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Abstract
 
 
In contrast with traditional academic disciplines, online educators do not have a generally accepted list of scholarly journals, which is in part a result of the multidisciplinary nature of the field, the relative infancy of online learning, and the view of online pedagogy as an instructional modality rather than a discrete academic discipline. The purpose of this study is to determine a comprehensive listing and relative value ranking of scholarly journals whose content informs online educators and motivates scholarship. After defining the scope of investigation to target peer-reviewed, scholarly journals with an explicit focus on computer-mediated learning (e.g., virtual, electronic, distance, distributive, mobile, and blended learning), 46 scholarly journals were identified as advancing the knowledge base in computer-mediated learning. Popularity, importance, prestige, and overall rankings for each journal are presented. The results inform online educators about the range of scholarly journals available and provide insight into the relative value of journals devoted to computer-mediated learning.
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Introduction
 
 
The exponential growth of online learning has sparked widespread scholarly interest in issues related to online teaching and learning.  This has produced a host of scholarly journals exploring issues such as best practices in online teaching, learning theories relevant to online education, and the interaction between technology and education. Nonetheless, little is scientifically known about the consistency of these publications and their relative worth to online teachers, learners, and scholars. Unlike established academic disciplines, there is neither a definitive list nor a value ranking of such journals.
 
 
Identifying journals relevant to educators involved in online learning together with value rankings of the journals critically advances the knowledge base for online educators by offering an efficient way to identify journals for their particular instructional and/or scholarly activities. The purposes of this study are outlined as follows: (a) define the scope of computer-mediated learning; (b) identify scholarly journals devoted to computer-mediated learning; and (c) rank the journals independently and collectively based upon popularity, importance, and prestige.
 
 
Journal Ranking
 
 
Scholarly journal bibliometric assessment seems a never ending search to definitively rank journals. According to Mason et al. (1997) and Kim (1991), there are two general approaches to journal ranking. The first is based on citations, which have been found to return inconsistent results (Baumgartner & Pieters, 2003; Jobber & Simpson, 1988). For example, Hascall, Bollen, and Hanson (2007) report that the Journal of Biological Chemistry was ranked first by PageRank, developed by Brin and Page (1998), and 180th using the impact factor, which is based on  the Institute of Scientific Information’s (ISI) citation database. Also, review articles (versus original research) inflate a journal’s impact factor (Bollen et al., 2006), an issue that challenges the validity of the ranking. The second approach to journal ranking examines perceptions of style or content (e.g. Mylonopoulos & Theoharakis, 2001; Nisonger, 1999; Hult, Neese, & Bashaw, 1997; Luke & Doke, 1987). This form of journal ranking may be inaccurate due to the limited geographic scope of survey respondents, personal publication history, exposure, and other non-relevant perceptual biases.
 
 
To date, most ranking schemas align strictly with either a citation or perception approach. Alternative ranking options suggest utility in combining citation and perception data into an integrated system. For example, Rice and Stankus (1983) suggest a combination to include impact factor, manuscript acceptance rate, journal sponsorship, mission, and audience. Parnell (1997) limits journal quality to expert opinion surveys, citation counts, and a combination of both variables. Other studies have considered complex variables, such as accessibility (Polonsky et al., 1999), ethnocentricity (Czinkota, 2000), international involvement of editorial boards and article content (Rosenstreich & Wooliscroft, 2006), global dispersion of authorship (Polonsky et al., 2006), and inadequacy of ranking schemas for open access publications (Elbeck & Mandernach, 2008).
 
