field such as tourism that otherwise 
reflects the heterogeneity of the social science literature that “causes intractable problems for 
bibliometrics. Social science more often than natural science is published in books” (Hicks, 
1999, p. 212). Her review suggested that, at the time, “books comprise at least 40% and 
possibly as much as 60% of the social science literature. Books are very highly cited 
individually and collectively account for about 40% of citations” (Hicks, 1999, p. 201). GS 
citations therefore overcome an over emphasis on the 'Journal article' format in citation 
analyses and provides greater recognition for several non-serial yet quality-assured forms of 
publication such as books and book chapters as well as theses (Kousha, Thelwall & Rezaie, 
2011). 

As Hicks (2004) suggested, by only focusing on one of the four literatures of the 
social sciences, that of journal articles (the others being books, national and non-scholarly 
literature), a “distorted” picture of social science, including tourism and hospitality research, 
is provided. Furthermore, there is increasing acknowledgment that much, if not the majority 
of tourism research as measured by research outputs is taking place outside 'tourism journals' 
(Coles, Hall & Duval, 2016; Hall, 2011; Wardle & Buckley, 2014). Indeed, Hicks' (2004, p. 
474) notes that “ironically” that with respect to the use of bibliometrics, “this tool of the 
Mode II 'audit culture' works best on traditional Mode I science areas” and not the social 
sciences (see Coles, Hall & Duval, 2006, 2016, with respect to the relationships between 
post-disciplinarity and mode II knowledge in tourism research). This is also of importance 
because the greatest conceptual impacts or impacts related to practice, policy and knowledge 
transfer do not always emerge from journal articles (Hall, 2013a). For example, Hicks (1999, 
p. 197) argues “The additional time taken to produce a book should allow it to become 
intellectually more substantial and thus raise its impact… producers of social science 
indicators are forced to admit that the best social science is often found in books”. 
Nevertheless, there are also differences with respect to the citation characteristics of books, 
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including with respect to the Thomson Reuters' Book Citation Index. For example, 
Leydesdorff and Felt (2012) analyzed the citation differences between monographs, edited 
volumes and book chapters and noted the conceptual limitations that arise when book 
chapters are considered to be individual contributions and how this may affect subsequent 
analysis of researcher output; the number of citations that books receive; and the problems 
that arise from differences between book series and annual series (see also Torres-Salinas et 
al., 2014).

Method
Since 2012 GS has allowed individual researchers with verifiable emails to create individual 
public citation profiles. These pages allow the inclusion of up to five research interests, 
which are also available to search. Profiles are editable by the researchers. This is a 
significant element of the profiles as, for those researchers that edit their profiles, it allows for 
the removal of duplicated or wrongly attributed authorship of publications, as well as 
ensuring the accuracy of citations. Google Scholar also automatically calculates and displays 
the individual's total citation count both overall and for the previous five years, their h-index 
(the largest number h such that h publications have at least h citations), and their i10-index 
(the number of publications with at least ten citations).

A citation analysis of highly cited researchers (greater than 2,000 citations) was 
conducted on 31 December 2013 and 2014. It is intended that such an intercept approach will 
allow the development of a time series of scholar citations. Google Scholar profiles were 
searched using key words for self-declared research interests in tourism, hospitality, leisure, 
events and cognate terms. Individuals can nominate up to five such interests. Individuals 
were not included in the research results if they were clearly not the author of publications 
listed on the first page of their profile. Three researchers were excluded from the 2014 
analysis as a result (Xuan Lorna Wang, Middlesex University; Youcheng Wang, University 
of Central Florida; Tsung Hung Lee, National Yunlin University of Science & Technology). 
Jonas Larsen remained included although a large number of citations were derived from 
earlier editions of a book that he had subsequently served as a co-author with John Urry. This 
has since here been modified in his GS profile. High cited scholars who publish on tourism 
subjects and had a GS link such as John Crompton and the late John Urry were not included at 
the time because they did not indicate any disciplinary association. This has subsequently 
changed with John Crompton listing tourism and recreation as research fields and John Urry 
sociology and mobility. 

Results
Table 1 lists the 74 tourism and hospitality researchers listed on GS with over 2,000 citations 
as at 31 December 2014. The table includes various rankings, the number of citations, the h-
index and the i-index. Comparisons are available between 2014 and 2013 for those 
researchers with public profiles at both intercept periods. In addition, comparisons are drawn 
with the results of Benckendorff and Zehrer (2013) who listed highly cited first named 
authors cited in 'top tier' tourism journals, and McKercher (2008, 2014). Almost half (35) of 
the highly cited scholars on GS were also in these lists.

