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Abstract

With the advent of the RQF qudity assessment exercise in Audraliaand similar exercises
beng undetaken in New Zealand and elsewhere, assessing research performance isnow a
topic of mgjor importance to marketing academics. Using publicly available information on
Google Scholar andthefreely available Publish or Perish software system, this paper presents
an overview of theresearch paformance of senior marketing academics of Audralian
universities based on four established measures of citationsof ther research publications. The
relevance and value of these measures are discussed and compared to other ways of assessing
research performance, and further research oppotunities usang this methodis suggested.

Introduction

In recent times, Audralian academics have witnessed an increasing emphasis on research
output throughtheimplementation of the proposd Research Qudity Framework (RQF) by
2008 (http://www.dest.gov.aul). It appears tha the oft heard GPublish or PerishOphilosophy,
which became a buzzword with American academicsin theearly 70sand still continuesto be
an important philosophyfor progressionin the academia, is becoming away of life for
Audralian university educators too. This does not mean tha Audralian universities are
behind US universities in terms of thar research orientation; butinaeasing attentionis beng
given these days, in many naions to measuring and comparing theresearch performance of
individud academics and research ingitutions There are severa reasonsfor this. First,
universities or other inditutionsfor highe learning tend to view research as an essential
condituent of holistic learning. These inditutionsand the organisationsthat providefundsfor
them can have a legitimate claim to monitor the peformance of theindvidud academicsin
thar pay roll in every which way they can with aview to measure thar return oninvestment
or ROI (Tome and Lipu, 2004. Second,research publicationis avisible component tha can
add to therepute of and bring recognition to an academic inditution and strengthen its image
to the stakeholdersin particular and the community at large In an agewhen education has
been globdised and commoditised, reputation of an academic ingitutionis perhgpsthe mos
powerful ®randingGind promotiond tool for theinditution in question. Third, research
abilities and skills and theresearch output of an academic is oneof the three key measures by
which heor sheis evaluaed for career progression (Hannaet a. 2005. While the other two
areas, namely teaching and service, are consdered important, in reality they are often viewed
with less fervour than research strength of the academic concerned. Van Wyk (1998:251) has
rightly observed that GResearchers publish for persond and sodial reasons Publicationsin
prestigious joumds add to persond prestige, acceptance among peers, and maybe sometimes
awards (Nobd prizes and so on) aswell.O




Thedeails of the RQF, which has been moddled after the United Kingdomand New Zealand
approach, are notknown yet. However, it seems clear tha a variety of new peformance
measures are likely to be conddered in assessing an academic@ research impact (Bishop
2006) Onewould notbewrongto speculate tha these measures would indude among
others, total number of published pgpersin refereed joumds and conferences, relative rank of
thejoumad in which an individud @ papers are pullished, qudity andimpact of theresearch
etc. Theapproprateness, efficacy or ussfulness of any measure, quditative or quantitative,
have dways been questionad, chdlenged, criticised and debaed. And onecan safely say that
thedebaeis notgoingto beresolved any timein thefuture. In fact it islikely to intengfy as
each of the different metrics available has elements tha may beviewed by aresearche as
unrepresentative of his’her research produdivity, skill and worth. Y et, academics develop and
use metrics, no matter how imperfect they may be to measure thar performance and
benchmark it agang others to moveforward.

Thepurmpo< of this pgper, however, is not speculating on wha may or may notbeinduded in
assessing an individud @ research perfformance. It uses four established metrics of research
performance such as h-index, g-index, hc- index, and hl, norm and andyses theresearch
performance of the marketing professors and associate professorsin Audralian universities.

The indexes defined

Thetraditiond bibliometric indicators of research performance, such astotal number of
paoes or total nunber of citationshave some unique and inhaent but problems. While the
first does not accountfor the qudity of research publications the second often presents a
distorted view when a single publication (or two) of major influence receive
dispropottionaely largenunmber of citationscompared to other publicationsof the same
author. The four indexes used in this pagpe were origindly used by naural scientiststo
measure research prolificacy of scientists such as physcists and are bdieved to overcome
some of these problems. Thefollowing descriptions of these four key measures of research
output have been based on the materials available in Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/iwiki/
Hirsch_nunber) and Harzing® (2007)Publish or Perish
(http://www.harzing.com/resources.htm#/ pophtm).

