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abstract: This paper presents a comparative evaluation of Google Scholar and 11 other bibliographic 
databases (Academic Search Elite, AgeLine, ArticleFirst, EconLit, GEOBASE, MEDLINE, PAIS 
International, POPLINE, Social Sciences Abstracts, Social Sciences Citation Index, and SocINDEX), 
focusing on search performance within the multidisciplinary field of later-life migration. The 
results of simple keyword searches are evaluated with reference to a set of 155 relevant articles 
identified in advance. In terms of both recall and precision, Google Scholar performs better than 
most of the subscription databases. This finding, based on a rigorous evaluation procedure, is 
contrary to the impressions of many early reviewers. The paper concludes with a discussion of a 
new approach to document relevance in educational settings—an approach that accounts for the 
instructors’ goals as well as the students’ assessments of relevance.

Google Scholar (GS) has attracted substantial attention due to its potential as a 
free, multidisciplinary bibliographic database. Unlike most of the databases 
offered through libraries and other information agencies, GS does not require 

a subscription, registration, or payment. Because it is based on the popular Google 
search engine, Google Scholar has been perceived by some as a threat to library-based 
information services.1 Fewer than 30 percent of North American research libraries 
include GS in their online resource lists, and only 5 percent include it in their public 
access catalogs.2

Published reviews of Google Scholar have tended to focus on its idiosyncrasies and 
shortcomings. Several authors have noted the apparent deficiencies of the GS search 
mechanism: the lack of controlled vocabulary for subject terms; the lack of authority 
control for author names and journal titles; inconsistent handling of Boolean operators; 
the inability to sort retrieved records by any criterion other than estimated relevance; and 
the absence of mechanisms for marking, manipulating, and exporting search results.3 
However, some recent studies suggest that GS performs reasonably well despite these 
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deficiencies. Relying on informal standards of relevance, Burton Callicott and Debbie 
Vaughn found that “Google Scholar’s results in the humanities were surprisingly solid” 
with respect to five topics likely to be of interest to undergraduate students.4 D. Yvonne 
Jones adopted a comparative approach, evaluating the performance of 10 bibliographic 
databases in retrieving papers on Nodilittorina, a type of periwinkle.5 In her analysis, 
GS performed better than all but BIOSIS, returning more results than ArticleFirst, Ba-
sicBIOSIS, Electronic Collections Online, HighWire, MEDLINE, ProQuest, SciFinder 
Scholar, and WilsonWeb. Jones assumed that every search result was relevant, however, 
and did not examine the quality of the records retrieved by each database.

Susan Gardner and Susanna Eng compared Google Scholar with ERIC, PsycINFO, 
and SSCI, reporting that GS retrieved more results than any other database but that it 
failed to cover the most recent literature. They concluded, “There is more variety in 
Google Scholar and a higher number of results, but they are not necessarily as scholarly 
or relevant.”6 Their method of assessing relevance was based solely on the appearance 
of the search term (home schooling) in the title, abstract, or text of each article.

Evaluating the works cited in students’ research papers, Rena Helms-Park, Pavlina 
Radia, and Paul Stapleton found that the information sources identified through Google 
Scholar were no different in quality than those identified through traditional biblio-
graphic databases.7 Specifically, the works found in GS were identical to the others on 
each of the four standards used in a blind assessment procedure—authority, objectivity, 
rigor, and transparency.

Another recent study compared GS with seven subscription databases, reporting 
that Google Scholar provides the most comprehensive coverage of the later-life migra-
tion literature.8 That analysis was based on a series of title searches and examined the 
content of the GS database rather than the effectiveness of its search mechanism. In 
contrast, this paper evaluates the performance of GS and 11 other databases in retriev-
ing relevant articles through subject keyword searches.

Specialized subject searches often make use of Boolean logic, controlled vocabulary, 
or other search features not available through the GS interface. However, this analysis 
is intended to represent the behavior of a less experienced searcher with an interest in 
obtaining adequate rather than comprehensive results without expending a great deal 
of effort. Arguably, this is the kind of searcher most likely to be familiar with the Google 
interface, to choose Google Scholar rather than another research-oriented database, 
and to assume that bibliographic search mechanisms will respond well to simple but 
intuitively reasonable search strategies.

