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ABSTRACT

Researchers have used various metheds to assess the quality of accounting
doctoral programs, inctuding measuring their graduates’ research productivity
(c.g.. using citation analysis or “counting” articles written) and surveying faculty
members or administrators about the quality of these programs. However, no
study has yet “accounted” for il graduates of such programs, systematically
considered the quality of a wiide range of journals that have published their
graduates” articles, or considered the size of these programs. This study considers
these variables, focusing on the quantity and quality of articles that all 2,708 1978.
1992 graduates from 73 major 1§, accounting doctoral programs wrole in 41
journals during this tine Faculty membiers, students, ad ministrators, and alumni
can use these results as o measwie of the researcle records of these institiions,
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INTRODUCTION

Researchers have used three major methods to assess the quality of accounting
doctoral programs: citation anatysis, “counting” articles written, and surveying
faculty members or administrators. But, little research has ranked doctoral
programs according to the scholarly productivity of their graduates, which
forms the basis for this study.

Reasons for Analyzing Research Productivity

Hexer (1969) and others have advocated that published research forms the
best available criterion for evaluating the academic quality of individual facuity
members and of their departments and institutions. According to Henry and
Burch (1974), most decision makers continue to use published research as the
primary indicator of academic quality. Similar to corporations who measure
“sucecess” by bottom line profils, carning per share, or market share, academic
institutions use research productivity as the index to their overall reputation
and as a means to strengthen their national stature,

Cargile and Bublitz (1986) found that faculty members perceive research to
be twice as important as teaching and f{ive times more important than service
in promotion and tenure decisions. Their respondents also believe that research
dominates salary increase decisions. Organizations making research grants
often analyze the applicant’s and institution’s research productivity as a critical
component of any funding decisions, Ostrowsky (1986) found that the research
reputation of an institution was the central factor in preliminary screening and
final choice by faculty candidates,

Rationale for the Study

While no single study can definitively establish the quality of accounting
programs, this study can provide preliminary evidence of the caliber of
accounting doctoral programs, Faculty considering job offers can use the
results of this study to gain a better understanding of the effectiveness of
particular research programs. Further, administrators can use these results to
make more informed selections of facuity hires and to help estabtish reasonable
standards for promotion and tenure decisions.

Potential employers of the institution’s graduates can use these resulis to
help assess the quality of these doctoral programs. Prospective doctoral
students can use the results of this study to help in the selection of the program
they wish to enter. Stronger accounting departments (i.e., with highly
productive graduates) arguably are providing their graduates with solid
research skills, enabling them to succeed in the critical research portions of
their academic careers.



Assessiug Accounting Doclorg) Progeams by their Graduates' Resvareh | roductivity 63

Administrators at doctory! Brantng institutions should also be interested
in the resuits of the study 1n comparing their graduates’ productivity to that
of their peer institutions. According to Wilkiams (1987), findings such as ours
can help administrators more eflectively recruit faculty, altocate resources, and
direct program cmphases.

PRIOR STUDIES

Researchers have used three methods (o assess Laculty research productivity:
citation analysis, faculty/ adminisiration SUIveys, and counting the number of
articles. Citation analysis (e.g.. Rouse and Shockley 19%4; Brown and Gardner
19854, 1985h: Smith and Krogstad 1991 Beattic and Ryan 1991: Rricker 1988)
seeks to assess the unpact of scholurly sesearch by dete niging how frequently
others make reference 1o a given article, As MacRoberts and MacRoberts
(1989) and others have noted, this method has three general weaknesses: it gives
credit Lo articles which others criticize frequently, it often relies on the Social
Science Citation Indey which considers only the first-named author in
coauthored picces, and it fails (o differentiate between different types or classes
of journals. Citation analysis iy busically quantitarive; any qualitative
Judgments must be inferential (e.g., that only a “good" article woulg be cited),
considering only certain types ol journals and certain research methodologies
{e.g., those involving accountiig experiments on hugman Jjudgments) and,
similar 1o other methods of assessing scholarly research, usually not
differentiating between different types or classes of joucnals,

Survey methods that “rank” accounting programs (e.g., Carpenter,
Crumbley, and Strawser 1974) tely on the inputs of practitioners, faculty, or
administrators  rather than on measuring their graduates’ research
accomplishments. Maorton (1975) and Zelf and Rhode (1975) stress maore than
the obvious biases i this methadology, inchuding sampling bias and failing
o use appropriate unchors 1o praduee consistent responses,

Rescarchery generaliy use strvey technigies 1o develop qualitative measuies,
Survey methods establish o scale of values by asking faculty and/or
administrators to rank Journals relative to an “anchor; for example, Howard
and Nikolai (1983) used a main article in the Journal of Accountancy {(JOA)
as a 100-point “anchor” for respondents wishing, for instance, to rate The
Accounting Review (TAR}) articles twice as good as JOA articles wotlld assign
the AR articles 200 points. The scale is then used 4 a compiling guide (c.g
Benjamin and Brenner 1974, Howard ang Nikolat 1983 Hull ang Wright 1990;
Sehroeder, Payne, and Harris [988; Brown uand Hucfner 1993). The survey
method has potential flaws also; [or examyple, faculty who publish frequentty
i top journals tend to exhibit signilicant bias in rating journals, Morris, Cudd.
and Crain {1990}, und Jolly, Schroeder, and Spear {1993) [ound important
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differences in quality ratings in the nearly 1,000 respondents at American
Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business-accredited institutions they
surveyed. Survey researchers are clearly most interested in establishing the
quality of journals, and therefore, by extension, of articles and ultimately
programs.

The most commaon method, counting articles, has up to now aimed at
measuring the quantity of publication (e.g., Jacobs, Hartgraves, and Beard
1986; Windal 1981: Bublitz and Kee 1984; Koch, Merino, and Berman 1983;
Bazley and Nikolai 1975; Andrews and McKenzie 1978; Urbanic 1986; Wright
1992; Porter and Mouck 1993). McRae (1974), Rouse and Shockley (1984),
Dyckman and Zeff (1984), Brown and Gardner (1985a, 1985b), Snowball
(1986), Smith and Krogstad (1991), Beattic and Ryan (1991), Bricker (1988),
and others asscss the “impact” of scholarly reserrch by measuring how
frequently others make reference to the cited article.

Many researchers have counted journal articles to help evaluate scholarly

productivity and to rank doctoral programs. The issues that emerge
immediately arc these:

1.~ The journals and types of articles to include.