 
Methods
 
 
Defining the Scope of Investigation
 
 
Online education reflects a highly diversified growth industry that represents all academic disciplines and uses a relatively recent set of technologies, which makes classification of the discipline a challenge. There are ten general categories relevant to online education, which are listed below:
 
 
	Blended learning
 
	Serving many different learning styles by offering a combination of virtual and physical resources
 
 
		Hybrid learning
 
	Often used interchangeably with blended learning; more explicit in the combination of face-to-face classroom instruction with online instructional delivery
 
 
		Flexible learning (a term from Australia and New Zealand): 
 
	Generic term that highlights learners choices about where, when, and how learning occurs; often used synonymously with open learning
 
 
		Distance education/learning
 
	Pedagogy, adult learning strategies (andragogy), and instructional systems delivering education to students who are not physically on site
 
 
		Distributed learning
 
	People educate themselves by engaging in learning activities at their own pace and at a self-selected time
 
 
		E-learning
 
	Planned teaching/learning experience using a wide spectrum of technologies, mainly Internet or computer-based, to reach learners
 
 
		Online learning
 
	Using the Internet to disseminate and manage classroom instruction
 
 
		M-learning
 
	Learning with mobile devices, such as iPods and cell phones
 
 
		Virtual learning
 
	A learning environment where teacher and student are separated by time or space, or both, and
 
 
		Open learning
 
	An educational approach (typically involving e-learning) that highlights flexibility and students’ choice concerning the timing, pace, structure, and content of learning activities; often used synonymously with flexible learning
 
 

The various terms represent nuanced perspectives of the multi-disciplinary nature and relatively recent evolution of online learning as a discipline. To help consolidate the various interdependent terms, we offer the term computer-mediated learning (CML), which we define in the following way: Computer-mediated learning occurs when an individual interactively learns (formally or informally, synchronously or asynchronously) about material via computer means where the learning materials and pedagogy are developed to take advantage of the available technologies.
 
 
The fundamental goal of CML is to remove the barriers of time and place in the facilitation of learning. The interactive learning relationship empowers students with control over (a) when and what they view, hear, or read, (b) the pace of their learning, and (c) requests for additional information from other student(s) or instructor(s) via the same or other media. Further, the medium to learn is any technology-based conduit connecting instructors and/or educational materials with students, which may (a) change in nature over time (e.g., from personal computer to podcast), (b) include non-electronic interventions (blended learning), and (c) facilitate instructor-student interaction both in real time (synchronously) and in different times (asynchronously). The extent of formality ranges from formal learning in a class setting to informal learning (browsing, surfing), such as lifetime learning, which may be incidental to, or a complementary feature of, formal learning.
	 
 
Journals Devoted to CML
 
	 
As indicated by the definition of CML, a wide array of instructional strategies, pedagogies, and approaches are relevant to this study. A comprehensive list of potentially relevant computer-mediated learning journals was compiled using the following sources:
 
 
	Google and Yahoo search engines (key terms: journal, with e-learning, distance learning, distributed learning, virtual education, online learning, m-learning, virtual learning and blended learning);
 
	 
		Lists available from professional organizations (such as the Higher Education Academy [http://www.english.heacademy.ac.uk/explore/resources/technology/journals.php], American Educational Research Association [http://aera-cr.asu.edu/ejournals/], and Association for Educational Communications and Technology [http://www.aect.org/Intranet/Publications/index.asp]); and
 
	 
		University reading lists (such as the University of Wisconsin – Madison [http://www.wisc.edu/depd/html/mags3.htm]).
	 

This search generated 154 publications. To be eligible for inclusion, the publication had to be a scholarly journal. A search for various definitions of scholarly journal from Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scholarly_journal), Cal Poly Pomona Library (2009), and Cornell University Library (2009) resulted in the following definition: To be considered a scholarly journal, the publication must be peer-reviewed, cite all source material, return manuscript acceptance rates below 100%, and solicit original work; as well, manuscripts may include original research articles, literature reviews, and book reviews. We further refined the definition by limiting journal selection to peer review journals that contained original articles.
 
As such, the following types of publications were not included in the final list of journals: (a) practitioner non-scholarly magazines (e.g., eLearn Magazine); (b) review only journals as they are limited to previously published material (e.g., eLearning Reviews); (c) newsletters (e.g., e-Learning Newsletter, Online Classroom); (d) blogs (e.g., The e-Learning Review); (e) journals no longer in publication (e.g., International Journal of Educational Technology); (f) publications limited in scope (e.g., Teaching with Technology Today is limited to University of Georgia system faculty and students); and (g) peer-reviewed conference proceedings (e.g., Annual Instructional Technology Conference at Middle Tennessee State University).
 
