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Research metrics matter more these days 

ERA (Australia),  PBRF (NZ), REF (UK) 

University Rankings – National and World-Wide 

Faculty and Department Rankings 

 

For academics - jobs, tenure and promotion 



Two Dimensions of Research Performance 
Quality  

Scholarship; sophistication; novelty; significance; complexity of 

subject and methods  

– journal in which a paper is published? 

From the ABDC Website 

Journal lists should be a starting point only for assessing 

publication quality and should not constrain researchers                        

to a particular domain.   

There is no substitute for assessing individual articles on                 

a case-by-case basis  

Impact 

–Academic - use and acceptance by other researchers and 

progressing science (citations come in here) 

–Practice - Adoption by managers, organisations and governments 



When measuring Quality and Academic Impact 

People use things like 

– Journal rankings (e.g. ABDC, ERA, University rankings) 

– Peer rankings and prestige 

– Prizes, Fellowships, Awards 

– Academic rank 

– University 

– Self rankings 

But citations are the                                

“gold standard” in science 
There is a correlation between journal rankings and impact -            

but it is not perfect or even really large (correlated cites pa with ABDC 

ranks and  found 0.42 for Ian, 0.35 for Geoff and 0.20 for Louise) 

 



Measuring Academic Impact 

Consequently, citation metrics            

were the focus of our research 

Citation metrics are often used as a proxy for quality  

(for quality) 



Factors affecting citation metrics 

Research Quality 

The journals in which papers are published 

Time for contribution to be recognised and used  

Potential Cites - Size of a research niche may play a role 
(e.g. macro marketing, historical studies, esoteric research methods) 

Negative cites  

Gaming citation metrics by journals (Seglan 1997)  

 



 
 

However, research 
suggests these factors have 
little impact on summary 
citation metrics like the 

ones we used here 
(Harzing 2010) 



Sources of Citation Data 

Thompson - ISI 

– Limited journal coverage 
– History bias 
– English language bias 
– Pay per view 
 

Scopus 

– More journals included 
– Longer period covered 
– English language bias 
– Pay per view 

 

Google Scholar (Publish or Perish) 

– All journals 
– All languages 
– Publically available 

 

 



Citation Metrics Used Here 

Google Scholar (GS) citation metrics were 
used here, as they provide: 

“A more comprehensive coverage in the 
area of management (including marketing)”                       

(Harzing and van der Wal, 2008, p.72) 



Sample: Marketing Academics 

Top 500 research universities (Academic Ranking of World 
Universities in 2013) in which marketing was taught 

Academics employed in May 2014 in the USA, UK, Canada and ANZ 

Sample was  2264 marketing academics from 195 universities  

– 123 US universities 

– 27 UK universities 

– 22 Canadian universities   

– 23 Australian and New Zealand universities 

Average size of a department was 13                                            
and average number of full professors was 5 

Largest department had 45 academics (Monash)                                  
Biggest number of full professors in a department was 19 (UPenn) 



Focal Metric from papers published 

between 2001 and 2013  

Focal Period 2001 to 2013 – means results are standardised, recent, 
and minimise age effects 

Citation impact can be measured through: 

h-index = number of papers that have that number of cites                     
(e.g 10 means published 10 papers with 10 or more cites) (Hirsch, 2005) 

g-index = square root of cumulative citations in top cited papers  
(e.g. if total cites to top 20 papers is 400 then g-index = 20) Egghe, 2006) 

hg-index = geometric average of the h-index and the g-index        
(Alfonso, Cabrerizo, Herrera-Viedma & Herrera, 2010) 

–  combines top publications and highly cited papers 



The Metric:  hg-index  
155 CJ Medlin Interaction in business relationships: A time perspective2004 Industrial Marketing Management 155 1 1

76 CJ Medlin, JM Aurifeille, PG Quester A collaborative interest model of relational coordination and empirical results2005 Journal of Business Research 231 2 4

50 CJ Medlin Self and collective interest in business relationships2006 Journal of Business Research 281 3 9

45 A Halinen, CJ Medlin, JÅ Törnroos Time and process in business network research2012 Industrial Marketing Management 326 4 16

22 CJ Medlin A dyadic research program: the interaction possibility space model2003 Journal of Business To Business Marketing 348 5 25

12 CJ Medlin Relationship performance: a relationship level construct2003 Proceedings of the 19th IMP-Conference, Lugano, …360 6 36

12 CJ Medlin, JÅ Törnroos Inter-firm interaction from a human perspective2007 Finanza Marketing & Produzione 372 7 49

12 JM Aurifeille, CJ Medlin A dyadic segmentation approach to business partnerships2001 European Journal of Economic … 384 8 64

9 CJ Medlin Relational norms and relationship classes: From independent actors to dyadic interdependence2001 393 9 81

9 V Havila, CJ Medlin Ending-competence in business closure 2012 Industrial Marketing Management 402 10 100

6 V Havila, CJ Medlin, A Salmi Project-ending competence in premature project closures2013 International Journal of Project Management 408 11 121

5 CJ Medlin, PG Quester A collaborative interest model of relational coordination: Examining relational norms as actor bonds2001 Annual Industrial Marketing … 413 12 144

5 VN Lu, PG Quester, CJ Medlin… Determinants of export success in professional business services: a qualitative study2012 The Service Industries … 418 13 169