2. Weighing the different classes of journals,

3. The number of institutions to include.

4. The number of scholars (o include,

5. The impact of coauthored articles.

6. The size of the doctorai program.

7. The time eclapsed between completion of doctoral studies and
publication of articles,

Brief Discussion of Variables Used in Prior Studies
Methodologies Based Primarily on “Counting” Journal Articles

Most studies analyzing prestigious academic journals (e.g., The Accounting
Review [TAR} or Journal of Accounting Research [JAR}) consider main
articles, notes, and commentaries. On the other hand, studies based upon
databases, (e.y., Heck, Jensen, and Cooley 1990, 1991), usually only give credit
to articles appearing in journals that list their authors’ names in their tables
of contenis. This process usually results in giving no credit for notes, section
articles, and letters to the editor appearing in most practitioner journals, such
as The CPA Journal (CPAJ), Management Accounting {MA), and JOA.
However, articles based upon a review of the Accountant’s Index (Al (e.g.,
Campbell and Morgan 1987) or of faculty curricula vitae (e.g., Jensen, Willits,
and Cheney 1989) give full credit for atl classes of articles.
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Most studies give all coauthors full credit for their published works; several
give each coauthor only fractional credit for coauthored articles {e.g., each
author of a dual-authored work would reccive credit for one-half of an article).
Only Jacobs, Hartgraves, and Beard (1986) and Urbanic (1986) disclose

. Separately full and partial credit for coauthored articles. In addition, while Estes
“(1970), Carpenter, Crumbley, and Strawser (1974), Schroeder, Payne, and

“Harris (1988), Hull and Wright (1990) and others have used surveys to measure
the quality of academic and professional journals, none has yet used these
results to help “weigh™ the counts of scholarly productivity.

All articles which measure the research productivity of promoted faculty
members credited their works only at the institutions where they achieved their
promotions (e.g., Campbell and Morgan 1987, Milne and Vent 1988, 1989;
Hagerman and Hagerman 1989). Similarly, all studies based upon counts of
articles written consider only the authors® institutions when they wrote the
articles (e.g., Bazley and Nikolai 1975, Urbanic 1986)-- rather than considering
their present institutions.

Furthermore, several articles based upen a “counting™ methodology also
considered where the authors earned their doctoral degrees (e.g., Bublitz and
Kee 1984; Jacobs, Hartgraves, and Beard 1986). Koch, Merino, and Berman
{1983} used this methodology to analyze the quality of doctoral programs by
measuring the proportion of such graduates who published articles in their
set of examined journals. Only a few studies (e. g., Bublitz and Kee 1984; J acobs,
Hartgraves, and Beard 1986) analyzed the productivity of both the institutions
where the faculty members wrote the article and where they earned their
doctoral degrees.

Using Survey Methodologies to Rank Journals

Several studies have used survey techniques to ascertain the “quality™ of
accounting publications. This methodology has evolved from Benjamin and
Brenner's (1974) survey of the perceived quality of 24 journals to Hull and
Wright's (H&W) (1950) survey of 79 publication outlets. H&W and Howard
and Nikolai's (1983) accumulated their results by the respondents’ specialty
area (e.g., auditing, financial, or taxation). Jolly, Schroeder, and Spear (1993)
and Brown and Huefner (1993) also developed more recent journal quality
ratings. Some differences in using this methodology begin with Weber and
Stevenson (1981) relying on ordinal data for their results, with virtually ail
others (e.g., Hull and Wright 1990; Howard and Nikolai 1983; Hall and Ross
1991; Schroeder, Payne, and Harris 1988) using the more valid ratio
methodology.

In order to ascertain if respondents over-value journals where they publish
their own articles, Morris, Cudd, and Crain (MCC) (1990) developed eight
clusters of Howard and Nikolai's (1983) results. MCC then correlated their
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respondents rankings with how frequently they published articles in these eight
classes of journals. While Benjamin and Brenner (1974) surveyed 200
accounting faculty and 163 accounting department chairs, Howard and Nikolai
{1983) surveyed 528 accounting educators with earned doctoral degrees. MCC
(1990) surveyed 700 accounting faculty members nationwide, and H&W (1990)
surveyed 783 accounting academicians. These results indicate that accounting
academicians form an appropriate sample base for this type of methodology.

Studies Examining Accounting Research

Background

Chung, Pak, and Cox (1992) found that a bibliometric regularity exists in
the publication patiern among accounting researchers, After analyzing 14
iournals between 1968- [958, they found that the number of authors publishing
npapers is approximately 174 of those publishing one paper. They also found
that nearly one-third of the most prolific scholars graduated from only seven
doctoral programs, indicating a strong institutional dominance of these
rescarchers,

The scholatly productivity studies in accounting generally use a “counting”
method to mneasure the quantity of articles written and a survey to measure
their quality. However, Fogarty and Saftner (1993} view academic prestige
from a different perspective. Rather than relying on faculty publications,
citations, or general perceptions, the authors analyzed accounting faculty
placements from 67 U.S. doctoral accounting programs. They measured the
percent of graduates going to doctoral granting institutions and the average
“distance” to such doctoral granting programs. The higher the percent of their
graduates going to doctoral institutions, the higher the assumed prestige of
the doctoral granting institution, As shown in the Appendix, many studies have
“counted” journal articles, otherwise measured the quantity of articles written,
or rated the quality of journals that contain these articles,

SOME IMPLICATIONS OF THE ABOVE FINDINGS
Characteristics Common to Most of the Above Studies

Extensions of the above methodologies to help rank accounting doctoral
programs should incorporate some of the following characteristics:

I. " Both the quantity and quality of accounting articles published should
be considered.
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2. When determining the quantity of articles written the methodology
should consider giving both full and partial credit for coauthorship.

3. Journal quality should be estimated using a ratio scaling method to rank
a large array of journals,

4. The number of doctoral graduates should be considered in ranking

' programs.

3. Disclosure should be made of how many faculty members have achieved
at least “some” publications, in order to assess the “breadth™ of
accounting research.

In our review of approximately 70 articles that either assessed faculty
productivity or critiqued such attempts, or ranked doctoral programs, we
found no study ranking accounting doctoral programs that used both
qualitative and quantitative factors or considered the research records of all
of their graduates over an extended period of time,

CURRENT METHODOLOGY

The current study ranks doctoral programs by considering the quality and
quantity of accounting research of their graduates and the number of their
graduates. To gather the information disclosed in Table 1, we first ascertained
the number of accounting doctoral graduates from all 73 U.S. institutions that
had programs from 1978-1992, based upon a review of Hasselback’s (1993)
Directory. Programs with fewer than five graduates {e.g., Central Florida) or
programs that ceased offering accounting doctoral degrees (c.g., Santa Clara)
were not included in these calculations. We used this time period so as not
to give credit to articles written “long ago™ (e.g., before many accounting
journals raised their acceptance standards). As shown in Column 1, a total
of 2,708 degrees were earned during this 15-year peried.

We determined, again using Hasselback's Direcrory, the number of
doctorate-years of graduates that 73 accounting doctoral programs graduated
from 1978-1992. Doctorate-years were measured from the time that each
accounting doctoral graduate completed his or her degree. For example, a
program graduating one candidate in 990 and another in 1992 would have
a total of three (i.e., two plus one) doctorate-years of graduates in 1992, As
shown in Column 1, the 2,708 accounting graduates amassed a total of 20,856
doctorate-years of service.