 
Based on the preceding exclusions, a content evaluation of each of the remaining 73 publications was conducted by examining a sample of articles (two from 2008 and two from 2007) and journal descriptions to screen for peer-reviewed journals containing original research articles.  This process resulted in a list of 46 scholarly journals, of which 26 (56%) are journals from outside the US, reflecting the discipline’s world-wide scope in terms of readership and scholarship.
 
 
Value Ranking Journals
 
 
To refine the journal collection of 46 publications, we developed four ranking schemas to help online educators make informed judgments about each journal. The schemas reflect journal popularity, importance, prestige, and an overall ranking.
 
 
Journal popularity.

 
 
A useful metric to assess the popularity of a journal’s website is links from other websites. This metric is known as in-links, which are links from other websites to at least one page inside a journal’s website. Work comparing citations with URLs started with Larson (1996), followed by studies dismissing (Harter & Ford, 2000; Meric et al., 2002) and supporting (Vaughan & Hysen, 2002; An & Qiu, 2003) a relationship between impact factor and a site’s in-link count. A reasonable position implied by Vaughan and Thelwall (2003) is that in-link counts measure impact beyond scholarly impact to a wider audience of students, practitioners, and other interested parties. In-link counts are provided by various commercial search engines. As of December 2008, the most popular search engines and their shares of searches (R&R Web design, 2008) are Google (78.99%), Yahoo (11.46%) and MSN (3.15%). In-link counts from Google, AlltheWeb, AltaVista and MSN for the home page URL of each CML journal were supplied by the online links counter service, CheckSEO (2009).
 
 
Journal importance.

 
 
Google’s PageRank algorithm is used to define a web page’s relevance or importance (Rogers, 2002) such that a link to a page represents support for that page. Chen, Xie, Maslov, and Redner et al. (2007) suggest that the PageRank result favors more important links and devalues unimportant links. The online service Top25Web (2009) generated the PageRank values, which range from 0 to 10. According to Rogers (2002, p.2), each PageRank value is a logarithmic scale (0=0 to 10; 1=10 to 100; etc). It is therefore prudent to consider each journal’s PageRank score representing a cohort of similarly scored journals.
 
 
Journal prestige.

 
 
The final construct we measured is prestige based on the perceptions of peers. The resulting experience survey (also known as a key informant survey) taps the knowledge and experience of scholarly CML journal editors familiar with the relative prestige among scholarly CML journals. Using e-mail, each of the 46 CML journal editors was invited to answer the question, “which are the top 5 scholarly journals in the field of online education?”
 
 
Overall ranking.

 
 
The final ranking schema uses indexes for each of the popularity, importance, and prestige ranking to combine them into a single world-wide ranking of all 46 journals.
 
 
Results
 
	 
Journal Popularity
 
 
The number of links from other sites to each journal’s home page is not a stable metric (Jacso, 2005, McCown & Nelson, 2007). Experimentation with in-links data returned valuation fluctuations of up to 10% over a 48-hour period, together with remarkable in-link differences for journals with more than one home page URL. For these reasons, data collection was conducted on January 28, 2009, in a constrained time period from 14:00 to 15:00 EST. For some journals, a ‘home page’ with the highest in-link counts was selected whenever the journal had a home page provided by the publisher and one provided by the journal’s sponsor.
 
 
For each search engine, the total number of in-link counts for each of the 46 journals was tabulated. Given that Yahoo owns AlltheWeb and AltaVista (Search Engine Watch.com, 2007) percentages for each search engine were computed and then averaged to represent each journal’s relative share of the Yahoo in-link counts. Each journal’s percentage share of in-link counts by search engine was calculated.  To arrive at a realistic overall multi-search engine in-link, the overall ranking was calculated using each search engine’s percentage of global searches (R&R Web design, 2008) resulting in weights of 25.0 for a Google in-link score, 3.6 for a Yahoo in-link score, and 1.0 for a MSN in-link score. These results in Table 1 show each journal’s website’s relative popularity, as measured by links from both scholarly and non-scholarly websites.
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To test the similarity of the search engine in-link counts, Table 2 presents a correlation matrix reporting highly uncorrelated relationships among the various search engine in-link counts with the exception of a strong relationship between Google and AlltheWeb (r = .678, p < .01). Clearly, each search engine computes in-link counts in differing ways with respect to the magnitude of the counts and the source of the incoming links.
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Journal Importance
 
