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APPENDIX |. CATALOGUE OF EMPIRICAL WORK RELATED TO THE SIZE OF GOOGLE SCHOLAR

150 Engli sh writter documents from
MAS; 10 of the most cited I
KHABSA & GILES (2014) documents in each of the 15 fields Citations 86,870 41,778
are randomly sampled.
1,500 documents from MAS; 100
documents belonging to each field, Documents
KHABSA & GILES (2014) with at least 1 citation.(n=114 (million) 99.3 49 48
million)
Books (n=1,357) and citations Documents 499 314
?E EIEJV%/LAAI\_T &2014 (n=2,254) of Malaysian books in Documents (%) 37 23
( ) AHSS disciplines. Citations per bock 1.€7 1.€1
WINTER & ZADPOOR Number of citations on to Garfield SI:]?tllien(S:itations 136; ?g;
& DODOU (2014) for WoS and GS (%)q % 189
50 Top economics finance journals| Average h-index 15440 78.8
HALEY (2014) were selected and then scored usingAverage h-index 26736 12572
both GS and MAS using the PoP | Average AWCR 9834.00 274087
software (1993-2012) Average e-index 18621 81.(0
T - c
ggfg:lgohf_%LPEgz&cozAR World weekly (average) size and \'\//IVeeI:rI]?/ size é\i\r/]era?e) 68,545,750 | 27,904,896 = 28,113,479
] monthly growth rate per source onthly growthrate 11.15 0.37 0.41
(2014) (%)
Analysis of the 771 personal profiles Documents (%) 1583 895
%EIEGA &AGUILLO appearing in both the MAS and the | Citations (%) 3274 76.7
(2014) GSC. % 1558 721
KM papers 33,€00 9,887
Knowledge management (KM) KM papers (%) 77.26 28.59
CARDENAS & UDO (2013) articles published between 1993 andKM papers in USA 12,434 2,0¢4
2012 KOM papersin USA 80.65 14 35
(%)
Citations 2,715 2,740 2,12
African scholarly environmental Overall coverage
égsg“é’\lgﬁ 5‘2013) sciences journals the period 2004- (%) 84.9 85.7 68.5
2008 (n=3,199) Inconsistencies 448 165 14
(%) 14 52 04
CABEZAS-CLAVIJO & Most relevant journals and ﬁ;\éeerjge Journal H- 36 28 32
DELGADO LOPEZ-COZAR  researchers in the field of intensive A A
(2013) care medicine. AVerage or H- 29 23 25
index
DELGADO LOPEZ-COZAR o .
& CABEZAS-CLAVIJO N qoumnals indexed GSM, JCR and 015 40,000 10,708 10,677
(2013)
- ~E Sample of journals from the field of Number of
EEA_SF?I%% L((zjgfsz) COZAR communication studies indexed in | communication 277 106 167
three databases. journals covered
Citation indicators of the Korear Citations 428 86 134
HUH (2013) Jzosjlrgal of urology before and after %) 44.70 9 14.02 207 101




AUTHORS SAMPLE |5/6|7[8/9]10/11]12|13]14| 15 |16|17| 18

Citations 59 20 30

ﬁfmf&é?" OUDI&  Gitations to 2011-2012 articles of Iranian JounfaBasic (%) 4456 29.59 25.65

SADEGHI (2013) Medical Sciences (IJBMS) in three resources Unique citations 40 2 6
GSand WoS = 11; GSand SCO = 17; SCO and WoS = 16; GS and SCO and WoS =9
Contributions record 21.5%6 | 5.C8

AM ARA & LANDRY Data of scholars of Canadian business schools,jasgty with E'itrzgﬁr;f_irség;d 27: ig 501'33

(2012) data extracted from the WoS and GS databases . Propottion of contributions 7921 2779
Propottions of citations 69.28 = 30.72
Articles 927 795 974
% 34.:8  29.49 36.13
H-index 316 215 271

DE GROOTE & 100 articles from the publications of 30 CollegeNoirsing ﬁ_?r?gzgfte‘ WS, Scopus, GS, and CINAH =131; WoS, Scopus abMABIL=339; WoS and Scopus = 326