Methods

Google Scholar and 11 other databases were evaluated in terms of both recall and pre-
cision. Recall represents one aspect of search performance—the effectiveness of each 
database in retrieving relevant documents. Specifically, it is calculated as the number of 
relevant items retrieved as a proportion of all the relevant items that might potentially 
be retrieved. In contrast, precision accounts for both the retrieval of relevant documents 
and the exclusion of non-relevant documents. It is calculated as the number of relevant 
items retrieved as a proportion of all items retrieved.
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Each database was evaluated with reference to a set of 155 relevant documents 
identified in advance—the most important journal articles on later-life migration pub-
lished from 1990 to 2000. Only those 155 papers were regarded as relevant. Potentially 
relevant documents were identified through database searching, citation tracing, jour-
nal browsing, and consultation with colleagues in the social sciences. More than 500 
papers were considered for inclusion in the list of relevant works, but only 155 met the 
required standard in all five areas of assessment: subject matter, importance of findings, 
innovativeness of methods or approach, number of other studies published on the topic, 
accessibility of content (readability), and accessibility of the document itself (availability 
to students and scholars).9

Later-life migration includes elderly migration, retirement migration, post-retire-
ment migration, and related types of geographic mobility. It was chosen as a search topic 
due to its multidisciplinary scope, its coverage in several major social science databases, 
and its appropriateness as an undergraduate term paper topic. Strictly speaking, the 
results of this analysis apply just to the literature of later-life migration. Nonetheless, 
this subject may be broadly representative of undergraduates’ research topics due to its 
scope, its policy relevance, and its accessibility to non-specialist readers.

Each database was evaluated through a simple keyword search. Potential search 
terms were generated through a count of the words that appeared most often in the titles 
of the 155 relevant articles. Migration appeared 80 times, followed by elderly (48 times), 
retirement (21 times), population (20 times), and states (18 times). Although later-life migra-
tion is the most inclusive term, encompassing both elderly migration (based on age) and 
retirement migration (based on career status), that phrase has not been used extensively 
in the literature. Elderly migration was chosen as the search term, since it returned 1.9 
times as many hits as retirement migration across the set of 12 databases and at least 1.5 
times as many hits as retirement migration in every database except PAIS.

Keyword searches for elderly migration were conducted in each of the 12 databases: 
Google Scholar, Academic Search Elite, AgeLine, ArticleFirst, EconLit, GEOBASE, 
MEDLINE, PAIS International, POPLINE, Social Sciences Abstracts, Social Sciences 
Citation Index (SSCI), and SocINDEX. The search results were then used to generate 
recall and precision statistics for each database. Each search was undertaken using the 
simplest search interface that permitted the appropriate date restriction (1990 to 2000). 
The results were sorted by relevance, if possible, and by date otherwise. (Relevance 
sorting was available in nine of the 12 databases—all but AgeLine, POPLINE, and Social 
Sciences Abstracts.)

The appendix shows the details of the search procedures. Although the searches 
were designed to be as similar as possible within each database, a few significant 
variations can be noted. First, AgeLine uses elderly as a stopword and truncates each 
word after the seventh letter, so the phrase elderly migration returns all records with 
the character string “migrati.” Second, ArticleFirst records do not include abstracts, so 
keyword searches in that database search only the titles, subject headings, and notes. 
Finally, keyword searches in Google Scholar search the full text when it is available for 
indexing, as well as the bibliographic records and abstracts.10 Of the 144 relevant records 
included in the GS database, 25 percent have links to searchable full text. Moreover, the 
presence of searchable full text nearly doubles the chance that a particular GS record will 
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be retrieved by a keyword search for elderly migration. (Sixty-four percent of relevant 
GS records with full text are retrieved by that search, compared to just 34 percent of 
relevant GS records without full text.)