 
PageRank scores in Table 3 refine the in-link count ranks shown in Table 1 by emphasizing the quality of the link sources, analogous to an emphasis on links from scholarly websites (PageRank) versus all websites (in-link count). Unlike the reported volatility of in-links data used to rank journals by popularity, PageRank values seemed to be stable, as observed over a five-day period. Data collection took place on January 28, 2009.
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Journal Prestige 
 
 
From a total of 46 journals, 31 editors responded (67% response rate; 17 from the United States, two each from Australia, Canada, and the United Kingdom, and one each from Austria, Germany, Lithuania, New Zealand, Spain, Turkey, and United Arab Emirates) to the question “which are the top 5 scholarly journals in the field of online education?” Eight editors offered no opinion, leaving a useable response rate of 50% from 23 editors whose total of 92 prestige votes (not all editors submitted five journal titles) make up the journal prestige rankings. This request was unguided given the editors did not know which journals made up the list for this study. The editors’ total of 92 votes makes up the list of journals ranked by prestige as shown in Table 4.
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Overall Ranking
 
 
Table 5 presents all three popularity, importance, and prestige rankings as indexes to produce a final overall journal ranking. The indexing was computed as the journal’s score divided by the highest score for a particular ranking. For example, the prestige index for Distance Education = 7.61/10.87 = 0.70.
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The correlation matrix which tests the relationship between the various ranking indexes is presented in Table 6, showing significant correlations between the overall index and the other three, though stronger for importance (r = .719, p < .01) and prestige (r = .674, p < .01) indexes. There are no significant correlations between the three ranking indexes of popularity, importance, and prestige.
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Discussion
 
 
Journal Popularity
 
 
Results in Table 1 rank eLearning Papers as the most popular journal with a 17.81% weighted share of in-link counts. The 90th percentile contains five journals, each with over 4.85% share of all CML journal links. Analogous to a journal’s in-link count share is market share that offers insights from the application of a four-firm concentration ratio (C4) representing the combined in-link count share of the top five journals, calculated as 43.59%. According to Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Concentration_ratio), this describes a monopolistic market structure (Grewal & Levy, 2010) with a relatively large number of journals, many readers, and competition based on subtle product differentiation among the journals. The competitive response for journal publishers and editors is to focus on content quality and widespread availability (a benefit of open access journals) to strengthen the journal’s popularity.
 
 
Journal Importance
 
 
The top ranked six journals in Table 3 show a PageRank score of 7; when compared to other commonly accepted quality journals, this metric indicates relative importance. For comparative purposes, the PageRank scores for Econometrica (http://www.econometricsociety.org/) and Harvard Law Review (http://www.harvardlawreview.org/) are 7 each. After two ranking iterations, two journals share upper ranks in both popularity and importance categories: the International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, and the Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration. Clearly, these are two very well known CML journals by virtue of the number and quality of links from other websites.
 
 
As with any set of computations, a caveat is in order. The two rankings of journal popularity and importance may be influenced positively by the age of the journal’s website and the relative amount of online content (Vaughan & Thelwall, 2003). With this consideration, one is cautioned to monitor these rankings over time. 
 
 
Journal Prestige
 
 
As shown in Table 4, there are five journals in the 90th percentile, each with over 6% of the total number of editor votes, three from the US and one representing Canada and the UK respectively. The journal ranked first place for prestige is the International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning.
 
 
Overall Ranking
 
 
The top five out of 46 scholarly CML journals are the International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, Journal for Asynchronous Learning Networks, eLearning Papers, Innovate: Journal of Online Education, and American Journal of Distance Education. Based upon popularity, importance, and perceptions of prestige, these journals represent the gold standard of quality and utility for online educators.
 
