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ABSTRACT: While many studies have analyzed the quantity of articles that ac-
counting faculty publish or the quality of journals where such faculty publish, no
one has yet combined both methodologies. After extensively reviewing the re-
lated literature, we assess both the quality and quantity of the publication records
of accounting faculty members at over 700 institutions nationwide using 40 jour-
nals. Faculty members, students, administrators, and alumni can Lse these re-
sults as a measure of the research records of these institutions.

Reasons for Analyzing Research
Productivity

H EXTER (1969) and others have
advocated that published re-
search forms the best available

criterion for evaluating the quality of in-
dividual faculty members and of their de-
partments and institutions. According to
Henry and Burch (1974), most decision
makers continue to use published re-
search as the primary indicator of aca-
demic quality. Similar to corporations
who measure "success" by bottom line
profits or market share, academic insti-
tutions 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 five
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 deci-

sions. Furthermore, the Schultz et al.
(1989) survey of accounting faculty and
business school deans predicts that the
1990s will witness even more emphasis
on research production as the critical
component of the academic reward
process.

Campbell et al. (1933) found that, in
addition to the more renowned national
institutions, most traditional four-year
accounting programs now place increas-
ing emphasis on research productivity.
This trend can only g] ow as the prior
shortage of doctorally-trained account-
ing faculty becomes a surplus and insti-
tutions strengthen thê ir standards for
promotion and tenure. Schwartz (1984)
demonstrates that tlie increased number
of faculty members desiring to publish
their works in a constant or declining
array of prestigious journals has signifi-
cantly increased the competition and
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resultant quality expectations for these
publication outlets. Faculty members
who wish to remain mobile in today's
competitive job market also must main-
tain strong publication records.

Rationale for the Study
The literature points to a need for an

obj ective method of measuring the qual-
ity of faculty productivity. Hull and
Wright (1990) argue that accounting pro-
grams gain national recognition through
the pubhcations of faculty; therefore,
publication is expected of faculty, but
most studies only measure quantity of
publication. Kida andMannino (1980) in-
dicate that a comprehensive and quali-
tative study is required so that poten-
tial faculty members can make choices
in selecting a new employer and schools
can assess their own expectations.
Jacobs et al. (1986) state that an objec-
tive method of ranking doctoral pro-
grams produces numerous benefits to
the faculty of highly ranked schools. Ac-
cording to Williams (1987), an objective
method of measuring the quality of pub-
lication can help administrators more ef-
fectively recruit faculty, allocate re-
sources, and direct program emphases.

However, the purpose of this paper
is not to definitively rank accounting pro-
grams, but rather to provide a method-
ology that considers both the quality and
quantity of journals over a relatively long
period of time. The rankings here should
be regarded as illustrative because of
the potential to obtain different rankings
depending on alternative quality
weights for the journals, shorter or
longer time-periods of publications,
treatment of co-authorship, whether the
papers are empirical or analytical, and
other considerations. Institutions can
expand upon this methodology to de-
velop their own set of journals and jour-
nal weights to compare their own and
their peer institutions' output.

PRIOR STUDIES
Researchers have used three meth-

ods to assess faculty research produc-
tivity: citation analysis, faculty/admin-
istration surveys, and counting the num-
ber of articles.

Citation analysis (e.g.. Rouse and
Shockley 1984; Brown and Gardner
1985a, 1985b; Smith and Krogstad 1991 ;
Beattie and Ryan 1991; Bricker 1988)
attempts to assess the impact of schol-
arly research by determining how fre-
quently others make reference to a given
article. As MacRoberts and MacRoberts
(1989) and others have noted, this
method has three weaknesses in the
way it has been practiced so far: it gives
credit to articles which others criticize
frequently; it often considers only the
first-named author in co-authored
pieces; and it fails to differentiate be-
tween different types or classes of jour-
nals. Citation analysis is basically quan-
titative; any qualitative judgments must
be inferential.