RASZEWSKI (2012) faculty (n=3,000) Citations 342 | 1.46 2457 966
% 42.10  16.S3 29.74 11.€3
Unique citations 1,312 93 250 273
% 68.(5  4.82 12.¢7 14.16
Articles 238 238 231

G!L ROALES-NIETO & Articles published in IJP&PT and cited (2001-2010) Cited Articles 208 171 167

O'NEILL (2012)
(%) 87 72 72
Citations 3,212 1,74 2,126

Top five journals ranked highest in overall quabtythe 556 Unique citations 1,94 197 339

LASDA BERGMAN (2012) faculty members surveyed (2005) Overloac (%) 442 46 7.79
GSand WoS =81 (1.9%); GS and SCO = 324 (7.5%); SCO and WoS = 502 (11.7%); GS SCO and WoS = 961 (22.3%)

MIRI & RAOOFI & 104 articles of Hepat Mon published in 2009 and&@@flich had Articles 100 87 91

HEIDARI (2012) been cited in 2010 in three databases including V8&® and (%) 91 | 83.65 875

GS. Citations 85 69 86

Articles 100 99

ZARIFMAHMOUDI & Citations to 100 articles of Iranian Journal of ae Medicine Coverage (%) 100 99

SADEGHI (2012) (IINM) from 2006-2012 in SCO and GS. Unique citations 18 9
G< and SCO = 44 overlapping citations.
Citations 39,733 12,462 17,€05

"FSILEJLSWHQSL_ & REZAIE Compari_sons of citation cogr_lts fo_r a'uthorec'i boaksstted to 7 o o .

(2011) social sciences and humanities disciplines in 9@2n=1,000) = Google Books and Google Scholar citations weredB18% of Scopus citations, respectively.

AUTHORS SAMPLE | 1 | 2 |3| 4 |5|6|7]|8]|9]10[11]|12]13|14|15|16|17|18]
Citations 2,599 789
Relative overlap and unique citations for GS anodpss Overlapping GS and SCO=431
ggg;:Az%I;IELWALL & for 100 sampled authored books submitted to th&200 | Relaiveoverlap @ 16.58 54.€3
( ) Research Assessment Exercise Unique citations | 2,1€8 358
(%) 83.22 45.57
Unique citations 109 46 8
) o . . . - (%) 27.46 11.59 2.20
BAR-ILAN (2010) Citations to "Introduction to informetrics” book GS and WoS= 24 (6.05 %); GS and SCO= 21 (5.25%); SCO and Wo0S=36 (9.7%); GS and SCO and WoS = 153
(38.54%)




AUTHORS

SAMPLE

HARZING & VAN DER WAL
(2008)

WoS and GS for the impact of books between 1991-
2001

GS reports 2.5 times as many citations as WoS.

. , , Unique citations 144 4 9
?&Az(f\llhlﬂgxll %%ZEEJ)ROW ¢ Number of cited articles from SDJ (%) 57.¢4 1.€1 3.€1
G< and WoS= 2 (0.80 %); GS and SCO = 6 (2.41%); SCO and WoS = 37 (14.86%); GS and SCO and WoS = 37 (14.86%)
MINGERS & LIPITAKIS o ; _ , Publications 3,023 1,04
(2010) Publications from 3 UK Business Schools. (n=4,600) (%) 657 2163
N v . Unique citations 86 12 39
gE'I\I{lRB EE é‘otﬂ))ROBl cic& Croatian medical journal indexed articles (2005&0 = (%) 22 3 10
GSand WoS=9 (2 %); GS and SCO = 36 (9 %); SCO and WoS = 47 (12%); GS and SCO and WoS = 166 (42%)
. _ . Publications 1,747 1,827 1,827 | 1,877
BORNMANN et al (2009) Zﬁgg;ﬁa%kt’géﬁdnfglﬁw) by the journal (%) 951 995 100 100
Citations 9,320 44,601 44,502 ' 48,160
Publications 1,776 324
FRANCESCHET (2009) Publications and cites of computer scientist group | (%) 84.57  15.43
Citations 10,690 1,378
Comparison of citation counts for 30 Top articlesin Citations 8,047 = 3,6€7
JACOBS (2009) Gender & Society Ratic of Goaogleto ISI=2.19
KULKARNI et al (2009 Cohort study of 328 articles publishec Citations 83,538 | 68,(88 82,(76
Title seerch, citations and average citations Citations 1,3%4 680
MARTELL (2009) per article (n=217) Average citations per article 6.4 3.1
Publications 5,048 1,573
GS is compared with WoS for earth science authors (%) 76.25  23.76
MIKKI (2009) (n=29) Citations 40,508 43,028
Average h-index 160 167
A : L Publications 565709 55,581
MOSKOVKIN (2009) Publications of the 10 largest universities (2008) (%) 91.06 8.c4
Publications 384 182 96
ONYANCHA & OCHOLLA & Comparison of 10 purposefully selected LIS (%) 58 | 27.F0 14.50
(2009) researchers in South Africa Citations 887 125 190
Average H-index 5 17 2.3
Comparison between Citations 883 346