We determined the total articles in our sample space by using two
computerized databases: Heck, Derstine, and Huefner’s (HD&H) (1992)
Accounting Literature Index, which contained a listing of all articles published
in 33 accounting publications, and Pacific Research Company's (PRC) (1992)
Database of Accounting Research, which contained the listings of 40
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Table 1. Research Productivity of Graduates of
Accounting Doctoral Programs’ Research Productivity

I 7 3 4 5 fh 7 8
Weighted Weights
of  Doclorate & of By to Col 3¢ Coi 4/ Col 5/
Doctorates Years  Articles Conuthor Journals Col 2 Col2 Col?
University of Alabama az 76 100 5992 5907 036 022 o2
University of Arizona 31 234 532917 4188 023 012 018
Arizona State University 53 377 14 6188 B060 030 016 021
University of Arkansas A/ 758 91 4937 5563 iz 007 o7
Boston University 14 67 11 575 640 016 009 010
U of California-Berkeley 1 241 R R32S 9421 033 022 039
Univ of Calif, Los Angeles 26 2R 8 35331 4445 025 s ae
Carnegie Mellon University I 102 267 481 036 023 047
Case Western Reserve Uniy u 45 21517 1668 44 0 037
University of Chicago 26 210 #5567 11103 040 027 053
University of Cincinnati 21 191 271475 1799 014 008 009
CUNY-Baruch College PG 183 16 B67 1298 009 005 047
Univ of Colorado at 24 239 79 4358 4682 033 018 020
Boulder
Columbia University 24 201 42792 4088 022 014 020
Corneli University 25 195 St 2025 5244 026 013 027
Drexel University 1t 40 5 400 382 012 010 010
University of Florida 54 126 155 9450 13779 036 022 032
Florida State University 35 267 87 4023 5333 033 015 020
George Washington Univ 24 203 35 234 019 011 o
University of Georgia 69 518 52 2875 3009 000 006 006
Georgia State University 49 392 774400 4733 020 011 032
Harvard University 16 131 47 2632 3508 036 020 027
University of Houston 54 474 82 4603 4929 017 010 (.10
University of Minois 100 B75 363 21155 27707 041 024 032
Indiana University 56 402 17 6900 8911 029 017 02
University of lowa 24 249 69 4108 7006 028 016 028
University of Kansas 15 112 45 2167 3685 040 019 033
Kent State University 35 248 29 1383 1343 012 006 005
University of Kentucky 72 552 84 5200 5215 015 009 009

Louisiana State University 49 381 49 2533 2464 013 007 006
Louisiana Tech University ¥ 266 13 667 623 005 003 002

University of Maryland 2 155 42 2392 3155 027 015 020
University of n 240 52 3192 4819 022 013 020
Massachusetts
Memphis State University 20 92 38 1683 1612 041 018 018
University of Michigan 36 286 108 6142 10323 038 021 036
Michigan State University 53 409 90 4953 6500 022 012 016
University of Minnesota 33 227 68 3527 5127 030 016 023
University of Mississippi 45 280 63 3292 3266 023 012 012
Mississippi State Univ 13 287 30 1567 1428 010 005 005
95 5028 57.61 014 008 009

U of Missouri-Celumbia 72 669

{continued)
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Table 1. {Continued)

H 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8
Weighled Weights
#of  Doctorale  #of By to  Col 3/ Col 4/ Col5/
Daoctorales Years  Aricles Coauthor Journals Col 2 Col 2 Col 2

University of Nebraska 86 657 43 2683 2813 007 004 004
. New York University 25 148 35 1683 117 017 Q11 014
" University of North 41 382 A7 5208 7072 023 014 019
Carolina
. University of North Texas 67 514 62 3667 3844 012 007 007
. Northwestern Universily 20 172 36 1983 3527 021 012 021
Ohio State University 43 321 101 6217 9840 03% 019 031
University of Oklahoma 22 180 47 2883 3610 026 016 020
Oklahoma State University 68 650 W6 5758 7155 Gie 009 011
University of Qregon 149 141 54 3167 4641 038 022 033
University of Pennsyivania 1 ] 12 683 1147 020 011 019
Penn State University 62 530 159 8842 10938 030 017 01
University of Pittsburgh 26 165 7T 3690 4644 0.4 022 028
Purdue University 14 y2 9 500 638 010 005 007
University of Rochester 17 1] 40 2433 4268 036 022 038
Saint Louis University 22 153 15 7.50 821 010 005 005
Univ of Seuth Carolina 57 432 45 2192 2961 030 005 007
Univ of Southern California 39 307 65 4150 5556 021 014 018
Southem llinois Univ 9 27 1 033 029 004 01 0
Stanford University it} 252 118 o600 12944 047 026 051
SUNY at Buffalo 15 107 19 10.67 19.15 018 010 018
Syracuse University 21 183 27 1333 1858 015 007 040
Temple University 25 146 25 1567 1624 017 011 0.1
University of Tennessee 10 31 128 6525 7607 G4l 021 0724
U of Texas at Arlington 3 33 2 0.67 060 005 002 002
Univ of Texas at Austin a8 747 143 8612 13152 019 012 o018
Texas A&M University i) &} 125 6183 6490 021 010 011
Texas Tech University 36 250 54 207 2915 022 011 012
University of Utah 17 9 1 1245 1387 021 013 014
Virginia Commonwealth 9 24 4 150 46 017 006 006
Univ
Virginia Poly Inst & St Un 55 359 #9 5242 5895 025 015 016
University of Washington 55 437 0 6628 10977 023 015 025
Washington University 9 66 23 1383 2200 035 021 033
Univ of Wisconsin-Madison 69 465 94 57467 B6A2 020 012 019

2708 20856 4714

accounting publications. Thirty-two of 33 journals from HD&H's list also
appeared in the PRC's database, allowing us (o cross-check our results. The
full list of journals used appears in Table 2. We considered all articles written
from 1978 through 1992. These databases gave no credit for notes, letters to
the editor, departmentat articles, or other instances where the author’s name
did not appear in the table of contents (e.g.. JOA, MA. and CPA), a problem
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Table 2. Journals Included in the Study and Their Ranking

Jountal of Accounting Research

The Accounting Review

fournal of Accounting and Feonomics
Accoriting, Qrganizations and Society
Contemporary Acceunting Researcii**
Behmrioral Research in Accournting*s

Jowrnal of the American Taxation Association
Jourmal of Accounting, Auditing and Finance
National Tax fournat

fowrnal of Business, Finance amd Accounting
forernal of Management Accourding Researcli*
Avaditive: A Jourmal of Practice and Throry
fenrnal of Acconnting and Public Puticy
Tonivned of Accounting Literatune

Avcounting amd Busingss Research

Rescarch. in Governinental and Nouprofit Accounting**
Abacus

Jeurnat of Corparate Tavation

Advances in Accounting Information Systems**
Accounting Horizons

Jeurnal of Accountancy

International Journal of Accosnting Cdwecation and Research
Journal of Accounting Educeation

Advances in Accounting

Isstes in Accownting Eduration

The journol of Information Systems
Management Accounting

Advances in Taxation**

Research in Accounting Reyuiation**

Journal of Cost Management*

Advarices in Inlermational Accounting®*
Advances in Public Interest Accounting**
Accownting, Auditing and Accountabitity
Advarices in Guantitative Analysis of Finance and Accounting*
Corporale AccountingFinancial Manager
Grurgia Journal of Accounting®

Journal of Cost Analysis®

Acconnting Historians Journal

Accounting Educators Journal**

Information Systems in Accounting Finance and Management**
The CPA Journal

226
226
166
i.54
1.51
1.49
148
141
1.35
1.4
1.34
1.23
1.23
1.17
1.16
i.14
1.11
1.08
108
1.02
1.00
0.98
0.97
0%
0.91
0.90
0.89
089
0.89
088
0.88
0.87
087
(.87
0.87
087
087
086
0.84
082
078

Notes:  * Journals ranked using cluster analysis,

" Juumnals ranked using folly, Schroeder, and Spear’s (1993) study

found in many other publications. We checked minor problems such as author

misspellings, usc of initia

Is rather than full first names, and instances where

more than one author shared one name (e.g., John Smith), by comparing the
actual articles in our universities’ libraries to resolve any differences. Giving
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full credit for coauthored works, Column 3 of Table 1 allocates the 4,714 articles
to the institutions where the authors carned their doctoral degrees.