The h-index: Also defined as Hirsch index or Hirsch number, the h-index smultaneoudy
measures the qudity and sustainability of an academic@ research output, and to some extent,
thediversity of higher research. Based on thedistribution of citationsreceived by the
publicationsof a given researcher, Hirsch (2005)proposd that Ca scientist hasindex hiif h of
his N, papeshaw at leag h citationseach, andthe other (N, - h) pape's hawe at mog h
citationseachQ Thisimpliesthat if ascholar has published 5 papers with at least 5 citations
each, heissaid to have an hiindex of 5. Theindex is better than smpler measures such asthe
total number of citationsor publicationsas it hdpsdistinguish scholars who are truly
influential from those who publish many papers but are not necessarily influential. Also, h
index is not affected by single pagpers receiving many citations While h index works well for
compaing researchers working in the same field, (i) it fails to recognise theimpaortance of the
research; (ii) scholars with a short career are disadvantaged; and (iii) authors of review
articles may have a higha h than authors making origind contributions

The g-index: To overcome the shortcomingsof the h- index, Egghe(2009 proposd wha he
called the g- index to measure research produdivity of scientists based onther publication
Thegindex also usesthedistribution of citationsreceived by a given researcher's publications



asthebasis of calculation; butit gives more weight to highly cited pgpers. According to
Egghe(2006 Qiven a set of articles ranked in decreasng order of the nunber of citations
thatthey received, the g-index isthe (uniquée largest nunber such thatthetopg articles
received (togeher) at leas g° citationsO

The hc index: Thisisthe contemporary h-index (Sidiropoubset a. 2006)tha addsan age-
related weighting to each cited article of aresearcher by givingrelatively less parameterized
weightto highe earlier publications Theweighting is parameterized; the Publish or Perish
implementation uses ganma=4 and ddta=1. This meansthat citationsreceived by an article
published during the current year accounts four times while the citationsreceived by an article
published 4 years ago account only onetime. In the same token, citationsreceived by an
article published 6 years ago, accouns only 0.67 (i.e., 4/6) times, and so on.

The hl ,,,:m: Thisindex isamodification of the h-index described aboveformulated by the
developeasof the Publish of Perish software. To calculate thisindex, thenumber of citations
for each pgper isfirst nomalised by dividing the number of citationsreceived by apagoe by
thenumber of authorsfor tha paper. Theh, nom iSthen calculated as the h-index of the
normalized citation count. This approach more accurately accounts for any co-authorship
effectsthat mightbe presentin theindex. It is abeter approximation of the per-author
impact, which iswha theorigind h-index set outto provide

Methodology

This research compares the peformance of the senior ranked marketing academics, i.e., the
Professors and Assodate Professorsin the Audralian Universitiesin terms of thefourindexes
discussed above Data for the research has been obtained online (during June2007) from the
public domain, ugng the Publish or Perish software program that retrieves and andyses
academic citationsof different academic researchers all over theworld. The software makes
use of Google Scholar to obtain theraw citation scores of an author. It then andyses these and
presents alargearray of statistics such as (i) total number of pgoers, (ii) total number of
citations (iii) average nunbe of citationsper pgoer, (iv) average number of citationsper
author, (v) averagenunmber of pgoers per author, (v1) Average nunbe of citationsper year,
(vi) Hirsch'sh-index and related parameters, (vii) Egghés g-index, (viii) the contemporary h-
index, (ix) theage-weighted citationrate, (x) two variationsof individud h-indces, and (xi)
an andysis of the number of authors per pgper.

It isimportant to note that the developea's of the Publish or Perish software warnsthat the
metricsit calculates are only as goodasthar inpu (Harzing and van der Wal, in press).
Keeping thiswarning in view another Google based software, H-visudiser, was used to cross
check (i) total nunmber of pgoers, (ii) total nunmber of citations and (iii) the h-index calculated
by the Publish or Perish and (iv) the maximum number of citationsreceived by apgper. This
check islimited as H-Visudiser also uses Google Scholar asinput Comparisonswith results
usng Thomson®World of Science ISI citationsor with Scopuswould be worthwhile but
access to these systems was not available to the authors. Research comparing theresults of
citationsandysis usng different inputs are provided by Harzing 2005and Harzing and van
der Wal (in press).