AUTHORS

KOUSHA &
THELWALL (2008)

SAMPLE
Citations

A sample of 882 articles from 39 open aCCesY i yue citations
ISI-indexed journals in 2001 q

I S citations overlapping with Goagle Scholar = 2,3¢7

BAR-ILAN (2007)

MEHO & YANG (2007)

BAKKALBASI et al
(2006)

Compares the h-index of highly-cited Israeli
researchers

Average H-index
Average citations

IR
5,589 4,184
3,202 1,77
17.55 173 171
24564 @ 16285 17027

Citations to 25 library and information

science (LIS) faculty members (n=5,285) overlapping citations

Distribution of unique and

GS=2,5E2 (48.3%); SCO AND W0S=1,104 (20.¢%); GS SCO AND W0S=1,629 (30.£%); GSidentifies 1,448
(53.0%) more citations than WoS and Scopus togéth&81 citations for GS in comparison to 2,733tfa union

of WoS and Scopus)

11 journal titles from each discipline
(oncology) using the JCR. All articles
(n=614) published 1993- 2003

Unique Citations
(%)

BAKKALBASI et al
(2006)

11 journal titles (condensed matter physics) Unique citations
using the JCR. All articles(n=296) published (%)
1993-2003

78 4 74
13 7 12

GS AND W0S = 26 (4%); GS AND SCO = 31 (5%); WoS ASBO = 175 (28%); GS, WoS AND SCO = 189 (31%)
50 63 25
17 20 8

GS AND W0S = 21 (9%); GS AND SCO = 9 (3%); WoS AISDO = 65 (22%); GS, WoS AND SCO = 63 (21%)

No. of Titles 184 92 | 133
SALISBURY & Journal coverage for Agricultural EconomicsAverage yeal 92 46 | 665
TEKAWADE (2006) and AgriBusiness (2004-2005) % (n=10¢) 85.19 42.59 | 61.57
Citations (%) 39 17 44
Items publistec by two Library and Unique citations 38 89 25
YANG & MEHO (2006) Imnfeor;nggﬂsc?n Science full-time faculty %) 99 231 6.5
I . . ,Documents 680 675
JACSO (2005b Citations count for th_e papers published in 2 % 97 9660
( ) volumes of APJAI (n=698) E:oitz)ations 5o5 1.3
Citation counts from Google Scholar and | Citations 98 81
NORUZI (2005) Web of Science (WoS) for Almind & Unique citations 64 47
Ingwersen Citations GS AND WoS = 34
Average cites of the most-cited 36 Authorsin | Citations 1,110 729
NORUZI (2005) the field of Webometrics on GS and WoS | Average citations 30.4 20.25
ACRONYMS:
COLUMN _ ACRONYM DATABASE _COLUMN _ACRONYM DATABASE
1 GSIGSM/GSC gggg:g ;gﬂg: & ’Ci(t’;t?g'nefc”o'ar Metriesl 1o JCR Journal Citation Reports
2 WoS Web of Science 11 ECON Econlit
3 MAS Microscft Acedemic Search 12 CAB CAB ABSTRACTS
4 SCO Scopus 13 SCI Science Citation Index
5 PUB Pubrred 14 CA Chemicél Abstracts
6 PSY PsycINFO 15 GB Gocgle Books
7 ERIC Educetion Resources Information Center 16 KoMClI Koreen Medicel Citation Index
8 SSd Social Sciences Citation Index 17 KMS KoreeMed Synapse
a QIR QCImann Tnirnal Rank 19 CINAHI Cumuiative Index to Nursinc and