In order to consider the impact of coauthors, we next reduced the values
from Column 3 to consider the effects of coauthorship. For example, we gave
credit for 0.5 articles to each author of a two-person coauthered piece and
0.333 credit for each author of an article that three persons wrote. Column
4 provides this information.

To show the quality of the written articles, in Column 5 we assigned “weights®
to the articles in our database. We first used Hull and Wright's (H&W) (1990)
weighing schema to assign “quality” points for 24 of the 4] Journals in our
database. We next used Jolly, Schroeder, and Spear’s (JS&S) (1993) study to
develop weighings for another 1 journals, by focusing on the relative rankings
of journals that failed to appear H&W?s list. For example, H& W did not rank
Contemporary Accournting Research (CAR), but JS&S ranked it between AOS
and JATA. We thus assigned articles in CAR a value (1.51} midway between
those of AOS (1.54) and JATA {1.48). For the other six journal weighings
we adapted Morris, Cudd, and Crain's (1990) methodology to cluster the 35
assigned journals into six groups. We then reviewed other journal rankings
(¢.g.. Hall and Ross 1991) and books outlining acceptance rates and the
qualities of accounting journals (c.g., Vargo and Agudelo 1992; Cabell 1990)
as well as independently assigning these six journals to the appropriate class.
After agreeing on the proper placing of these missing journals, we assigned
values to them equal to that of the average of other journals in their class.
Since most of these six journals were newer than the other 35, they were
generally given lower weighings than the more established ones. A Summary
of the results of these procedures appears in Table 2,

Column 6 represents the quotient of articles written without “condensing”
them for coauthorship divided by the doctorate-years of graduates after 1977
(taken from Column 2). Coiumn 7 contains the quotient of articles written
after condensing them for coauthorship divided by the doctorate-years of
graduates after 1977. Column & includes the quotient of articles written after
“condensing™ them for coauthorship and factoring in the journal quality
divided by the doctorate-years of graduates after 1977, Columns 6, 7, and §
form a measure of the quality of accounting doctoral programs from 1978-
1992,

Analysis

Three summary exhibits help rank accounting doctoral programs. Tabile 3
ranks the 73 programs based upon the total number of articles that their 1978-
1992 graduates wrote in 41 major accounting journals, with the results adjusted
for coauthorship-- but not for the number of doctoral graduates or journal
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Table 3. Total Number of Articles
Weighted by Coauthorship

University of Illineis Z1E65

University of Florida 94.50
Univ of Texas at Austin 8632
Penn State University RR 42
Indiana University 69.00
Stanford University 66.00
University of Washington (6.28
University of Tennessee 65.25
Chio State Univer-aty 6217
Univeesity of Michigan 6 42
Arirona State University 18R
F'exas A& M University 6t 83
Oklahama State Undversity R7.5H
Lniversity of Alabama R
University of Chicapo Ah67
Uniy of Wikconsin-Madison R7.67
U of Catifoinia-Berkeley XN
Virgina Poly Inst & St Un 5242
University of North Caroling 852.008
University of Kenducky 5210
Michigan State University 4953
U of Misseuri-Columbia 50.28
University of Arkansas 49.37
University of Houslon 4613
Georgia State University 44.00
Univ of Colorado at Boulder 43158
University of lowa 41.08
Univ of Southern California 4i.50
Horida State University 4323
University of Pittsburgh 36.90
University of North Texas 36067
Univ of Calif. Los Angeles 3533
University of Minnesota 3527
University of Mississippi 3292
University of Oregon 3167
Universily of Massachusetts ne2
University of Oklahoma 28,81
Umiversity of Arizona 29.17
Cornell University 2625
Codumbia University 2792
University of Georgia ZR75
Texas Tech University 2717
University of Nebraska 26,83
Harvard University 2632
Louisiana State University 25.233

University of Rochiester 2433

{continued)
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Table 3. (Continued)

Carnegie Mellon Usniversity 2267

University of Maryland 2392
Geonrge Washington Univ 22.50
Univ of South Carolina 2192
Naorthwestern University 1983
University of Kansas 167
Memphis State University 16.83
New York University [6.83
Mississippi State Univ 1567
Temple University 15.67
Washington University 1343
University of Cincinnati L7
Case Western Reserve Univ 1517
Kent State Universily 1383
Syracuse University 1331
University of Utah 12.45
SUNY at Buffalo 1067
CUNY-Baruch Collepe B67
Saint Louis University 7.50
University of Pennsylvania 6.83
Louisiana Tech University 667
Purdue University 50K}
Boston University 575
Drexel University 400
Virginia Commonweaith Univ 1.50
U of Texas at Arlinglon 067

Southern Minuis Univ 0.33

quality (1.e., taken from Columnn 4 of Table 1), The data shows that farge, public
institutions dominate the fist. The top 25 schools contained only two private
institutions, Stanford and Chicago, and the University of IHinois placed first,
with a score more than twice its nearest competitor, Florida,

Table 4 considers coauthorship and journal quality (taken from Column 5
of Table 1). The results were similur to that of Table 3, piacing the University
of Hlinois at the top of the tist: a third private institution {Cornell) entering
the ranks of the top 25 programs. Little movement in the ranks of the top
25 programs occurred between Tables 3 and 4. However, the University of
Chicago moved from fifteenth to fifth place, indicating that their graduates
publish in journals of relatively high quatity,

Table 5 considered coauthorship, journal quality, and doctorat size (ie.,
taken from Column 8 of Table 1} in its listing, showing that graduates from
the 73 programs produced, on average, between 0.01 and 0.53 equivalent
articles per year. These resulls show some large changes in rankings. The
University of Hlinois dropped to eleventh place {primarily because it produced
the largest number of graduates in the sample set). Private institutions dominate
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Table 4. Total Number of Articles Weighted
by Coauthorship and Journal Ranking

Hintversity of llinois
Universaty of Florida

Univ of Texas at Asstin
Stanford University
University of Chicago
University of Washington
Penn State University
University of Michigan
Ohiio State University

LI of California-Berkeley
Buliana University

Univ of Wisconsin-Madison
Arvizona State University
University of Tennessee
Oklahoma State University
University of [owa
University of North Carolina
Michigan State University
Texas A&M University
Vieginia Poly Inst & St Un
University of Alabama
Cornell University