Survey methods establish a scale of
values by asking faculty and/or admin-
istrators to rank journals relative to an
"anchor"; for example, Howard and
Nikolai (1983) used a main article in the
Joumal of Accountancy [JO A) as a 100-
point "anchor" for respondent use; re-
spondents wishing, for instance, to rate
The Accounting Review (AR) articles
twice as good as JOA articles would as-
sign the AR articles 200 points. The scale
is then used as a compiling guide (e.g.,
Benjamin and Brenner 1974; Howard
and Nikolai 1983 ; Hull and Wright 1990 ;
Schroeder et al. 1988; Brown and
Huefner 1993). The survey method has
flaws also; for example, faculty who pub-
lish frequently in top journals tend to ex-
hibit significant bias in rating journals.
Monis et al. (1990) and JoUy et al. (1993)
found important differences in quality
ratings in the nearly one thousand re-
spondents at AACSB-accredited institu-
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tions they surveyed. Survey researchers
are clearly most interested in establish-
ing the guaiity of journals and, therefore,
by extension, of articles and ultimately
programs.

The most common method, counting
articles, has up to now aimed at mea-
suring the quantity of publication (e.g.,
Jacobs et al. 1986; Windal 1981; Bublitz
and Kee 1984; Koch et al. 1983; Bazley
and Nikolai 1975; Andrews and
McKenzie 1978; Urbanic 1986; Wright
1992; Porter and Mouck 1993). In our
review of approximately 70 articles that
either assessed faculty productivity or
critiqued such attempts, we found no
studies using any of the three methods
that assessed both the quantity and
quality of accounting articles published.

The summary matrixes of the litera-
ture review appear in figures 1 and 2.

Current Methodology
The current study considers both the

quality and quantity of accounting re-
search according to the following pro-
cess. To gather the information disclosed
in exhibit I, we:
1. Ascertained the number of faculty at

716 institutions nationwide based
upon a review of Hasselback's (1992)
Accounting Faculty Directory. Only
those faculty members holding the
rank of Assistant Professor or above
are included in column 1 of exhibit
I. Schools offering doctoral programs
in accounting are noted in bold.

2. Determined the total articles in our
sample space by using two comput-
erized databases: Heck et al.
(HD&H) (1992) Accounting Litera-
ture Index, which contained a list-
ing of all articles published in 33 ac-
counting pubhcations, and Pacific
Research Company's (PRC) (1992)
Database of Accounting Research,
which contained the listings of 40
accounting publications. A total of 32
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of 33 journals from HD&H's list also
appeared in the Pacific Research
Company's database, allowing us to
cross-check our results. The full list
of journals useci ai)pears in exhibit
II. We considered ail articles v^ritten
in the 25-year period from 1967
through 1991. The HD&H database
generally includes all articles pub-
lished since the inception of each
journal while the I'RC database in-
cludes articles published since 1968.
These databases gave no credit for
notes, letters to the editor, depart-
mental articles, or other instances
where the author's name did not ap-
pear in their listed jirofessional pub-
lications (e.g., JOÄ, Management
Accounting (MA) and The CPA Jour-
nal (CPAJ))—a pioblem found in
many other publications. We then
compared all authors to
Hasselback's Directory in order to
ascertain the authors" current affili-
ation. We personally checked minor
problems such as author misspell-
ings, use of initial.'! rather than fuU
first names, and instances where
more than one author shared one
name (e.g., John Smith). We checked
the actual written articles in our
universities' libraries to resolve any
differences. This process enabled us
to assign all articles to their authors'
current affiliations Full credit was
given for co-authored works. We ig-
nored articles written by those no
longer in academe ox deceased. Col-
umn 2 of exhibit Í gives the total
number of articles for each institu-
tion based on a faculty member's af-
filiation as of Fall 1991.

3. In order to considei the impact of co-
authors, we next reduced the values
from column 2 to consider the effects
of co-authorship, l'or example, we
gave .5 credit to tjach author of a
two-person co-authored piece and
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EXHIBIT n
Journals Included in the Study and Their Ranking