. Allied Healh Literature

' 5|6|7|8]|9]10] 11 | 12 | 13 |14]|15|16| 17| 18




APPENDIX II. EMPIRICAL STUDIES ABOUT GOOGLE SCHOLAR ACCORDING TO UNIT OF ANALYSIS AND DOCUMENT TYPE

TYPE ANALYSIS

AUTHORS SAMPLE GS UNIT GS/GSM/GSC| % WoS (%  SCO| %
Journals 805 | 696 | 546 | 90.1
Conferences 123 | 106 53 8.7
Boaks or bock chapters 63 54 7 12
Number of citations on 5th April 201®t ;zef,e,{s 12 ?f 8 8
WINTER, & ZADPOOR & : o P :
Garfield (1955) for WoS and GS as Citations Other 43| 37| 0 0
DODOU (2014) function of document type Unknown 34| 29| 0 0
Duplicates 64 - 0 0
False pasitives 11 - 1 -
All types (incl. duplicates and
false positives) 1,231 607
Original Article 39 30 40
Comparison of Number of Citations inl)S gfi‘(’a'f‘é"e/ggﬁf'e 2 2 2
MIRI & RAOOFI & GS, and SC based on Article Ty itations Editorial 8 4 7
HEIDARI (2012) published in Hepatitis Monthly (2008; Case Report 3 3 3
2009) Le'Fte|t'o the Ed|to'r . - 1 1
Guidelines and Clinical
Algorithm
Article 1951 | 596 | 1,755 | 997 1,762 | 838
Boaok 318 9.7 1 0.0
Conference Paper 32 10 25 12
Foreign Language 281 8.6
Government Document 44 1.3
Discertation 329 | 101
Master's Thesis 108 3.3
Bachelor's Thesis 6 0.2
Report 84 2.6
Syllabus 5 0.2
Unpubliskec Manuscript 44 13
LASDA BERGMAN (2012) Source types of citing references Citations \é\g\’,:';'vcgpape' 3451 é; TTRREEY,
Presentation Slides 3 0.1
Blog 3 0.1
Editorial 1 0.0 28 13
Letters to the Editor 1 0.0 10 05
Supplementary M aterial 1 0.0
Welk Pege 1 00
Guideline 1 0.0
Series 6 0.3
Short Survey 5 0.2
Note 27 13
Total 3,272 | 1000 | 1,741 | 1000 | 2,126 | 1000




TYPE ANALYSIS

AUTHORS SAMPLE

GS GS/IGSM/IGSC % WoS % SCO| %

Journal articles 2215 | 40.22| 1529 | 756 | 1,754 | 762
Conference papers 1,849 | 33.€6 229 | 113 359 | 156
Review articles 86 1.57 172 85 147 6.4
Editorial materials 25 0.46 63 3.1 36 16
Bock reviews 3 0.C5 17 08 0 00
Lettersto the editor 2 0.C4 9 04 2 0.1
Biographical item 1 0.c2 2 01 1 0.0
Doctoral dissertations 261 4.75
Master’ s theses 243 4.42
Book chapters 199 3.6€2
Techrical reports 129 2.35
Reports 110 2.C0
Bocks 102 1.86
L Conference presentations 72 1.31
Citations to the work of 25 Unpublistec papers 65| 1.18
MEHO & YANG (2007) LIS faculty members Citation \E/‘Vacf:(?'ofsthesef 2‘11 8'52
P orking papers .5
count by document type (1996€Citations Recect C?q‘?esorts =T o
—2005) Workstop papers 15 0.27
Doctoral dissertation propcsals 9 0.16
Conference paosters 9 0.16
Bock reviews 3 0.C5
Master’ s thesis propcsals 3 0.¢C5
Preprints 3 0.¢C5
Conference paper proposals 2 0.c4
Government documents 2 0.C4
Total 5,4¢3 | 10000 | 2,023 | 1000 | 2,3(1 | 1000
Total fromjournals 232 | 4245 | 1,7¢4| 887 | 1,942 | 844
Total from conference papers 1,849 | 33.€6 229 | 113 359 | 156
Total fromjournals and conferences 4,1€1 | 76.12 | 2,023 | 1000 | 2,3C1 | 1000
Total from dissertations/theses 538 9.79
Total from bocks 301 5.48
Total fromreports 262 4.77
Total from other document types 211 3.84
Journal Articles 169 484
Conference Papers 90 258
L. Reseerchreports 39 112
Breakdown of citations found Dissertations and T heses 5] 43
in Google Scholar by Deaclinks 7] 20
YANG & MEHO (2006) document type by two library Citations S\fgrirs"';‘c')g"sate”a's No accrss g ﬂ
and information science full- No acciss 4 11
time faculty members Techrical reports 3| 09
Websites 3 0,9
Other (chapters, bibliographies) 8 23
Total 349 100