U of Missouri-Columbia
Univ of Southern California
University of Arkansas
University of Minnesota
Florida State University
University of Kentucky
Carnegie Mellun University
University of Houston
Georgia State University
University of Massachusetls
University of Pittsburgh
University of Oregon

Univ of Colorado at Boulder
Univ of Calif, Los Angeles
University of Arizona
University of Rochester
Columbia University
University of Oklahoma
University of North Texas
Northwestern University
University of Kansas
Harvard University
University of Mississippi
University of Maryland

27747
137.79
131.52
129.44
11803
100.77
109.38
10323
08 40
94.21
R9.1t
R6 62
060
76007
71.55
FU06
7072
65.00
6190
5895
59.07
52.44
57.61
55.56
55.63
51.27
5333
52.15
48.33
49.29
47.33
48.19
46.44
4641
46.82
44,45
41.84
4268
40.88
36.10
38.44
3527
36.85
35.08
32.66
3155

(continued}
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Table 4. (Continued)

Univ of South Carolina 2961
University of Georgia 0.0
Texas Tech University - 2915
University of Nebraska 2813
Washington University 2206
Louisiana State University 24.64
George Washingtan Univ 23.14
New York University 2117
SUNY at Buffalo 19.15
University of Cincinnati 17.99
Syracuse University (858
Case Western Reserve Uingy 16,08
Femple University 1624
Memphis State University 1612
Mississippi State Univ - 1428
University of Utah 1387
Kent State University 1343
CUNY-Baruch College - 12 98
University of Pennsylvania 1147
Saint Louis University 8.21
Purdue University 6.38
Boston University 6.40)
Louisiana Tech University 623
Drexel University 382
Virginia Commeoenwealth Univ 1.46
U of Texas at Arlington 0.60

Southern llinois Univ .24

this list, garnering the first three places on the list (Chicago, Stanford, and
Carnegic Mecllon), three other top 10 rankings (Rochester, Case Western
Reserve, and Washington University), and another three spots in the top 25
list (Cornell, Harvard, and Northwestern). Thus, smaller, private institutions
with few accounting doctoral graduates--most of whom have achieved
excellent publication records-- tend to dominate the top rankings of this table,
The other top 10 public institutions that made this list include California-
Berkeley, Michigan, Kansas, and Oregon,

Table 6 summarizes the above tables, by providing decile rankings. The
results show that while much “distance™ generaily separates the rankings for
Tables 3 and 4, little distance separates the rankings in Table §. Only 008
equivalent articles per year separate the first two deciles; 0.02 articles per year
separate the fourth and fifth deciles; and 0.03 articles per year separate the
eighth and ninth deciles.
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Table 5. Articles Per Graduate Weighted
by Coauthorship and Journal Ranking

University of Chicago
Stanford University
Carnegie Mellon University
U of California-Berkeley
Unjversity of Rochester
Case Western Reserve Univ
University of Michigan
University of Kansas
University of Oregon
Washington University
Univerity of Florida
University of [Hlinols

Olio State University
University of towa
University of Mittsburgh
Cornell University

Harvard University
University of Washington
University of Tennessee
University of Minnesaota
tndiana University
University of Alabama
Arizona State University
Northwestern University
Penn State University

Univ of Colorado at Boulder
Columbia University
Florida State University
University of Maryland
University of Massachusetts
University of Qklahoma
Univ of Calif, Los Angeles
University of North Carolina
University of Pennsylvania
Univ of Wiscansin-Madison
University of Arizona
Memphis State University
tniv of Svuthern California
SUNY at Buffalo

Univ of Texas at Austin
Michigan State University
Virginia Poly Inst & St Un
New York University
University of Utah

Georgia State University
University of Mississippi

(continued)
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Table 6.

Table 5. (Continued)
Texas Tech University
George Washington Univ
Oklahoma State University
Temple University
Texas A&M University
Buoston University
Drexel University
University of 1{ousion
Syracuse University
University of Cincinnati
University of Kentucky
U of Missouri-Columbia
University of Arkansas
CUNY-Baruch College
University of North Texas
Purdue University
Univ of South Carolina
University of Georgia
Leuisiana State University
Virginia Commonwealth Univ
Kent State University
Mississippi State Univ
Saint Louis University
University of Nebraska
Louisiana Tech University
U of Texas at Arlington
Southern Hlinois Univ

0.12
11
011
.11
0.11
010
010
010
0.10
0.09
.49
{109
007
007
007
0.07
0.07
0.06
0.06
.06
o5
0.5
Hg
04
0.2
0402
0.01

Decile Rankings for Articles Per Institution

Weighted by Coauthorship and Journal Ranking

Number of Anticles Written
Werghted by Contlorsihiip

and Journal Ranking

Decile (Table 3} (Table 4)
01 663 1094
02 599 76.1
03 50.3 52.4
0.4 4.2 JH3
05 EIR] 44.5
06 263 N
0.7 194 220
0.8 145 ' 167
0.9

o8

R2

Number of Aticles Written
Weighted by Coauthorship

77

Numler of Articles Written
Per Accounting Graduate

Per Year (1978-1992)

(Tahle 5)

036
0.28
021
0.20
(.18
[ANT
il
0
ARV ¢
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Limitations and Extensions

Simitar 1o all studies ineasuring faculty research productivity or ranking
doctoral programs, this study has several limitations. First, the study includes
only 41 accounting journais and ignores certain works (e.g., notes) appearing
in practitioner journals. Second, many accounting faculty publish research
monographs, in other accounting journals, or in top journals (e.g.. the Journal

of Finance ov Management Science) in other, related fields. Third, the study
included only lour practitioner journals.

CONCLUSION

Fhis paper analysed the pablication records of 2,708 accounting doctorate
holders from 73 instititions nationwide from 1978-1992 to help rank doctoral
programs, Fhe study found that while graduates of larger public institutions
deminate the total number of articles published, graduates of private
institutions do so when the results are weighted 1o consider the total number
of graduates produced.

APPENDIX: STUDIES THAT MEASURE THE
QUANTITY OR QUALITY OF ARTICLES WRITTEN

Studies That Count Articles or Measure Quantity

Many articles have used a counting methodology. A brief summary of their
contents of some of the major ones follows:

I Jacobs, Hartgraves, and Beard (1986) ranked doctoral programs based
upon the research productivity of their graduates. They measured how
frequentiy graduates from 25 doctoral programs published articles in
cight journals: MA, TAR, JAR, JOA, Financial Executive (FE), The
Internal Auditor (TTA), Abacus (A), and CPAJ. They pave full credit
for joint publications. Their rankings considered the number of
doctoral graduates from an institution.

2. Windal (1981) ranked accounting departments based upon the number
of articies their facuity published in 12 journals: TAR, JAR, JOA, MA,
Managerial Planning (MP), Cost and Managemeni, TIA, The Journal
of American Taxation Association (JATA), Taxes (T), and the Tax
Advisor (TA). He gave full credit for coauthored adticles and did not
consider differences in the quality of the 12 journals analyzed.