Table 1: Researchers with over 2,000 Google Scholar citations as of end 2014
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Almost a third of researchers are affiliated to institutions in the United States 
(30.9%), followed by Australia (22.1%) and the United Kingdom (14.7%). Given their size 
the contribution of New Zealand and Hong Kong based researchers (both 7.4%) is also 
notable. These results are similar to those of Benckendorff and Zehrer (2013) who examined 
highly cited first authors in three academic journals. 

In terms of gender 11.8% of the most cited researchers on GS were female. This 
compares to 12% of the 25 most cited researchers identified by Benckendorff and Zehrer 
(2013) and 10% of the 50 most cited identified by McKercher (2008) for 1998-2007 and 
McKercher (2014) for 2008-2014. These figures are also similar to those identified by Munar 
et al. (2015). Table 2 provides a further breakdown of gender by number of citations for the 
tourism, hospitality and leisure research categories. It shows that the overall proportion of 
females in the 500 most cited tourism researchers is 34.6% as compared to 26.4% overall for 
hospitality (n=72) and 44.2% for leisure (n=43). These differences also potentially reflect the 
extent to which different academic sub-cultures may be more welcoming to women (Hall, 
2013b), although this is clearly a topic that needs to be explored further.

Table 2: Gender representation by rank order band for Google Scholar citations in 
tourism, hospitality and leisure

Note: Analysis conducted on Google Scholar 31 December 2014
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Subject Male Female

Tourism

1-50 86% 14%

1-100 85% 15%

101-200 66% 34%

201-300 58% 42%

301-400 60% 40%

401-500 58% 42%

1-500 65.4% 34.6%

Hospitality

1-50 84% 16%

1-72 73.6% 26.4%

Leisure

1-43 55.8% 44.2%
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Table 3 provides an analysis of the most cited authors in terms of their identified 
research interests. Of the 74 scholars should read 49 are associated with tourism. The next 
largest categories are ecotourism and marketing with six indications of interest and 
hospitality and tourism management with five. Table 3 also indicates the remarkable 
diversity of associated approaches and interests that authors have in tourism research.

Table 3: Most-cited authors self-identified research interests

10

2 Climate Change, Consumer Behaviour, Culture, Events, Geotourism, 
Hopeful tourism, Loyalty, Place reputation and brands, 
Recommendation systems, Recreation, Sustainability, Tourism and 
citizenship, Tourism Studies

5 Hospitality, Tourism Management

4 Geography, Tourism Economics

3 Conservation, Environment, Heritage, Sustainable tourism

Number of 
researchers stating 
research interest

Research interest

49 Tourism

6 Ecotourism, Marketing

1 Advertising business-to-business, Banking and Finance, Borders, 

Business, Business-to-Business, Case based reasoning, Casino 

management, Chinese Economy, Climate, Coastal and Marine Tourism, 

Community development, Community learning, Community 

participation in tourism development process, Consumer research, 

Creativity, Cruise ship tourism, Cultural geography, Cycling, Demand-

supply interaction, Destination management, Destination marketing, 

Destination Marketing and Management, Digital marketing, Digital 

media, Dynamic Capabilities, Eco- and Wildlife Tourism, Ecology, 

Efficiency, Energy Policy, Environmental Interpretation / Education, 

Environmental Planning, Environmental policy, Environmental science, 

Etourism, Forecasting, Forest economics, Geomorphology, Global 

environmental change, Health, Hospitality Management, Hospitality 

marketing, Hotel and Tourism Management, Impact, Impact assessment, 

Inclusive business, Information technology, Innovation, Intelligent 

systems, International development, Involvement, Leisure, Leisure and 

tourism, Local Economic Development, Management, Management of 

visitors and tourism, Market orientation, Mobilities, Mobility, Natural 

Resources, Nature-based tourism, Park management, Parks, 

Participatory development approach, Personalization, Persuasion, 

Photography, Planning, Planning theory, Poverty reduction strategies, 

Pricing, Protected area planning, Protected areas, Public engagement, 

Quality, Quality-of-life research in tourism, Quantitative analysis, 

Rainforest tourism, Regional economics, Regional Geography of E & SE 
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Asia, Religion, Research, Responsible tourism, Responsible Tourism 