This analysis, based on a set of 155 papers published before 2001, does not examine 
Google Scholar’s effectiveness in retrieving recently published items. Although several 
reviewers have criticized GS for its infrequent update schedule,11 this study does not 
evaluate the availability of recent items. Likewise, it does not assess Google Scholar’s 
effectiveness as a citation-tracking database.12

General Findings

Google Scholar generated 20,400 search results for elderly migration—far more than any 
other database. (No more than 1,000 records can actually be viewed in GS, however.) 
AgeLine returned the second most hits (311), but no other database generated more than 
300 results. Six of the 12 databases retrieved fewer than 100 records.

Twenty-nine of the 155 relevant articles were each found in just one of the 12 da-
tabases. (Eleven unique records were found in AgeLine, nine in GS, and four in SSCI.) 
Surprisingly, 59 of the relevant articles were not retrieved by any of the 12 databases. 
This can be attributed to at least four factors: the absence of the terms elderly and migra-
tion within bibliographic records that are nonetheless relevant;13 the failure to retrieve 
theoretical and methodological papers that have special relevance for later-life migration 
but are not themselves about later-life migration;14 the inclusion of key empirical results 
within papers that deal with multiple age groups or multiple types of migration rather 
than later-life migration in particular;15 and the occasional publication of important new 
information in trade publications that are not indexed by any of the major bibliographic 
databases.16

Recall

As mentioned earlier, recall represents the number of relevant items retrieved as a propor-
tion of all the relevant items that might potentially be retrieved. In this case, it is simply 
the percentage of the 155 relevant articles retrieved by each of the 12 databases.

When all the search results (up to 300) are considered, Google Scholar and AgeLine 
outperform the other data-
bases by a wide margin (see 
table 1).17 However, no one 
database retrieves the high-
est proportion of relevant 
records within every set of 
search results (“first 10 hits,” 

“first 20 hits,” and so on). The relative effectiveness of each database, therefore, depends 
on the number of records the searcher is willing to examine. For instance, a searcher 
willing to examine only the first 10 results will find that MEDLINE, GEOBASE, and 
Academic Search Elite return the greatest number of relevant articles. If the searcher is 
willing to evaluate the first 40 hits, then GS is tied for second place, after MEDLINE.

The relative effectiveness of each database, 
therefore, depends on the number of records 
the searcher is willing to examine.
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As table 1 shows, the recall rate of GS puts it within the top four databases regardless 
of how many search results are examined. At the same time, GS emerges as the single 
best database only when the searcher is willing to examine more than 56 search results. 
This can be seen in figure 1, which shows the recall rates of GS, SSCI, MEDLINE, and 
AgeLine. MEDLINE is best at bringing up relevant articles right at the beginning of 
the results list. Google Scholar does well within the first 50 hits, although its superior 
performance is more apparent later in the list of results. With MEDLINE, for example, 
an examination of hits 50 to 150 will not bring a substantial increase in the number of 
relevant items found. In contrast, GS continues delivering relevant results up to the 
200th hit and beyond. (As shown in figure 1, AgeLine is something of an anomaly, since 
AgeLine results are sorted by date rather than by relevance.)

These findings reveal that the idiosyncrasies of Google Scholar’s search mecha-
nism—the absence of controlled subject terms, for example—do not compromise its 
ability to retrieve relevant results in response to simple keyword searches. In fact, the 
GS search mechanism performs better than most. Table 2 shows the number of relevant 
records retrieved, not as a percentage of all 155 relevant articles but as a percentage of 
all the relevant articles known to be included in each database. This measure removes 
the impact of differences in database coverage, thereby highlighting the effectiveness of 
each database’s search mechanism. Table 2 reveals, for instance, that a Google Scholar 
keyword search for elderly migration returns 63 of the 144 relevant articles available 
within GS (44 percent). Only four of the 12 databases are more effective in retrieving 
relevant records that are included in the database (and, therefore, potentially retriev-
able). Together, tables 1 and 2 reveal that the high recall rate of GS can be attributed not 