3. Bublitz and Kee (1984) analyzed the frequencics with which accounting
faculty members published articles in 69 journals from 1976- 1980, They
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classified their sample of publications into five areas: acadenic,
academic-practitioner, practice-public, practitioner-private, and rax
Journals. After adjusting their results for coauthorship, faculty size, and
number of accounting doctoral graduates, the authors ranked the top
13 programs in the arcas of the authors’ residence, where they earned
their doctoral degrees, and the five classes of journal publications,
Koch, Merino, and Berman (1983) analyzed the publication patterns
of the 520 accounting doctorat graduates from 19721974, by counting
the articles in 15 academic, 16 practitioner, and four academic/
professional journals these graduates published in the six years after
graduation. They gave full credit for coauthored articles and presented
their results both by total articles published and separately by academic
and professional jouraals, Thus, they gave cygual credit for all articles
in their classes.

Bazley und Nikolai (B& N){1975) counted the number of articles that
accounting faculty members published in four journals {i.c, TAR,
JAR, JOA, and MA) from January 1968 through July 1974, After
giving partial credit for coauthorships and crediting publications to the
mstitwtion where the faculty member wrote the article, they ranked
programs bascd upon the number of articles published,

Andrews and McKenzic (1978) suggested some improvements to
B&N's (1975) study. They used the results from Benjamin and Brenner's
(1974) quality ranking to assign “points” to B&N’s results and also
considerced the author’s present institution rather than where they were
when their articles were published. Using both quality and quantity
rankings significantly altered B&N's original rankings.

Urbarnic (1986) analyzed the research productivity of 306 of I,650
fuculty members whose schools achicved AACSB accreditation.
Selecting his sample from Husselback’s Aceounting Faculty Directory,
he analyzed the selected facuity members' whose articles were cited
between 1980 through 1983 in the Accountants’ Index. This
nethodology  considers Journal main articles, subsection articles,
books, monographs, conference proceedings, comment letters,
rejoinders, and other relevant accounting publications. Since most
other studies considered only main articles in such professional journals
as MA, CPAJ, TIA, and JOA (because authors generally did not
appear in the journals’ tables of contents), Urbanic considered maore
publications than did most other authors and adjusted his results [or
coauthorship. He also disclosed his findings separately for doctoral and
non- doctoral-granting institutions, by professerial rank (e,g., for
assistant, associate, and full professor) and by publication class (te.,
for main articles, subsection ar ticles, books and monographs, and other
iypes of publications).
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Porter and Mouck (1993) tiaced the institutional backgrounds of alj
VLS. authors whose acticles appeared in the “top 1" accounting
inurnals from [985-1989. Giving coauthors “partial credit™ for
coauthored articles, P&M found that faculty at the “top 26" schools
published 52.3 percent of all articles appearing in the 11 journals, and
that most facuity at other schools experienced much difficulty in
publishing in these quality journals. They concluded that these rigorous
standards imply that many “non-national™ institutions should
reevaluate their promotion and tenure standards.

Chung, Pak, and Cox (1992) analyzed all articles that accounting
faculty wrote 1n 14 academic journals from 1968-1990 (or later than
F968 it the journal commenced publication since then). They then
presented their most prolific 102 authors both by actual articles written
and adjosted for conuthorship and listed hoth of these findings by
where the authaors carned their degiees and their current employer.
They also listed the most prolific autitors for each of the 14 journats
they analyzed,

Heck and Bremser (1986) identificd and sumimnarized the contributing
authors, their academic affiliation when they wrote the articles, and
where they carned their doctoral degrecs for all articles written in TAR
between 1925 and 1985, They presented their results separately for ail
articles and for main articles and notes, and full and “partial™ (j.e.,
adjusted for coauthorship) credit for all articles written. However, they
failed 1o adjust their results by the size of the institution, resulting in
larger programs having higher overall scores.

Williams (1985} examined the authorship and dectoral affiliations of
all articles written in TAR from July 1978 through April 1982. He also
disclosed separately the findings by main articles and by notes and
education articles, and gave full and partial credit for coauthorships.
To account for the effect of a large program’s “size effect.” he used
the faculty size as found in Hasselback's Directory to compare each
doctoral program’s percentage of equivalent articles written and
percentage of doctoral degrees granted.

Dyckman and Zef! (1984) counted the authorships and doctoral
affiliations of ail articles written in the JAR from 1963-1982. They also
gave both full and partial credit for coauthored articles and also
presented the results weighted by the doctoral-granting institution’s
faculty size as found in Hasselback’s Directory to account for a
potential “size” effect,

Snowbali (1986) ranked doctoral programs based upon their graduates’
authorship of accounting articles using experiments on human
Judgment appearing in the JAR, TAR, and AOS from 1964-1984,
basing his ranking upon the number of equivalent articles (i.c.. adjusted
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for coauthorship) that their graduates wrote, However, he did not
differentiate between the quality ol these three accounting journals and
made no allowance for faculty size or the number of doctoral graduates
produced.

Studies That Measure Journal Quality

Many studies have ranked the quality of academic programs or the journals
that accounting faculty members publish their works. Estes (1970) surveyed
business school deans, department heads, accounting and non-accounting
faculty members, and “prominent” accountants to ascertain their opinions of
the quality of several accounting programs which offered accounting doctoral
degrees. Rhode and Zeff (1970) questioned the validity of Estes's methadology,
stressing that respondents of largey programs often favar their *home™
institutions and that the derive rankings of quality programs do not alwiys
imply a quality faculty.

Carpenter, Crumbley, and Sirawscr (CC&S) {1974) next surveyed 1,190
accounting faculty members to ascertain their opinions of “quality” programs.
They presented their results both including and cxcluding individual
respondents’ current affiliation and institution which awiarded them their
doctoral degrees. Nikolai and Bazley's (1975) survey of all universities that
offered doctoral degrees in accounting found that 86.4 percent of the faculty
members at the “top 20 programs defined by CC&S carned their doctoral
degrees at one of these top 20 programs. Nikolai and Baziey also measure the
“quality” of a doctoral program by the proportion of ity graduates that are
placed in other “top 207 programs, a methodology upon which Fogarty and
Saftner (1993) expanded.

Morton (1973) and Zeff and Rbhode (i197%) noted some problems with
CC&S’s methodology including (1} ignoring “emerging” programs, especially
when asking many “old-timers” to rank programs when many new accounting
doctoral graduates enter academe, (2) failing to use anchors to help ascertain
that respondents produce consistent responses, (3) penerating potential non-
response bias, (4) having respondents mistake “graduate”™ for “doctoral”
programns, (5) using ordinal or interval data rather than ratio scales, and (6)
assuming that the faculty’s pereeptions of quality programs imply that these
respondents have amassed strong research, teaching, or service performance,

Since then, accounting researchers generally have focused on measuring the
objective criteria of scholarly productivity rather than the subjective attribute
of a program’s “reputation.” Scveral studies have used survey instruments to
measure the quality of accounting journals:

I. Benjamin and Brenner {1974) surveyed 200 accounting fuculty members
and 163 deans of AACSB aceredited sehools nationwide to ascertain
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the perccived quaiity of 24 accounnng publications. Based upon an
approximately 40 percent response rate from both groups, they used
interval data to compare both groups of respondents,

Weber and Stevenson (1981) asked 1.917 facuity members chosen again
from Hasselbacks Directory their extent of reading, familiarity, and
evaluation of 32 accounting Journals. Based upon 926 replies, Weber
and Stevenson ranked the Journals overall and by the respondents’
specialty area(c.g., auditing or taxation), However, they did not generate
ratio rankings of their ranked journals.