Joumal of Accounting Research 2 26
The Accounting Review 2 26
Joumal of Accounting and Economics • \ QQ
Contemporary Accounting Research$ , ,-._ " 1 5 6
Accounting, Organizations and Society '"'•" 1,54
Behavioral Research in Accountings 1 49
Joumal of the American Taxation Association ' 1.48
Joumal of Accounting, Auditing and Finance 1.41
National Tax Joumal A\B
Joumal of Business, Finance and Accounting . • . ,• • I .34
Joumal of Management Accountmg Research$ , I.34
Auditing: A Joumal of Practice & Theory . i'^
Joumal of Accounting and Public Policy . 1,23
Joumal of Accounting Literature " . 1.17
Accounting and Business Research 1,16
Research in Governmental and Nonprofit Accounting$ , , 1.14
Abacus " ' 111
Joumal of Corporate Taxation • i_08
Advances in Accounting Information Systems$ 1.08
Accounting Horizons . 102
Joumal of Accountancy 1 QQ
Intemational Journal of Accounting Education and Research . .98
Journal of Accounting Education : ' ,97
Advances in Accounting ' " QQ
Issues in Accounting Education ' .91
The Journal of Information Systems " .90
Management Accounting _89
Advances in Taxation$ ^ ^
Research in Accounting Regulations ^ !
Joumal of Cost Management* ,8gi
Advances in International Accountings .88
Advances in Public Interest Accountings .87
Accounting, Auditing and Accountability* .87
Advances in Quantitative Analysis of Finance and Accounting* .87
Corporate Accounting/Financial Manager* ¿87
Georgia Journal of Accounting* ' ^g^
Joumal of Cost Analysis* jfff^.
Accounting Historians Joumal ' .gg-:
Accounting Educators' Joumal$ ' ' ,84
The CPA Joumal '78

$ Joumals ranked using Jolly, Schroeder, and Spear's (1993) study
* Jcumals ranked using cluster analysis

.333 credit for each author of an ar- to the articles in our data base . We
t ide that three persons wrote. Col- first used Hull and Wright 's (H&W)
umn 3 provides this information. (1990) weighing schema to ass ign

4. To consider the quahty of the writ- "quality" points to the articles in our
ten articles, w e assigned "weights" database. We used this methodology
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to assign values for 24 of the 40 jour-
nals in our database. We next used
Jolly et al. {JS&S) (1993) study to
develop v^eightings for another ten
journals, by focussing on the relative
rankings of journals that failed to
appear in H&W's list. For example,
H&W did not rank Contemporary Ac-
counting Research (CAR), but JS&S
ranked it between Accounting, Orga-
nizations and Society (AOS) and The
Journal of the American Taxation As-
sociation (JATA). We thus assigned
articles in CAR a value (1.51) midv^ay
between those of AOS (1.54) and
JATA (1.48). For the other six journal
weightings we adapted Morris et al.
(1990) methodology to cluster the 34
found articles into six groups. We
then reviewed other journal rankings
(e.g., Hall and Ross 1991) and books
outlining acceptance rates and the
c[ualities of accounting journals (e.g.,
Vargo and Agudelo 1992; Cabell
1990) as well as independently as-
signing these six journals to the ap-
propriate class. After agreeing on the
proper placing of these missing ar-
ticles, 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 34, they were generally
given lower weightings than the
more established ones. A summary of
the results of these procedures ap-
pears in exhibit II.

5. Column 5 represents the quotient of
articles written without our "con-
densing" them for co-authorship di-
vided by the faculty size of the au-
thors' present institutions.

6. Column 6 represents the quotient of
articles written after "condensing"
them for co-authorship divided by
the faculty size of the authors'
present institutions.

7. Column 7 represents the quotient of
articles written after "condensing"

them for co-authorslup and factoring
in the journal quality divided by the
faculty size of the authors' present
institutions. The findings of columns
5, 6 and 7 incorporate the quantity
and quality of accounting faculty
publications.

Analysis
Of the 716 schools included in the

study, 270 or 37 percent of the schools
have no faculty membiîrs with articles
in any of the 40 journals. Another 49
schools have only om; article and 59
schools have only two articles. Thus,
52.7% of the schools have two or fewer
articles in the 40 jourmJs.

Exhibit in summarizes the schools
with the 25 highest scoies. The first data
column in this exhibit lii ts the 25 highest
ranking schools based on the total num-
ber of articles considering co-authorship
but not faculty size or joiimal quality (i.e.,
taken from column 3 of e idiibit I). The data
shows that institutions with large num-
bers of faculty dominate the list Only
three of the top 25 schools (Notre Dame,
San Diego State, and 3righam Young)
have no accounting doctoral programs.

The second data column of exhibit
III considers co-authorship and journal
quality (i.e., taken from column 4 of ex-
hibit I). By this calculation Chicago,
Northwestern, Carnegie Mellon, Florida
State, Harvard, and Mijinesota replaced
Termessee, South C ârolina, Permsylva-
nia, Brigham Young, Goorgia, and Geor-
gia State in the list of the 25 highest
ranking programs.