Figure 1. Recall Varies with the Number of Search Results Examined
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Table 2
Number of Relevant Records Retrieved as a Percentage of the 
Relevant Records Included in Each Database

                                                                                                    Number                Number                Percentage 
Database                                                                                retrieved              includeda                retrievedb

 
AgeLine 54 73 74
MEDLINE 29 39 74
POPLINE 32 67 48
EconLit 16 35 46
Google Scholar 63 144 44
GEOBASE 24 60 40
Academic Search Elite 23 62 37
SSCI 40 113 35
SocINDEX 20 64 31
Social Sciences Abstracts 23 86 27
PAIS International 3 18 17
ArticleFirst 12 94 13

a Number of relevant records retrieved by a search for elderly migration.
b Number of the 155 relevant records included in the database.  From W.H. Walters, “Google 
Scholar Coverage of a Multidisciplinary Field,” Information Processing & Management 43, 4 (2007): 
1121–32; W.H. Walters and E.I. Wilder, “Bibliographic Index Coverage of a Multidisciplinary 
Field,” Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology 54, 14 (2003): 1305–12; 
and subsequent analyses.

just to its excellent coverage of the literature18 but also to the effectiveness of its search 
mechanism.

Precision

Whereas recall represents the effectiveness of each database in retrieving relevant docu-
ments, precision indicates how well each database retrieves relevant documents while 
excluding non-relevant results. Databases with high recall are those that retrieve many 
relevant records. In contrast, databases with high precision are those for which relevant 
records make up a high proportion of all the records retrieved. (Specifically, precision 
is the number of relevant items retrieved as a proportion of all items retrieved.) Early 
reviewers criticized GS for its apparently low precision but did not support their claims 
with systematic evidence.19
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When the entire set of search results is considered, GS ranks eighth among the 12 
databases in terms of precision (see table 3). This is perhaps an unfair comparison, how-
ever, since Google Scholar’s overall precision (21 percent) reflects its performance over 
the first 300 search results—far more results than any other database. PAIS International 
achieves a similar precision score (25 percent) over a set of just 12 search results.

Within the first 20 hits, GS has the third-highest precision of the 12 databases. 
Specifically, 55 percent of the first 20 records retrieved by GS are relevant. This level of 
precision is lower than that of MEDLINE (80 percent) and Academic Search Elite (70 
percent) but far higher than that of EconLit (35 percent) and Social Sciences Abstracts 
(20 percent). GS also performs well when 30 or 40 hits are considered, tying for third 
place in each case.

As shown in figure 2, the precision of Google 
Scholar remains relatively high even after the first 
50 hits. This is its greatest advantage in terms 
of precision. Within the first 100 search results, 
39 percent of GS records but only 26 percent of 
MEDLINE records are relevant. (As noted earlier, 
AgeLine records are not sorted by relevance, so 
the precision of AgeLine does not drop off as 
additional search results are examined.)

Figure 2 also reveals that the utility of GS could be improved if relevant results were 
concentrated more heavily within the first 20 or 30 hits rather than the first 50 or 100. 
Although highly cited articles are especially likely to appear early in the list of GS search 
results,20 there is still room for improvement when Google Scholar’s ranking mechanism 

Figure 2. Precision Varies with the Number of Search Results Examined

The utility of GS could be im-
proved if relevant results were 
concentrated more heavily 
within the first 20 or 30 hits 
rather than the first 50 or 100. 
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is compared with that of MEDLINE. Improvements in the ranking mechanism—or, 
more specifically, improvements in the mechanism that sorts the top 100 results—may 
be especially important if the individuals most likely to choose GS are also those least 
likely to look past the first 10 or 20 hits.

Results of a Title-Only Search

As noted earlier, keyword searches in Google Scholar look for terms not only in bib-
liographic records and abstracts but also in any indexed full-text content. (Of the 144 
relevant records included in the GS database, 25 percent have links to searchable full 
text.) Despite their superficial similarity to the searches conducted in the other databases, 
GS keyword searches are more comprehensive.