Results

Tablel presents a summary of thefour research performance indexes of senior marketing
academicsin the Audralian Universities. How do these indexes compare with those of top
marketing researchersin the USA? A cursory look at these indexes of afew US marketing
academics at thetime of writing this paper (as number of citationsinarease, theindex values
may also increase) reveastha Kotler, Parasuraman and Bagozzi have h-indexes over 40, g-
indexes over 85, hcindexes ove 24 and hl norm Over 30. Shdby Hunt, Jag Sheth, and David
Aaker come next with h-indexes above 25, g-indexes above50, hcindexes over 15 and hl norm
exceeding 20. In the Audralian context there are three marketing academics with significantly
highe scores on these indexes compared to other Audralian Professors of Marketing, with
only Jordan Louviere rivaling the scores of these US academics. We leave you to work out
who they are!

Table 1: Research Performance of Marketing Professors and Associate Professors in Australian
Universities: Statistics (Highest, Lowest and Median values and Frequency Distribution of
Four Selected Indicators

H G hc hl H index G index hc index hl norm
STATISTICS index | index | index | norm | SCORES | No % No % No % No %
PROFESSORS: ALL AUSTRALN. UNIVERSITIES (N=52) | Below 4 15 | 288 9 173 | 25 | 481 | 23 | 442
Highest Vaue* 23 60 16 18 4-7 18 | 346 | 10 | 192 | 20 | 385 | 20 | 385
Lowest Value* 1 1 1 1 8-11 11 | 21.2 5 9.6 6 115 6 115
Median Vaue* 6 12 5 5 12-15 5 9.6 13 | 25.0 0 0 2 3.9
Modal Value 3 5 5 5 Above 15 3 5.8 15 | 288 1 19
PROFESSORS: G8 UNIVERSITIES (N =31) Below 4 6 194 3 9.7 10 | 323 | 10 | 323
Highest Vaue* 18 37 10 14 4-7 10 | 323 3 9.7 15 | 484 | 14 | 452
Lowest Value* 2 3 1 1 8-11 8 25.8 4 12.9 6 194 5 16.1
Median Value* 7 14 5 5 12-15 5 16.1 | 11 | 355 0 0 2 6.5
Modal Value 8 l3ié4, 5 5 Above 15 2 6.5 10 | 323 0 0 0 0
PROFESSORS: OTHER UNIVERSITIES (N = 21) Below 4 11 | 524 6 286 | 15 | 714 | 13 | 619
Highest Vaue* 23 60 16 18 4-7 6 28.6 7 33.3 5 23.8 6 28.6
Lowest Value* 1 1 1 1 8-11 3 14.3 1 4.8 0 0 1 4.8
Median Value* 4 5 3 3 12-15 0 0 2 9.5 0 0 0 0
Modal Value 3 5 3 2 Above 15 1 4.8 5 23.8 1 4.8 1 4.8
ASSOC. PROFS.: AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES (N = 39) Below 3 10 | 256 3 7.7 14 | 359 | 17 | 436
Highest Vaue* 11 17 8 8 3-5 20 | 513 | 16 | 410 | 21 | 538 | 19 | 487
Lowest Value* 1 1 1 1 6-8 6 15.4 9 23.1 4 10.3 3 7.7
Median Value* 4 6 3 3 9-11 3 7.7 5 12.8 0 0 0 0
Modal Value 4 3 3,4 2 Above 11 0 0 6 15.4 0 0 0 0
ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS: G8 UNIVERSITIES (N = 15) Below 3 4 26.7 1 6.7 5 33.3 5 33.3
Highest Vaue* 11 14 7 6 3-5 8 53.3 5 33.3 9 60 9 60.0
Lowest Value* 1 2 1 1 6-8 2 13.3 3 20.0 1 6.7 1 6.7
Median Vaue* 4 8 3 3 9-11 1 6.7 4 26.7 0 0 0 0
Modal Value 4 4 4 4 Above 11 0 0 2 13.3 0 0 0 0
ASSOC. PROFS.: OTHER UNIVERSITIES (N = 24 Below 3 6 25.0 2 8.3 9 375 | 12 | 50.0
Highest Vaue 9 17 8 8 3-5 12 | 500 | 11 | 458 | 12 | 500 | 10 | 417
Lowest Value 1 1 1 1 6-8 4 16.7 6 25 3 125 2 8.3
Median Vaue 4 5 3 2 9-11 2 8.3 1 4.2 0 0 0 0
Modal Value 4 5 3 2 Above 11 0 0 4 16.7 0 0 0 0

* Not necessarily the indexes of the same author/researcher.