5 CJ Medlin, M Saren Interaction: Coherence to a future 2012 Advances in Business Marketing and … 423 14 196

4 T Ito, CJ Medlin, K Passerini, M Sakamoto Influence, Trust and Trade in the Keiretsu of Toyota: A Centrality Analysis2009 427 15 225

3 CJ Medlin, JM Aurifeilleb, PG Quester A collaborative interest model of relational coordination2002 Journal of Business Research 430 16 256

3 CJ Medlin Relationship performance by two paths 2005 European Marketing Academy Conference (34th: 2005: …433 17 289

3 JM Aurifeille, CJ Medlin Segmentation for dyadic analyses of international business relationships2007 436 18 324

3 JM Aurifeille, CJ Medlin Dimensions of inter-firm trust: benevolence and credibility2009 439 19 361

3 CJ Medlin Business interaction: The double perspective, benevolence and joined firm activity2008 Imp Conference Uppsala, Sweden 442 20 400

3 CJ Medlin Peter Drucker's ontology: understanding business relationships and networks2012 Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing 445 21 441

2 CJ Medlin Interaction and actor bond development 2002 Proc. Marketing Networks in a Global Economy: A Joint …447 22 484

2 CJ Medlin Modelling distributor firm and manufacturer firm working relationships2005 Australia and New Zealand Marketing Academy …449 23 529

2 KB Munksgaard, CJ Medlin Self-and collective-interests: Using formal network activities for developing firms' business2014 Industrial Marketing Management 451 24 576

hg-index square root(hindex*gindex) square root(9*22) 14.07
So here, h-index is 9 and g-index is 22 



The Metric:  hg-index  

We used the hg-index for consistency with Soutar (2013) 
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This example shows nicely how skewed most 
people’s citations really are – hence a need to 

be careful with statistics 



Results 

hg-indexes ranged from 0 to 77 (mean = 11.07 median = 9.17) 

– Skewed distribution, as in prior research (Soutar, 2013) 

– A General Pareto distribution fitted the data well             
(80% of cites obtained by top 20% of academics) 

- Hence use median and percentiles for benchmarks  
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Benchmarks 

hg-index benchmarks by academic rank  

1 Full Prof (Canada, USA)                                             
= Level D and E (Australia, NZ and UK) 

2 Associate Prof (Canada, USA)                                   
= Level C (Australia, NZ and UK) 

3 Assistant Prof (Canada, USA)                                            
= Level B (Australia, NZ and UK) 

 



Google Scholar Benchmarks by Academic Level (hg-index)  
Top 500 Universities in USA, Canada, UK, New Zealand and Australia 

  



Benchmarks: ANZ 

1. Full Professors  

ÁFour ANZ Level E academics from 3 Unis have hg-indexes ≥39                     
= top 5% of Full Profs 

ÁSix  additional ANZ level E academics from 6 Unis have hg-indexes ≥31  
= top 10% of Full Profs 

2. Associate Professors 

ÁFive ANZ Level C academics from 5 Unis have hg-index ≥15                        
= top 25% of Associate, but also in the top 50% of Full Profs 

3. Assistant Professors 

ÁTwo ANZ Level B academics from 2 Unis have  hg-index  ≥10                     
= top 10% of Assistant, but also in the top 50% of Associate 

 



Individual hg indices for all Australian and New 
Zealand University academics (2001 – 2013)                            

- computed in January, 2015 

Assistant Professor Associate Professor Full Professor Overall

Above the Mean 46 77 74 179

Above the Median 65 98 87 241

Above the 75th Percentile 34 33 42 106

Above the 90th Percentile 6 3 16 37

Above the 95th Percentile 2 1 7 18

Above the 99th Percentile 1 0 1 3

Number in ANZ Universities 213 243 153 609



Average Full Professor hg-index for Departments  
with 4 or more Full Professors by Country 

 

No significant differences by country (Kruskal-Wallis test)  

1 ANZ University in top 5%, 2 more in top 25%, 2 more > median 

About the same % of universities as other countries 



Net Impact Score (following Reichheld, 2003) 

% of academics ≥ 80th percentile impact 

Minus 

% of academics impact ≤ median 

(Ignore academics in between) 

Higher score means department has greater impact 

– NI = Non-adjusted score – ignore academic level 

– NANI = Adjusted score – determine percentiles for each 
academic level and use these to compute the score 

 



• ANZ “tail” is longer (Kruskal-Wallis test),                                      
suggesting junior staff have less impact 

• Still one ANZ university in top 10%                                                       
and five above median 

Mean Department NIS Scores 
(Departments ≥ 10 Academics) 



Mean Department Metrics ANZ (1)  

*NANI = Non adjusted net impact score (NI)  



Mean Department Metrics ANZ (2)  

*NANI = Non adjusted net impact score (NI)  



Summary and Conclusions 

Results provide insight into the relative research 
performance of marketing academics and departments          

in ANZ Unis compared to the  “top 500”  

United States best performer, as would be expected, but other 
countries all have world class marketing researchers and departments 

ANZ fared well in this analysis 

• No difference in “full professors’” impact  

• But, longer tail for more junior academics 

Results can and should inform government assessments of research 
undertaking by marketing academics, such as Australia’s ERA scores 

Can also help universities and academics judge research performance 

 



Future Research 

Include citation metrics for 
academics in additional countries  

Analyse citation metrics of articles, 
adjusting for journal quality 

(whatever that means) 





Correlation is 0.95 for n= 1022 