GS provides no mechanism for limiting the search fields to bibliographic records 
and abstracts. Moreover, full-text searching is not always available within the other data-
bases. An across-the-board comparison that uniformly excludes or includes bibliographic 
records, abstracts, and full-text content is, therefore, not possible. All 12 databases do 
support title-only searching, although that comparison would not accurately represent 
the behavior of a typical user. (Title searching is not the default option in any of the 
12 databases.) However, a comparison of standard searching and title-only searching 
within GS may help reveal the impact of Google Scholar’s full-text search capabilities on 
its recall and precision. The title search conducted for this purpose was identical to the 
standard search (see the appendix) except that “in the title of the article” was selected 
from the drop-down menu labeled “where my words occur.”

Because a GS title search retrieves only those documents that have both elderly and 
migration in the title, we might expect that limiting the search to the title field would 
result in lower recall. As table 4 shows, this is indeed the case. The difference in recall is 
especially significant when more than 50 search results are examined. Even more dra-
matic is the reduction in the total number of hits, from 20,400 to 127. However, there is 
virtually no difference in recall within the first 40 or 50 search results. Both the standard 
search and the title search result in a 12 percent recall rate for the first 40 hits, placing GS 
in second place among the 10 databases that provide 40 or more search results. Limiting 
the search to the title field does reduce overall recall, mainly by truncating the results 
list but also by hindering recall after the first 50 hits.

In terms of precision, the results are much the same (see table 4). Both standard and 
title searches result in 12 to 13 percent precision over the first 50 hits. Standard searches 
bring a higher concentration of relevant results when more than 50 hits are examined, 
although the overall difference in precision is not as great as the overall difference in 
recall. (Specifically, standard and title searches result in 21 percent and 17 percent preci-
sion, respectively, over the set of all search results.)

Although Google Scholar’s full-text search capabilities do improve its performance, 
the gains in both recall and precision occur after the fiftieth hit. For users interested only 
in the first few dozen search results, a GS search limited to the title field returns the 
same number and concentration of relevant results as a standard GS search. Moreover, 
these results suggest that Google Scholar would perform relatively well even if it did 
not search the full text of each document for which full text is available.
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Conclusions

This study addresses Google Scholar’s search performance within one particular subject 
area: later-life migration. Because database performance varies considerably from one 
field to another,21 evaluations based on other search topics might yield different results. 
Nonetheless, these findings suggest that for at least some topics, GS performs better 
than many subscription databases.

The high recall rate of Google Scholar is consistent with its excellent coverage of 
the later-life migration literature. GS includes records for more than 90 percent of the 
relevant documents22 and consequently retrieves a greater number of relevant results 
than the other 11 databases. Perhaps more surprising is the high precision of GS. Al-

though early reviews of Google 
Scholar noted its apparently low 
precision, GS consistently ranks 
among the top four databases 
when the first 10 to 100 search 
results are examined.

These findings suggest that 
a searcher who is unwilling to 
search multiple databases or 
to adopt a sophisticated search 

strategy is likely to achieve better than average recall and precision by using Google 
Scholar. Of course, there may be other reasons for preferring conventional databases, 
such as the need to develop and practice advanced searching skills, either for use in 
later research or as a means of encouraging critical thinking and conceptual clarity in 
academic work.23

Evaluating Relevance in the Educational Setting

Several features of GS are likely to make it especially attractive to college and university 
students. In particular, the GS search interface conforms to the expectations that many 
searchers have developed through their use of Google and other Web search engines.24 
Research by Bernard J. Jansen, Amanda Spink, and others shows that most Web search-
ers conduct simple searches, then examine relatively few records. Approximately 25 
percent of all Web search queries consist of just a single term, and fewer than 20 percent 
include a Boolean operator.25

The standard of relevance used in this study may be especially appropriate in college 
or university settings. The approach adopted here, based on the expert evaluation of 
complete articles rather than citations or abstracts, contrasts with those methods that rely 
on bibliometric relationships or on users’ own assessments of relevance.26 The databases 
that perform best in this analysis are those that consistently lead users to documents that 
have met comparatively strict standards for relevance of topic, importance of findings, 
and innovativeness of methods or approach.27 Arguably, these are the documents that 
students ought to read in order to achieve a good understanding of the subject.