Howard and Nikolai (H&N) (1983) cxpanded upon the abave methods
by anchoring the participants’ responses and using a ratio scales.
Assuming that all panicipants were familiar with the JOA, they assigned
main articles in that publication a weight of 100 points and asked their
551 respondents 1o rank another 50 journals using this anchor, Ansed
upon i 589 pereent response rate, the authors ranked the journals
overall awd by the respondents® areas of specialization.

Morris, Cudd, and Crain (1990) extended H&N's findings to ascertain
if faculty members exhibit bias toward Journals that published their own
works. After collapsing H&N's into cight groups (by where the results
clustered), they asked the respondents to indicate the number of points
they would assign to journals in cach of these groups given a 100-point
anchor for one of the eight groups. Respondents were also asked how
many articles they published in each of these groups over the last five
years. Based upon a 22.3 percent response rate of 700 accounting faculty
members, they found no general association between faculty ratings for
a given journal group and the faculty publication records in that same
Journal group. However, they detected some negative bias between those
facuity who were better-pubiished in the top lwo accounting journal
groups. They concluded that better-published faculty tended to exhibit
significant bias when rendering journal ratings.

Hull and Wright (1990) updated H&N's (1983) rankings by surveying
accounting faculty rankings for the 50 of 51 journals that H&N measured
and adding another 29 journals to this list. They used main articles in
the JOA as a 100-point anchor and selected 783 terminally qualified
accounting faculty members nationwide selected from Hasselback’s
Directory. Based upon a 36 percent response rate, the authors disclosed
the rankings of the 79 journals in their population, presented the results
by specialty area, by doctoral and non-doctoral-granting degree
programs, and by those at AACSB and non-AACSB accredited
institutions,

Hall and Ross (1991) replicated much of Hull and Wright's (H&W)
(1990) work to ascertain the validity of H&W's methodology. They
adopted much of H&W methodology, but changed the reference
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journal used as an anchor point, the ordering of jouraals presented on
the survey instrument, the proup of journals ancluded in the
yuestionnaire, and the presence or absence of data regarding the
Journals” quality. After altering the above four variables and testing for
any interaction effects, Hall and Ross surveyed 2,000 accounting faculty
nationwide taken from Hasselback's Directory. Based upan a 48 percent
response rate, the authors ranked 88 journals and transformed their
responses so that a main article in JOA would receive 100 points. They
then disclosed the respondents’ point rankings for the other 87 journals
in their {ist, including separate findings for faculty at doctoral-granting
and non- doctoral-granting institwtions and by the faculty members’
specialty area,

Schroeder, Payne, and Hirris {1988) surveyed TR3 assistant, associale,
and full professors from cach of 21 “top” accounting progranis
nationwide, all other doctoral-granting institutions, and other AACSB
aceredited accounting programs, Based upon a 34.6 purcent responsc
rate, they ascertained “quality ™ and “familiarity” ratings of 80 accounting
publications and compared how the three groups ranked the best 41
ol these journals. They also reported the expected research productivity
in their four classes of journals required to obtain tenure and promotion
to full professor among the three classes of groups surveyed.

Brown and Huefner (1994) evaluated how 367 senior facuity at 40 “top™
MBA programs perceived the familiarity and quality of 44 accounting
journals, giving special consideration to newer (post 1980} journals. They
achieved a 49.3 percent response rate and presented their resuits, using
an interval scale, on an overall basis and by specialty area (e.g., auditing
and financial accounting).

Jolty, Schroeder, and Spear (JS&S) (1993) ascertained how 235
accounting chairs and 705 other accounting faculty members at AACSRB
accredited institutions ranked 59 accounting journals. Assuming that
academicians were more familiar with TAR than JOA, they used TAR
as their 100-point anchor for assessing the other journals. They presented
overall scores, results for the top 30 publishing schools, other doctoral-
granting institutions, and other AACSB accredited institutions. Whilc
finding no significant differeaces in the responses between chairs and
faculty members, they detected significant differences in quality ratings
among the respondent groups,

REFERENCES

Andrews, W I, and P.B. McKensie, 978, Lending nccounting depastiments revisited, The

Aveounting Review {anuasyy 135033



81 JAMES ROHASSELBACK and ALAN REINSTEIN

Baziey, ED and AN kolai, 19750 A campmison of published accounting researeh and yualitics
ol avconnting Baenlty and doctoral programs. The Aceonnting Review (July): 605-610.

Beattic, Vooand 1T Ryvun, 1991 The impact of non-serial publications on research in accounting
and finance, dbucny (Mareh), 32-50

Renjamin, 13, and VO brenner 1974, Perceptions of jousnai quality. The Accounting Review
(APl 160307

Bricker, RO TORE. Knnwledge prieservation in accounting: A critical study  Afacis (Septeniber)
120-131.

Brown, .12 and JO° Gindoer. 19852 Applying citation analysis (o evaluate the rescarch
contributions of accounting faculty and doctoral programs. The Aveounting Review
(Aprid): 262.277

s 19RSh Using eitation analysis o assess the wnpact of jownals and articles an
contemporiry secownting iesearch. Jowrnal of Accounting Revesrcl (fali): 84-109,

Brown, LY and ROV Nuedner 1994, The familincity with and perceived guality of accounting
journals: Views of senior accounting facubly inlending 118 MBA PIOZES, Cortleigorry
Acvoiemrpn: Revearcds (sinmaen): 223,250

Bublits, B and 10 Kee 1988 Mewinnes ol tesesioch prodductivity Tesecin Qoonrting Fdvucation
1960

Cabell, DRW.E (Fd) 199 Cabell's Direceory of Puldishing Ohpportuntities in Business ard
Feonemics, Ath ed Beaumont, TX: Cabeil Publishing Co.

Campbell, DR and .G Morgan, 1987, Publication sclivity of promoted accounting faculty
Issves in Accounting Feducarion (fall): 28-43.

Cargile, B.R.. and B. Bublitz. 1986, Factors contributing 1o published research by aceounting
faculties, The Accounting Review (January): 158-178.

Carpenter, C 45, DL Crumbley, and RUH. Strawser. 1974, A new ranking of accounting faculties
and doctoral programs. Journal of Accountancy (June): $0-94.

Chung, K H. M8, Pak, and RLA K Cox. 1992, Patterns of research output in the accounting
literature; A study of the bibliometric distributions. Abacus 25(2). 16B-1RS.

Batwbase of Accowming Research. 1992, [Hamond Bar, CA: Pacific Research Publications

Dychman, T.R,, and S.A. 7eff. 1984. Two decacdes of the Jowrnal of Accounting Research. Journal
of Aceotniing Research (springd: 225-297.