Article 117 50 56
~ ~ ~ At ; Review 13 4 6
JACIMOVI C& PETROVI C SDJ citation was collected in Citations Editoral 3 1 3
& ZIVKOVI C (2010) September 2010 Proceedings 3 5 3
Miscellaneous 8

Journal 31(62%) 18 (37%)

Archive 3(6%) 12 (25%)

i i icrinli College or University 9 (18%) 6 (13%)

BAKKALBASI et al (2006) 11 journal titles from each discipline ;i Government 3(6%)  4(8%)

(1993'2003) Non-Governmental Organization 2(4%) 8(17%)

Commercial 0 0

Other 2 (4%) 0

Total 50 48

AUTHORS SAMPLE VRSN GS/GSM/GSC| % |WoS % | SCO|% | CA | %
Journals 28 25.1%
Proceedings 25 22.%%
Theses 15 13.8%
BAR-ILAN  Document types of the unique gookrfhaptefs ig 1;-;‘:;0
. . _ eports 2%
(2010) items retrieved by GS (n=109) werBocuments Manuscripts 2 6. 2%
collected in 2008 In Chinese 4 3.7%
Boaks 3 2.8%
Newsletters 2 1.8%
Encyclopedia entries 1 0.¢%
Journal Articles (n=564) 482 855 521 | 924
LEVINE- . Patents (n=54) 4 74 24 100
CLARK &  compare GS and CA for finding Problems (n=26) 2% 100 ol 00
KRAUS Chemistry information in six Documents Corference proceedings (n=23) 11 478 12| 522
; — Boaks (n=21) 21 100 7| 333
(2007) different searches (n 702) Dissertations (n=9) 9 100 5| 556
Others (n=15) 5 100 2 40




APPENDIX Ill. EMPIRICAL STUDIES ABOUT GOOGLE SCHOLA R ACCORDING TO INDICATOR MEASURED

GS WOS
TYPE PUBLICATION % OF PUB PUB % % CITATIONS CITATIONS
AIIOIRE SIS ANALYSIS GS TYPES N outPUTs GS WOS GS WOK GS wes  SLUATIORY CIIAUTOhY
PAPER PAPER
Total bocks 95 2.1 70 2,257 32.24
o Total edited books 76 1.7 58 1,763 30.40
GS and WoS citations by Total bock chapters 61¢ 134 287 1,946 6.76
publication type Citations/ Totaljournal articles | 2,10¢ 458 1,882 1,004 27,606 8,431 14.67
Total conference
MINGERS & o Document  her 1,013 220 340 848 2.49
LIPITAKIS Number of publications Total working
(2010) from 3 UK Bus|ness Total reports 171 3.7 59 491 8.32
b e A A Total others 11C 2.4 41 133 3.24
Total 4,60( 3,028 1,004 36,5[79 8,43/ 12.1