Correlation between thefourindexes for each of the four groupsreveal very highr values
ranging between 0.829to 0.972 (significant at the0.01 level) indicating that each of thefour
indexes are indeed measuring theresearch performance of each academic reasonably well.




Discussion

Thevariousindexes described here offer away of measuring the peformance of individud
academics and research ingditutionsand have many bendits. Theinformationis readily
available, public information tha can be checked by the researcher's themselves to ensure no
important pgpers are missed or misrepresented. In addition, the measures are based on sound
metrics with a goodacademic pedigree and could easily be used as pat of aresearch
assessment exercise, notonly in marketing but across al disciplines. Also they can be
computed at amuch less cod than what is spent now. Scores for different departments and
universities by discipline can be developed and benchmarked againg other universities and
naions The scores could be combined also with other measures such as research grant
success. It would also free up thetime of research assessment pandsto focuson other areas
of research assessment that are not captured by these measures.

These measures adso offer, we argue a supeior way of measuring research output than the
rankingsof thejoumd in which an articleis published. To besure, articles published in the
mog prestigiousoutiets are more likely to beread by others and cited in subsequent research.
But notal pulicationsin topjoumads are better than publicationsin less prestigiousjoumds,
as has been shown in research by (Starbudk, 2005) Research tha chdlenges the maindream
research emphasis, for example, is difficult to publsh in thetopjoumds and research of a
regiond naure may find ahome morereadily in aregiondly based joumd or onein a
languaye other than English. But if theideas are any goodand have impact they will
eventudly show upin thecitationsto it by other researchers, tha may well bepublished in
thetopjoumads. Hence publicationin top joumads may bea short term proxy for the qudity
of an article butamore reliable longterm indicator is citation.

Relying onjoumd rankingsto evaluate research papers also runsinto the problem of deciding
which thetop journds are. Joumd rakingsare generally based on the perceptionsand ratings
of academics themselves and this leadsto varioustypes of distortions While thereis
agreement aboutthevery topjoumds there is much more variation in therankingsof
specidist and regiond joumds. Familiarity gets confused with qudity, asis shown in the
recent results of theinternaiond study conduded by Louviere, Gudergan and Lings(2007)

Conclusions and Future Research

We have made a start with theresearch reported here but much more remainsto bedone We
have focused attention on senior marketing academicsin Audralia, which isonly a small
segment of the ANZMAC community. We have doneour best to ensure the score we obtained
for individuds are correct (at thetime of writing the pgper) and, when in doubt erred onthe
sideof theindividud academic - so the scores are inflated if anything. We have not checked
the publication details of individuds to ensure tha all ther publicationsareinduded in
Google Scholar and nor have we attempted to combine cites to pgoestha are really the same
but which appear to bedifferent because of citation errors. This could have some margind
impact onindividud scores.

We are currently extending theandysis to New Zealand Academics and to other ranksthan
Professor and will bereporting thisin an article for AMJ P perhgpswe should am for atop
joumd! Aspart of thiswe are induding other measures of performance tha can be derived
fromthedaa, induding thenunmbe of publicationsin top 10joumds, in order to see how



they correlate with thefour main measures. From this we would be able to condruct
benchmarks for different academic ranksand for different types of universities, which will
hdp individudsto locate themselvesin relation to others of comparable rank and stage of
career. We think thisresearch and its possibilities offers a produdive way forward in the
debate aboutmeasuring research performance. But we are also mindful tha, when you
measure something, wha tendsto get managed are the measures rather than the system
produang the measures. Hopdully the measures we have used and which are now readily
available will generate therightincentives for individud academics and lead to appropriate
rewarding and appreciation of each others value and contributions We can only hope
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