 
Table 6 reports no significant correlations between the three ranking indexes of popularity, importance, and prestige, suggesting that each index presents a unique perspective, which contributes to the robustness of the overall ranking index and allows for a valuable overall ranking of journals.
 
 
Limitations of this Study
 
 
A challenge we faced when creating a list of CML scholarly journals centered on finding enough information sources because each new source offered diminishing returns. The ranking of journals by prestige was based on a single-item perception from editors in the field. Whilst single-item perceptual rankings do capture complex individual knowledge, we would be more comfortable with multiple variables to create multi-dimensional constructs for each ranking schema and so clearly delineate between popularity, importance, prestige, and other dimensions of journal criteria, as has been suggested by others (Baumgartner & Pieters, 2003; Shugan, 2003).
 
 
In addition, any study on journal ranking is fraught with opinions about face validity; specifically, one can challenge the operational definition of the constructs under investigation.  This study will undoubtedly generate varying perspectives concerning the integrity of the selected journals, which, in itself, is a never ending task given the growth and change computer-mediated learning is experiencing. The challenge is evident as witnessed by the demise of over 5% of the journals listed in various scholarly and professional websites. For example, several international journals (e.g., Indian Journal of Open Learning, Brazilian Review of Open and Distance Learning, and the Malaysian Journal of Distance Education) have not published an issue in over 12 months.
 
 
Conclusions
 
 
The results of this study provide insight into current and emerging leaders in scholarly publishing for the field of computer-mediated learning. This information is essential to guide online educators seeking quality information concerning pedagogy, best practices, and scholarly developments in the field. Whether one is investigating CML journals for the purposes of advancing their teaching and course design or as an outlet to disseminate their own scholarly investigations, the results of this study serve as a heuristic for effective, efficient journal selection.
 
 
We hope this study will encourage like-minded scholars to design and publish rigorous studies addressing journal selection and ranking to arrive at a generally accepted list of CML journals and, from this, to develop a citation database to complement in-link counts, PageRank, expert opinions, and other dimensions offering alternative approaches to rank the journals, consistent with positions held by Bollen et al., (2006). A generally accepted list and ranking of scholarly CML journals will evolve over time as convergence validity is established from a result of a critical mass of these studies. Naturally, the relative youth and remarkable growth of CML as a discipline makes any decision about absolute journal ranking somewhat tentative. That is,  definitively suggesting one journal is ‘better’ than another is premature given that a universally applicable journal ranking may not be possible (Polonsky & Whitelaw, 2005), and a review of 16 different ranking studies shows rank consistency limited to the top three to six journals and widely divergent results for the remaining set of journals (Hawes & Keillor, 2002). 
 
 
This study offers a platform from which to start a formal conversation about scholarly publishing opportunities for CML educators. Also, it illustrates the importance of CML journals as a scholarly outlet to communicate knowledge and to offer manuscript submission options. The apparent independence among the various journal rankings (popularity, importance, and prestige) highlights the contribution of various qualitative measures to rank journals. Advancing the field of computer-mediated learning by offering a list and ranking of the scholarly journals guides educators toward an informed selection of the journals they will read and, as importantly, offers the ever growing number of scholars a cohort of journals to consider when submitting high quality manuscripts. Over the medium term, studies examining various aspects of journal ranking will generate a definitive list and ranking of journals that will doubtlessly help faculty and administrators judge the relative value of publications for promotion and tenure purposes.
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Correlation Matrix of Indexes between Overall Rank and the Three Ranking Schemas (N = 46)

Rank Scheme Overall Popularity  Importance  Prestige
Overall 1.000

Popularity 580+ 1.000

Importance 723% 246 1000

Prestige 653%* 145 o072 1.000

 Comelation is significant at p < 0.01 level (-taied)





content/resources/ElbeckTable3_3_3.jpg
Table3

Abhabeical Ranking ofScholarty CML Jomal Colore e Sis by Google PageRenic Score
)

Google
Jouml Pageunk

Elcmin
Elecunic Jounl of e Lesning

Innovate: Jounal of Online Educstion

Intrmationsl Rview of Reserch s Open and Distance Lesing
Jourmalof Educatons Tecknlogy & Society