TYPE ANALYSIS PUBLICATION WoS SCOPUS

GS
AUTHORS SAMPLE GS TYPES 2
23 43 13 14 18 2 3

Informative articles 55

Original scientific articles 57 86 39 50 38 50 76 119

Case reports 5 5 2 3 2 3 5 6

Proceedings 20 31 7 7 5 5 26 37

A A - i ; Reviews 7 16 4 6 4 6 8 17

JACIMOVI C & PETROVIC  Type of c:|_ted articles from SDJ WaS i tions Professonal articles R - 8
& ZIVKOVI C (2010) collected in September 2010 Preliminary

communications 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

Articles from praxis 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

Bock reviews 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

Total 117 189 69 85 73 94 158 249

1: Number of cited; 2: Number of received citations



APPENDIX IV. EMPIRICAL STUDIES ABOUT GOOGLE SCHOLAR ACCORDING TO LANGUAGES

AUTHORS SAMPLE UNIT GS LANGUAGE GS/GSM/GSC

English 181 65.3 93 878 153 | 916
Spanish 42 152 6 5.7 10 6
Chinese 27 9.7 0 0.0 1] 06
PortugtLese 24 8.7 0 0.0 3| 18
French 12 43 4 3.8 4| 24
. . Germar 7 25 0 0.0 0| 00
Sample of journals from the field ltaliar 5 07 1 09 17 06
DELGADO LOPEZ-COZAR of Communication studies indexedournals Russian 1 04 0 0.0 0| 00
; — Danish 1 04 0 0.0 1] 06
& REPISO (2013) in three databases (n=277) Jopanese 3 11 0 00 T 00
Romanian 1 04 0 00 0| 00
Polish 0 0.0 0 0.0 0| 00
Croatiar 1 04 1 09 0| 00
Dutch 0 0.0 1 0.9 0| 00
Nowegian 0 00 0 00 0| 00
English 208 619
Chinece 24 7.1
PortugtLese 12 3.6
Multil angage 12 3,6
Germar 4 12
Korear 15 45
Spanish 19 5.7
REINA-LEAL & REPISO & . French 1 33
DELGADO LOPEZ-COZAR Nursing journals on Google Journals Hindi 1 03
Scholar Metrics Italiar 1 03
(2013) Persian 2 0.6
Polish 1 0.3
Japanese 19 5.7
Dutch 3 09
Bulgarian 1 0.3
Cataan 1 0.3
[taliar 1 0.3
Tukish 1 0.3
, , , . . English 39 27 40 824 47 | 69.1
JACIMOVI C & PETROVI C Type of cited articles from SDJ Citations Serbian 61 423 17 298| 17| 25
& ZIVKOVI C (2010) was collected in September 2010 (E;it';lngua' 32 522 8 8-8 ; gg
el . . .
. BIOLOGY CHEMISTRY PHYSICS | COMPUTING
KOUSHA & THELWALL A sample of 882 articles from 39 % % % %
open access ISl-indexed journalsCitations English 57 655 9% 9%
(2008) in 2001 Chinese 36 23 2 15
Non-English 7 115 2 25
Records retrieved from The range of non-English language content in Coerenaried between 10.8% and
MEIER & CONKLING . 28.8% for the disciplines. The average amount ofBaglish materials was 20.5%
( 2008 ) Compendex were searched in Documents for those years. In this study, only 11.3% of thesed papers in Google Scholar
Google Scholar (1950-2007) were non-English.




AUTHORS SAMPLE UNIT GS LANGUAGE GS/GSM/GSC

(April-July, 2005)

English 3,8¢1 93.(6 2 98.66 | 2,265 | 99.20
Portugtese 92 2.20
Spanish 63 1.51 4 0.20 3| 0.13
Germar 38 0.91 13 0.64 9| 0.2
Chinese 44 1.05
o French 32 0.77
Citations to the work of 25 LIS Italiar 8 0.19 3 0.15 1| oca
faculty members. Citation count .. . Jopanese L 0.02
MEHO & YANG (2007) distribution by language (1996 — Cltations ?ZNSS'S“ 3 8:8; : = o8
2005) Dutch 2 0.05
Finnish 2 0.05
Croatiar 1 0.02
Hungarian 1 0.02
Polish 1 0.02
Non-English 290 6.94 23 1.14 16| 0.70
Total 4,161 100 2,023 100 | 2,31 | 100
i < English 68
NEUHAUS G NEUHAUS 8 Cnsold diteet e e
ASHER & WREDE (2006) Non-English 12

12



APPENDIX V. ABSURD QUERIES ON GOOGLE SCHOLAR

Server error with an absurd query on Google Scholar:

GO\.nge a -site:ssstfsfisdfasdfst com v “

Server Error

We're sarry but it appears that there has been an internal server errar while processing your request. Our engineers have been notified and are working to resolve the issue

Please try again later.