The third data colijnn of exhibit III
incorporates co-authors hip, journal qual-
ity and faculty size (i.e., taken from col-
umn 7 of exhibit I). Yale University holds
the highest ranking, vrith 44 actual ar-
ticles and an average of over 16
weighted, equivalent articles for each of
their four faculty members. However,
two of their four faculty members wrote
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EXHIBIT m
Numerical Ranking of the Schools with the 25 Highest Scores^

# of Articles # of Articles Top 5 Journals
Weighted by Weighted by Weighted by

* of Articles Co Authors Co Authors. Co-Authors,
Weighted by and Journal Rating, Journal Rating,
Co-Authors Journal Rating & Faculty Size & Faculty Size

University of Alabama 7 10 15
University of Arizona — —. _ 22
Arizona State University 4 ' • g". , _
Brigham Young University 23 ' -^, ' : _ , . ,
Univ. of Calif at Berkeley 18 î î ' ' ' n 9 . ' ' '
Univ. of Calif, Los Angeles — ' — ' _ SO'
Univ, of Calif, Riverside — ^ '•' ' 21 —
Carnegie Mellon University — Î9 2 3
University of Chicago — 16 * 22 12
CUNY-Baruch CoUege 6 Ç , _ _
Univ. of Colorado-Denver — — : • • 5 ' jg
Columbia University — .:—'̂  . \Q , -. IQ
Cornell University — ¿^, • 4 , ' 2
Dartmouth College — .,— 9 ,< j j
Duke University — —* . : • 7 _ . . ^.,
Emory University — — 2S
University of Florida 12 J2 23 21
Florida State University — 21 — >—
University of Georgia 24 — , — <î
Georgia Institute of Technology— ^ - 17 •_ .
Georgia State University 25
Harvard University — JÜt
University of Illinois 3 " â ' —
Univ. of Illinois at Chicago
University of Iowa 14 ' .%^ 13 14
University of Michigan
Michigan State University
University of Minnesota
Naval Postgraduate School
New York University
University of North Texas
Northwestern University
University of Notre Dame
University of Pennsylvania
Penn State University
University of Rochester — — 19 i^
University of Pittsburgh
Rice University
San Diego State University
University of South Carolina
Univ. of Southern California
Stanford University
SUNY at Buffalo - . _ •*- -, 34 19

'• - (Continued on next page)

14
22
13 ';

—
2
16
— .,
15
21
9
—

—
17
20
5
10

16
% • ' *

2

17
d$4

ta.
7 .

. 1 • •

—

23
—
4

25
13

16

10

8
12
19

6
__

' __
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EXHIBIT m (Continued)

University of Tennessee
University of Texas
Texas A&M University
University of Washington
Washington University
Yale University

^Please see caveats on page 73 of this paper.

# of Articles
Weighted by
Co-Authors

19
1
8

11
—

# of Articles
Weighted by
Co-Authors

and
Journal Rating

—
1

,11
9

—

# of Articles
Weighted by
Co-Authors,

Journal Rating,
& Faculty Size

—
14
—
20
—
1

Top 5 Journals
Weighted by
Co-Authors,

Joumal Rating
& Faculty Size

—
13
—
17
23

1

all of these articles: Joel Demski wrote
35 of the 44 articles and Rick Antle
authored the other nine. Smaller-sized,
private institutions with few accounting
faculty members—most of whom have
achieved excellent publication records-
tend to dominate the highest rankings
of this exhibit. Eight schools made all
three hstings (Stanford, Berkeley, Perm
State, Iowa, Texas. Washington at Se-
attle, Alabama, and Florida). The scores
that smaller schools achieve could also
have been affected significantly by the
loss or hiring of a prolific author.

To help ascertain the effect of includ-
ing different joumals on the results of
the third data column (i.e., articles by
faculty member weighted by co-author-
ship and journal weighting), a fourth
data column was added to this exhibit,
which includes only the five highest
ranked academic joumals in the study
(i.e., JAR, TAR, JAE, CAR, and AOS).
This process made relatively minor
changes in the results. For example, only
five schools were added to the
rankings—Califomia-Los Angeles (20th),
Arizona (22nd), Washington University
in St. Louis (23rd), Pittsburgh (24th), and
Emory (25th). Similarly, the five pro-
grams "leaving" the rankings under this
new methodology were also ranked in
the lower portions of the 25 schools with
the highest scores—i.e., Alabama (15th},

Naval Postgraduate School (16th), Geor-
gia Tech (17th), Calilornia-Riverside
(21st) and Illinois-Chicago (25th). Fur-
thermore, eight programs appeared in
the ten schools with the highest scores
under both methodologies (i.e., both in
the third and fourth data columns of this
exhibit). These results imply that faculty
at the highest ranking schools compete
for "space" primarily in the highest-
ranked accounting joumals.