Although relevance can be defined in many ways, it is nearly always understood in 
terms of the information seeker’s needs or desires.28 In the academic setting, where the 

These findings suggest that a searcher who 
is unwilling to search multiple databases 
or to adopt a sophisticated search strategy 
is likely to achieve better than average re-
call and precision by using Google Scholar.
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information seeker is most often a student, we can identify a second kind of relevance—
relevance to the educational goals of the instructor. By that standard, relevance refers 
not just to the document characteristics most important to the student (topic, novelty, 
readability, authority, length, and so on) but to a set of more general educational ex-
pectations. If, for example, instructors believe that students benefit from reading high-
quality writing and analysis, they may favor online databases and search mechanisms 
that maximize students’ likelihood of retrieving high-quality documents—documents 
selected not just for their relevance to a particular task or assignment but also for their 
value as examples of good scholarly work.

Under this standard of relevance, quality may be defined using whatever criteria suit 
the instructor’s purposes. Scholarly impact, pedagogical value, clarity of presentation, 
historical importance, strength of argument, emotional impact, and breadth of practical 
application might each be given priority in different contexts. Because students do not 
always have the expertise needed to judge the quality of their search results in these 
terms,29 instructors and librarians may want to adopt strategies that increase students’ 
exposure to high-quality research by (1) encouraging the use of print and online collec-
tions that have adopted rigorous collection development standards (JSTOR, for example) 
and (2) favoring databases such as GS that maximize the number of high-quality docu-
ments and minimize the number of low-quality documents retrieved.

This general perspective on relevance can also be applied to other audiences (high 
school students, hospital patients) and other kinds of information resources (statisti-
cal databases, collections of literary works, business resources, and so on). Relevance 
judgments that account for third-party assessments of quality may be especially ap-
propriate whenever the ultimate goals of the institution extend beyond the provision 
of task-specific information.
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Appendix

Database Search Procedures

All searches were conducted in February 2008. Each database covers the entire period 
in which relevant documents were published (January 1990 through December 2000).

Google Scholar

Platform: Google Scholar Web interface, http://scholar.google.com/.
User behavior: Typing elderly migration in the search box of the basic search inter-

face.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly migration in the “with all of the words” search box of the advanced scholar 
search interface. Used the date selection boxes.

Fields searched: All fields of the bibliographic record, abstract, and full text. All the full-
text content available to GS is indexed even when that content cannot be viewed 
by the user due to licensing restrictions. Consequently, the search results do not 
vary in response to differences in institutional library holdings.

Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 
need not appear near each other or in that order.

Results were sorted by relevance.

Academic Search Elite

Platform: EBSCOhost.
User behavior: Typing elderly and migration in the search box of the basic search in-

terface.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly and migration in the search box of the basic search interface. Used the pub-
lished date selection boxes.

Fields searched: Author, subject, keyword, article title, source title, abstract.
Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 

need not appear near each other or in that order.
Results were sorted by relevance.

AgeLine

Platform: AgeLine Web interface, http://www.aarp.org/research/ageline/.
User behavior: Typing elderly migration in the search box of the basic search inter-

face.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly migration in the search box of the basic search interface. Used the year 
selection boxes.

Fields searched: All fields of the bibliographic record and abstract.
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Records retrieved: All records that have the character string migrati, since elderly is a 
stop word in AgeLine, and all search terms of more than seven letters are auto-
matically truncated after the seventh letter.

Results were sorted by date (most recent first). Relevance sorting is not available in 
AgeLine.