Marketing, Results, Revisit Intentions, Rural development, Services 

marketing, Small Enterprise Development, Social media, Sport and 

tourism, Sport Marketing, Strategic Marketing, Strategy, Sustainable 

tourism development, Technology adoption, Technology Management, 

Time use, Tourism and communities, Tourism and Development, 

Tourism development and management, Tourism motivation and 

satisfaction, Tourism planning, Tourism visitor, Tourist attractions, 

Tourist behaviour, Transport, Travel, Urban informatics, Urban 

Planning, Urban redevelopment, User modelling, Value, Visitor 

evaluation, Visitor Experiences, Visitor Free-choice Learning, Visitor 

Research, Visual methods, Wildlife, Wildlife Tourism

1

Although, as noted above, different bibliometric databases focus on different publications, 
there is little assessment of the publication profiles of different authors (Hunt, Gao & 
Xue, 2014; Lee, Law & Ladkin, 2014). Table 4 provides a breakdown of the type of 
publications that highly cited authors produce via an analysis of their 20 highest cited 
publications as well as the number of journal articles that have received over 100 citations 
on Google Scholar, therefore giving a fully appreciation of publishing strategies. 

On average just under three-quarters of the top 20 cited publications as of the end of 
2014 are journal articles, followed by books (17.6%) and book chapters (9.9%). Meaning 
that of the top 20 publications for a most cited author almost four are books or major reports 
and almost two are book chapters. In terms of the total number of publications produced, 
books are therefore disproportionately highly cited. The significance of books and, to a lesser 
extent, book chapters also reflects Hicks' (1999) comments on the importance of focussing 
on all of the literatures of the social sciences in assessments of tourism citations and 
publishing, rather than excluding book chapters and books. Including them, for example, 
highlights the contribution of researchers such as Caroline Ashley, much of whom's work is 
more applied and in well cited reports, and Susan Feinstein who is a notable book editor and 
author. Nevertheless, the table clearly illustrates the range in different publishing strategies.

Also of interest is the extent to which highly cited authors are single or multiple 
authors and the extent to which they are named as first authors. Eleven of the 50 most cited 
authors have no single authored publications in their 20 highest cited. In contrast, 75% of 
Ralf Buckley's highest cited publications are single authored.  On average only just over 20% 
of the most cited papers are sole authors. Of those that are co-authored the most cited scholar 
is first named author slightly less than half of the time. Although there is substantial variation 
with the relationship to author order not necessarily appearing linked to the alphabet order of 
the surname. However, given the range of different disciplinary and institutional traditions 
with respect to author order that exist (Osborne & Holland, 2009), it is not necessarily 
possible to empirically attribute contribution just from author order.

Table 4: Publication profile of 50 most cited tourism researchers on Google Scholar
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Conclusions
This paper has sought to provide a profile of highly cited scholars in tourism and hospitality 
and cognate studies using GS research profiles, in contrast to previous studies that may have 
utilised either WoS, Scopus or only a limited use of GS that excludes book chapters 
(McKercher, 2008; Zopiatis, Theocharous & Constanti, 2015). In terms of utilising as wide a 
universe of academic publication as possible,that include the four literatures of the social 
sciences (Hicks, 2004) as well as Mode I and Mode II knowledge, GS would appear to offer 
considerable advantages over WoS and Scopus, including cost. However, there are also 
disadvantages with respect to GS research profiles as the they do require editing and clean up 
to improve accuracy, especially in the case of chapters of edited books where both the 
editor(s) and the author(s) are often listed as authors. In addition, concerns have been 
expressed over the coverage and quality of GS, especially with respect to the inclusion of 
'grey' academic and institutional material (which ironically may also demonstrate wider 
societal impact) and potential vulnerability to spam and manipulation of citation results 
(Beel & Gipp, 2009). Nevertheless, these criticisms are balanced by GS's 
comprehensiveness and improvements in coverage and metrics, while, as with all Web-based 
search engines, and even citation analysis in bibliographic databases-the linked content 
and/or data should not be trusted blindly (Beel & Gipp, 2010). GS researcher profiles appear 
to be a potential new tool to assist in assessing the research impact of individuals in tourism 
and hospitality as well as academic networks. Doing so may not only provide indicative 
performance measures and insights into the development of academic knowledge, but 
should also help such processes become more transparent.

The publishing strategies of highly cited scholars appear highly varied with respect 
to the mix of journal and non-journal publications. There is some potential evidence that 
those scholars with North American and/or marketing and business school type backgrounds 
place far more emphasis on journal articles than those from geography, sociology and the 
broader social sciences, who tend to emphasise books and book chapters more. However, this 
is a qualitative assessment as the current sample size remains relatively limited. Subsequent 
assessments of the growing citation base of scholar may provide new insights into publishing 
patterns as well as other related issues such as gender representation, the dominance of 
English as the lingua franca of international academic studies in tourism and hospitality, and 
the broader international representation of scholars in academic publishing.
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