Exhibit IV next rants the quality and
quantity of articles of accounting pro-
grams nationwide. Again based upon
the column 7 of exhibit I, which incor-
porates CO-authorship, journal quality,
and faculty size, exhibit IV provides
decile ranking for all 716 schools nation-
wide—84 doctoral-gran ting universities,
284 AACSB accredited schools, and 432
non-AACSB accredited institutions. Two
doctoral programs no longer active and
several others that heve produced no
doctoral graduates are not included in
the 84 doctoral schools. By using the
appropriate column, any school can de-
termine its standing b.ised on the type
of program it offers. For example, to rank
in the highest decile {i.-^.. upper ten per-
cent) nationwide, a sctiool would need
3.25 ecjuivalent articles per faculty mem-
ber; however, compared to doctoral pro-
grams, it would need ''.72 articles. The
last row of this exhibit shows the num-
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EXHIBIT IV
Decile Rankings for Articles Per Faculty Member

Weighted by Co-Authorship and Journal Weighing

,1

Decile

,1
" • S .

.3

.4

.5

.6

.7
i

No Articles
Written by
Faculty Members

Overall
(716 Programs)

1.61
.88
.45
.22
.07
—
—
—

270

Doctoral
Programs

(84 Programs)

7.72
6.04
4.81
4.42
3.95
3.25
2.84
1.75
1.61

0

AACSB
Accredited

(284 Programs)

4.81
3,53
2.43
1.78
1.37
1.01
.70
.46
.18

^
9

Non-AACSB
Accredited

(432 Programs)

. 6 7 ;•

.32

.15

.03

—
—
—
—

261

ber of schools with accounting faculty
that wrote no articles in the 40 journals
included in the study, an event that
never occurred at doctoral-granting uni-
versities and arose only nine times at
non-doctoral granting AACSB institu-
tions. Thus, while 37.4% of the 716
schools had accounting faculty with no
articles in the 40 journals included in the
study, 261 of 432 (60.4%) non-AACSB ac-
credited programs wrote no articles.

Limitations and Extensions
Like all studies measuring faculty

research productivity, this study has
several limitations. First, the study in-
cludes only 40 accounting journals and
ignores certain works (e.g., notes) ap-
pearing in practitioner journals. Second,
many accounting faculty publish re-
search monographs, in other accounting
journals not included in this study, or in
top journals (e.g., the Joumaio/Finance
or Management Science) in other, re-
lated fields. Third, the study Included
only four practitioner journals. Fourth, by
crediting faculty members for aU articles

they ever wrote, we gave equal credit
for recent and "old" (e.g., done 25 years
ago) articles. Fifth, the study determines
the school's ranking based on the
faculty's publication record rather than
where a person was located at the time
of publication. Finally, the purpose of
this study is to demonstrate a method-
ology for considering the quantity and
quality of journals that pubhsh account-
ing faculty members' research findings.
Accounting programs can develop their
own set of quality and quantity measures
to compare their own and their peer fac-
ulty members' research productivity.

Further extensions of this study
could include analyzing the schools'
publishing record to determine if, like
Yale, a small number of faculty provide
most of the school's publications. The
loss of one or two faculty members could
significantly change a school's ranking
based on publications.

CONCLUSION
This paper analyzed the publication

records of 716 schools nationwide by ex-
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amining faculty members' cunent {1991-
92 academic year) institution rather than
where they may haye been at the time
of publication. The study found that in
oyer 37 percent of the schools, faculty
members had no publications in any of
the 40 journals used in the study. Larger
institutions granting accounting doctoral
degrees tended to dominate the highest
rankings in the results when looking at

total number of articles with or without
considering co-authorship and joumal
weightings. When statistics are com-
puted on a per-faculty me-mber basis, high
quality priyate institutions with small
numbers of faculty garnered the highest
rankings. This result remained consistent
when only flye premier accounting jour-
nals rather than 40 were considered.

I . . •'\..7. - •
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