ArticleFirst

Platform: OCLC FirstSearch.
User behavior: Typing elderly migration in the search box of the advanced search interface 

and selecting keyword as the search field. Selecting relevance ranking.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly migration in the search box of the advanced search interface and selected 
keyword as the search field. Selected relevance ranking and used the year selec-
tion box.

Fields searched: Title, subject heading, notes. (ArticleFirst records do not have ab-
stracts.)

Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 
need not appear near each other or in that order.

Results were sorted by relevance.

EconLit

Platform: EBSCOhost.
User behavior: Typing elderly and migration in the search box of the basic search in-

terface.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly and migration in the search box of the basic search interface. Used the pub-
lished date selection boxes.

Fields searched: Author, subject, keyword, article title, source title, abstract.
Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 

need not appear near each other or in that order.
Results were sorted by relevance.

GEOBASE

Platform: OCLC FirstSearch.
User behavior: Typing elderly migration in the search box of the advanced search interface 

and selecting keyword as the search field. Selecting relevance ranking.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly migration in the search box of the advanced search interface and selected 
keyword as the search field. Selected relevance ranking and used the year selec-
tion box.

Fields searched: Title, subject heading, abstract, and notes.
Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 

need not appear near each other or in that order.
Results were sorted by relevance.
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MEDLINE

Platform: OCLC FirstSearch.
User behavior: Typing elderly migration in the search box of the advanced search interface 

and selecting keyword as the search field. Selecting relevance ranking.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly migration in the search box of the advanced search interface and selected 
keyword as the search field. Selected relevance ranking and used the year selec-
tion box.

Fields searched: Title, subject heading, abstract, and notes.
Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 

need not appear near each other or in that order.
Results were sorted by relevance.

PAIS International

Platform: CSA Illumina.
User behavior: Typing elderly and migration in the search box of the quick search in-

terface.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly and migration in a single search box of the advanced search interface. Selected 
anywhere as the search field. Used the date range selection boxes.

Fields searched: All fields of the bibliographic record and abstract.
Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 

need not appear near each other or in that order.
Results were sorted by relevance.

POPLINE

Platform: POPLINE Web interface, http://db.jhuccp.org/ics-wpd/popWeb /.
User behavior: Typing elderly & migration in the subject search box of the basic search 

interface.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly & migration in the subject search box of the advanced search interface. Used 
the year selection box. Conducted 11 searches, one for each year, since the year 
selection box does not permit the selection of multiple years.

Fields searched: All fields of the bibliographic record and abstract.
Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 

need not appear near each other or in that order.
Results were sorted by date (most recent first). Relevance sorting is not available in 

POPLINE.

Social Sciences Abstracts

Platform: WilsonWeb.
User behavior: Typing elderly and migration in a single search box of the advanced 

search interface. Selecting keyword as the search field.



William H. Walters 21

Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 
elderly and migration in a single search box of the advanced search interface. Selected 
keyword as the search field. Used the limit dates selection boxes.

Fields searched: All fields of the bibliographic record and abstract.
Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 

need not appear near each other or in that order.
Results were sorted by date (most recent first). Relevance sorting is available in So-

cial Sciences Abstracts, but all results have 100 percent relevance when keyword 
searching is used.

Social Sciences Citation Index

Platform: Web of Science.
User behavior: Typed elderly migration in the Web of Science search box. Selected topic 

as the search field and SSCI as the database.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly migration in the Web of Science search box. Selected topic as the search field 
and SSCI as the database. Used the time span selection boxes.

Fields searched: All fields of the bibliographic record and abstract. (A general search—
not a cited reference search.)

Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 
need not appear near each other or in that order.

Results were sorted by relevance.

SocINDEX

Platform: EBSCOhost.
User behavior: Typing elderly and migration in the search box of the basic search in-

terface.
Actual search (to account for the publication dates of the relevant documents): Typed 

elderly and migration in the search box of the basic search interface. Used the pub-
lished date selection boxes.

Fields searched: Author, subject, keyword, article title, source title, abstract.
Records retrieved: All records that have both elderly and migration. The two words 

need not appear near each other or in that order.
Results were sorted by relevance.
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