Osine Joumal of Distance Lesring Admisisruion
AACE Joumal

Amesican Jounsl of Disance Educaton

‘Adian Jouml o Distance Educsion

‘Ausnlasian Joumal of Educations Technclogy
Canadian Jounalof e 204 Technclo
Educatonal Medi Itermaionsl
Educause Quanaly

ELeaming and Educaion
cLaming Papess

Ewtopean Joumal of Open, Distance nd E-Leaming
Informaicsin Educsion

Intxdisipinary Jounal o E-Lesming nd Leaing Objets
Intsmtionsl Joumal of Distnce Edscation Technologies
Intrmtionsl Joumal of Insrctionsl Meia

Intrmtions Toenal ofTeracive Mobile Technsiogies
Intrmtionst Joumal on E-Lesming

Joumalfor Asyochionous Leaming Netwoks

Joumalof Distnce Edection

Joumalof Ineracive Meciain Educstion
JoumalofInteracive Online Leaming

Sounal of Online Leaming and Teacking

Leaming, Media and Techology

Technoogy, Pedsgogy. and Eduction

‘T Turkish Online Joumal of Distance Educstion

The Tukish OnlineJounalof Educstons Technaogy
Assocaon for Leaming Technlogy Joumal

Distnce Education

Educaion 10d Information Technologies

Ineational Joural of Instocioal Technology & Distance Leaming
Joumal of Camputer Avised Leseing

Jounalof Distsnce Leaming

Jounl o Educatos Onlne

Open Lesning: The Jounal of Open and Distace Lesning
Quinady Revien of Disance Educston

The Inemstions Jounal of Excelece n ¢ Lesring
B Joumal of Educatons Techneogy

Computer and Education

Educations Technology Reseach and Development
Jomatofthe Resesehs Center for Edcations Techiclogy
The Intemet sad Higher Educion






content/resources/ElbeckTable1_1_1.jpg
Table 1

Rankingof Journls Bass o Home PageI-Link Pecerage Sare (= 49

Waghel &
Joumat s Googestare o8
Leaniag Fapes A e o0
Itemaiond Reie. of Bessmch fn Open s Distance

b soss sa oo
Soualfx Asyncasecus Lesming Newworks som (I
Educnse Quey s394 e oo
Ontine Joumal o Disance Leming Admissuvion s ses nm
Sounat of Imesctive M n Educaion e s oo
Eleoni Jwnal of e Leaing e e oem
EaropesnJounal of Open, Disance ad E-Lesing 33 a7 e
Inenatont Jounal of nswucionl Tecnclogy. & - .
DinsnceLesing o
AvsluienJoual of Educuonl Technclogy s
E-Letning nd Educaion sms
Jouma of Eductionl Tchnlogy & Socity e naw
Jouat of Do Educton o3
Camdin ounl of Lesming 1 Techclogy o158
The ki Onlin foumal of Disace Educion 17
Sounal ofOnine Lesning nd Teching am

Inericginay Joumal of ELeuning md Leming
Objes:

Joumal of Compter Asisted Leming

Elamint

Joumal of istance Leaming

Computr nd Edacsion

Aneicn Jouna of Ditocs Edncton

Itemtins el o Intercive Mie Tehaclgies
Inematins Joumal on E-Leaming

The et sd Higher Educaion

AACE Joumal

Educnicn nd nfosmaion Tehacigies

Disince Edcaion

A Tl of Distnce Educstion

Lening, Meissad Technciogy

B Jouml of Educaicnal Tchnclogy o3
Joumal of Iescive Oline Leuing 078
‘Educaions MediaTtemaionsl o7
The Tk Online Jornal of Edcaions Tehmclogy 0708
Open Leaming: Th Jounl of Openand Disance Lening  065%
Educaiona Technology Rescarch nd Desclopment 057
Joumal of Eductrs Oline ose
Inerationsl Youmal of Disnce Educaion Tohacloies  031%
Associionfor Leming Tedhncogy Jourl 030k
Technology, edagogs. and Edcaton o
Isnovste Tourmalof Online Educaion s
It Jowma o astractionl Media oo
Infommsisin Edncsion oo
Quunly Reiew of Disunce Educaicn oooss
The otrstons Jouml of Excellece i e Lesring oo
Joumal of the Retnch Centr for Edcatonsl Technlogy _0.00% ___001%

Fe v v = [ovgeprage 51 (e prasg 3~ U et 1397
o bmomnren 5 b o s o e s e G5
T s ey R g





content/resources/ElbeckTable5_5_5.jpg
Tables.