Absurd query on Google Scholar: excluding patents and citations

GO\ 8[@ 1 -site:ssstfsffsdfasdfsf.com -

Scholar About 127.000.000 results (10.99 sec)

Absurd query on Google Scholar: excluding patents

GO\ nge 1 -site ssstfsffsdfasdfsf com =

Scholar Abuut 158,000,000 results {13.66 set)

Absurd query on Google Scholar: including articles, citations and patents

Google

1 -site:sssifsffsdfasdfsf.com -
Scholar About 170,000,000 results (2687 sec)

Hit count estimates inconsistenciesin the activation / deactivation of citations

GO ( nge 1 -site ssstfsffsdfasdfsf com -
Scholar About 39 results (0.04 sec
Aticles Evans v. Gee

39U351,10 L Ed. 327 - Supreme Couri, 1840 - Google Scholar

Federal courts
Califarnia courts
Select cours...

Iy library

Any time

Since 2014
Since 2013
Since 2010
Custom range..

1840 — 1840

Mothing appears in the record showing that Thomas Evans was dead, save an affidavit of ane
of his sans, and the crcumstances thatthe administrators name is used in prosecuting the wril
of error; but no suggestion of the death of Thomas Evans, nor any revival of the judgment ..
Cited by 49 How cited Related articles  All 3versions: Cite Save

THE UNITED STATES v. GRATIOT ET AL

389 US 526, 10 L Ed. 573 - Supreme Court, 1840 - Google Scholar

« 1. All purchases or other acquisitions of ore, ashes, zinc, or lead, to be from persons authoriz
to work the mines, either as lessees, smelters, or diggers, and from no others; and no ore to be
purchased from the leased premises of any person without his permission. ..

Cited by 882 How cited Related aficles  All 3versions Cite Save

Philadelphia & Trenton B Co v Stimpson

39 US 443 10 L Ed 535-3uprame Court, 1840 - Google Scholar

.. of the plaintiff's right in the alleged invention, but a mere compromise of a pending suit,
disconnected with a grant, in writing, made by the plaintiff to the said company; and to that end
proposed to put the following questions, respectively, and in order, to the witness: "1 Do you ..
Cited by 555 Howcited Related aricles  All 3versions Cite  Save

Citations deactivated.

13



GO { nge 1 -site sssifsifsdfasdfsf com ¥

Scholar About 7 results (0,07 sec)

Evans v Gee

L 39 US 1,10 L Ed 327 - Supreme Court, 1840 - Google Scholar

Casze law Mothing appears in the record showing that Thomas Evans was dead, save an affidavit of ane
ofhiz sons, and the circumstances that the administrators name is used in prosecuting the wri

Federal courts of errar: but no suggestion of the death of Thomas Evans, nor any revival of the judgment ...

Cited by 49 How cited Related articles  All 2versions Cile Save

THE UNITED STATES v. GRATIOT ET AL

39 US 526,10 L Ed. 573 - Supreme Court, 1840 - Google Scheolar
My library « 1. All purchases or other acquisitions of ore, ashes, zinc, or lead, to be from persons authori:z
& : to wark the mines, either as lessees, smelters, ar diggers, and from no others; and no ore to be
purchased from the leased premises of any person without his permission. ...
Cited by 892 How cited Related aficles  &ll 3versions Cite Save

California courts

Select courts...

Any time

Since 2014
Since 2013
Since 2010
Customrange... About Google Schaolar Al About Googls Privacy & Terms Give us feedbac

1840 — 1840
Citations activated.

B Create alert

Empty and false SERPs in Google Scholar

GOM nge 1 -site sssifsfisdiasdfsf com

Scholar Page 6 of about 132 results (0.00 sec
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