Dyl LA and MUS Tilly. 1985, A note on institutional contributions to the accounting literature.
Accouniing, Organizations & Soclety 10: 171-176.

Estes, _W. 1970, A ranking of accounting programs. Journal of Accountancy (July): 86-90.

Fuogarty, T.J, and J3.V. Saftner. 1993, Academic department prestiger A new measure based on
the doctoral student labar macket. Research in Higher Education 34(4): 427-449,

Hagerman, R.1. and C.M. Hagerman. 1989, Research promotion standards at selected accounting
programs. fssues in Aceeuniing Fducation (fall): 265-279.

Hall, T.W., and W.R. Russ 1991, Contextual effect in measuring accounting facully perceptions
ol accounting journals: An empirical test and updated journal rankings. In Advirces in
Accouniing, Yol 9, ed, P.M Y Reckers, 161-182. Greenwich, CT: JAT Press.

Hasselback, LR, 1993, Accouneing Faculty Directory Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Heck, LL., and W.G. Bremser. 1986, Six decades of The Accounting Review: A summary of
author and institutional conteibutors. The Accounting Review (October); 735-744.,

Heck, L1, RPC Derstine, and R Huaefner, 1992, Aceonnting {iterature Index New York:
McGraw Hil

Heek 3L, RE Jensen, and P.1.. Caniey. 1999, An analysis of contributors 1o accounting journals.
Part I The aggregate perlormances. The Internarional Journal of Accounting 25: 202-217.

Heek, JLLORE Jensen, and L1 Coaley. 1991 An analysis of contributors to accounting journals,
Part 11 The individial academic accounting journals. The Internarional Journal of
Accounting 2601 117



Assessing Accownting Docloral Programs by thelr Gradwtes” Eesearc i Prode: oty 85

Henry, W.R ., and EE. Bureh 1974, [nstitutional coptributions to schabuiy jonals of business
Journdal of Business {fali) 56-05,

Hexer, LHL 1969 Publish or perish a defense, Public Interest (fI0(1T): 60-77.

Howard, T.P.. and LA, Nikelat 1983, Attitude measusement and pereeptions of acconnling
facully publication outlets. The Aecounting Review (October): Th5.776.

[uil, RoP, and GUB. Wright. 1990 Facalty pereeptions of journal guality: An update. Aceonriing
Horizons {Murch): 77-49%

Jacabs, FAAL AL Hartgraves, and EL1E Beard, 1986, Pablication prodnetivity of doctonal alumni:
A time adjusted model, The Accowniing Review (January): 179 187,

Tensen, DLE., S.I). Willits, and D1 Cheney. Towards the determination ol :ealistic rescarch
expectations. Paper Presented at the 1989 Annuad American Accounting Association
Meetings, 28 pages.

Jolly, 5.A.. R.G. Schroeder, and R.K. Spear. An empirical investigatien of the relationship
between journal quality ratings and promotion and tenure decisions. 199 working paper,
19 pages.

Koch, BS., B Metino, and N D Hernone, Pubdishing pattesns of doctoral privduates, A
preference for perishing Working paper, New Yok Hniversity, 1983, 20 pages

MeRae, W 19740 A citmaional analysis of the accounting infeimation network . donraal of
dAeconnting Researeh (spring) 8092,

MacRoberts, MUHL and BLR. MacRoberts, 19592 Prablems of vitation ihya s A cntical review,
Journal of the ALY (September): 342-349,

Milne, RAL and GLA. Vent, 1988, A guuartile anadysis ol the Hive-yem puhlication prodactivite
of promated accounting lacully, The Aceouniing Educators Journal 137056,

e e J9BYL Publication productivity; A comparison of accounting taculty members promoted
m 1981 and 1984, sy pr clecanntting Fucation (Tally: 94102

Moros, TL UM Codd, and 11 Crain 1990, A study of the potential bias in arconnbng journal
ratings. Implications for promotion and tenure decisions. decomnting Feuoutons fousnal:
46-55.

Murton, LR 1975, Comments an ™A new rinnking of acconnting facalties and doe tonsd programs "
Jovrnal of Accormtaney {Vebruary): 103108

Nikolat, 1A and 1.1, Barley, 1975, T'he organizationst set prestige tankings wnd s impact upon
acconnting department lacvkics The Jecoumtig Review (October ) 51 -48K,

Oatrowsky, BAL 1986, First-time accounting facultyv: The tob scatoh, acceptatiee amd support
provesses. fssies i ooty Dducation (springd 48 55

Porter. M.CLoand T Maouck. 1993 Academie accounting jowaals: Institutione! concestration
and esearch productivity, Proceedings 19V Sopthavess Remwonal Moty American
Accaunting Association, pp 041D

Rhode, .G, and S AL Zefll 1970 Comments on "A Banking of Accounting Programs.™ Journal
af Accountaney (December) 43-K85

Reuse, RW.and R Shockley. 1984, Setting realistic expectations for publishing in leading
sccounting rescarely journals Journal of dccounting Feiouzion (fally, 4352

Sehroeder, RGO DI, Payne, and .G, Harris, 1988, Perceptinn. of accounting publicstions
oullets. The Accouniing Fducatar’s Journal (1ally: 1-17.

Smith, G.,and 1. Krogstad. 1991 Sources and uses of auditing: A journal ol peactioe & theory's
literature: The first decade. Awddiving: A Jonenal of Pracewe & Theory (T00): 8487,
Snowball, D, 1986, Accounting faboratery experiments on human ndginent. Some charicter bstics

and influences. Acconnring, Orpanizanons and Socfeny 1100y 4769

rbanic, F.RUISEG. Publishing perlonuance by accounting i Comparisons and measupes
of productivity. Procecdings, TS Sourhwest Regional Meeing, Aniorican Aecounting
Association, pp. 2411



R PAMES RIASSE paC K and ALAN REINSTEIN

Vi, 100 i g Apudelo 1997 i, Yiethor's Guide 1o
Dollicariiag S anl MN Wew fublishing ¢,

Weber, ROIT i wog Steseason, 98] Fvaluations of acconntin
quality 7, Accoratig: Ix'('\‘.l}'\ﬁ'(_hll)’)‘ 396612

Willioms, P71 1985 A deseriptive mnalysis af autharship in 7 Aceounting Review The
Avcanniting Review- APty 300342

Williams, W W jog7, Instiniional propensitics 1o publish in ac

Lecounting and Fingneind Heporting

i ojorenal angd departent

ademic journais of buosiness
admimstration 197921954 uarterlv Review of Feonomics and Business (spring): 77.94,

Windal, bW, 941, Publishing tar a varied public: An empiricat stwdy, The Accounting Review
tTuly): 651058,

Wright, In W, 1991 |y steeess in acndeme predictable? Pape: Presented at the 1992 Annual
Amenean Assovinting hevtings.

ZelUSA L and TG Rirode FUZS0 Comments o “A pew ranking dceonnting facultics ynd
duciord Dregns " fowarsigf g Acconniane thebraneyy 105 106