Overal Rankng ofScholary CAL el O

o

-
3

x
»

-1
-
=

-

=
s

Jourmal

It Reviw of Resech in Opensnd Disance
Leaning

Tomal o Aschzonos Leaming Netwoss
eLcaming Prpr:

Tomevte Tl ofOuins Eduction

Ameica ToumalofDisance Educstion

Online Jounal of Disuace Leaning Admission
Jonal of Disnce Edcaion

Disce Educsion

Eutopen Joamal of Ope, Disnce s E-Lesriog
Ausrditn Jouna of Educuton Techology
“To Tskich Ontine Joumal of istsnce Educion
JoumalofOnine Leain and Tscing

i Somoet STt

Educanse Qurely

Joural of Edcsions Tchmlogy & Socey
“AACE Joumal

Jouna ofterscive Medis s Edustion

Lening, Medis sad Techaclogy
E-Leaming nd Educaion

Tl ofItecive Onae Lesning.

The ki Ol Jormalof Edcaions Tchnsogy
Caadin Joamal of Leaning nd Techaclogy
Tecncicsy, Pdagosy, nd Educaice

sty Jouml of E Lowming 324 Lessing
Otjess

Joumal of i Ont

Inemational Joa of v Mobil Tehaclgis
Ienaions Joul on -Lesring

Qurey Reviw of Disace Educsion

Sl of Computer Avisted L

Joumalof Disance Laming

Inemasiona Jounal of Tnsrucionl Tecnology &
Dissnce Leaming

Educsions Media Iemsions

Inemaionsl ol of | Dismce  Educaion
Tendoges

emaions ol ofascins Mecin
Inforauic i Educion

Asscaion o Leaing Techclog Jouml

Educaion s Ifommsin Tecknclgie

e nemaiona ol of Excellene i o Liniog
The neme nd HigherEducaion

Bk Joalof Eicstions Tcknlogy

Educaion Techaclogs Rescachand Deseopet
Compater nd Edncsion

Joum of the Resech Centr fo ol
hircrmsetined

proy
215

156
150
1
16
159
147
145
14
12
128
119
1w
15
n
m
109
105
101
100
100
100
100
058
o097

056

I
o9
09
091
o091
o
o
o
0w
056
036
08
on
on
o3
03

o3
o1

om

Popuaty
Py

045

039
10
om0
o0
0
o1
005
o1
o1
o
o
o
031
018
006
02
o

003

oos
oos
013
001
001
o3
o
on

oo
oo
007
om
o
o
o
o0
o
om
oo
006
oo
o0
o0s

o0
oo

om

Inporance

100

0ss
086
100
036
100
036
on
036
036
036
036
100
036
100
036
036
100
on
036
036
036
036
036
036
0ss

036
on
oss
036
on
on
on
on
036
036

036
036
on
on
on
om
om
om0
om

om

Prsise

100

om0
o0
o
om0
00
o8
on
030
o
030
030
om
om
om
ox
om
oo
I
o0
0w
om
o0
0w
om0
o0

o0

ox
om
o000
ox
o0
0w

oo
oo
o0

oo
oo
010
om
om0
030
o0
030
010

o





content/resources/ElbeckTable2_2_2.jpg
Table 2

Correlation Matrix among Search Engine In-Link Counts (N = 46)

Search Engine AlltheWeb  AltaVista  Google MSN
AlltheWeb 1.000

AltaVista 1.000

Google 678** -270 1.000

MSN -.060 -177 170 1.000

* Conelation is significant at the p < 0.01 level (2 tailed).
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