
Editorial:
Journal Rankings: Save the Outlets for

Your Research

Steven M. Shugan*
Warrington College of Business, University of Florida, 201 Bryan Hall, Campus Box 117155,

Gainesville, Florida 32611-7155,
sms@ufl.edu

Rankings of MBA programs by journalists have had a dramatic impact on business
schools. Now, we face the prospect of journal rankings. Journal rankings impose a single

dimension for evaluating journals that will inevitably hurt some journals. However, there
are steps that researchers can take to keep their journals strong. For example, we should
all support our professional organizations, subscribe to relevant journals, and count journal
service in promotion decisions. In sum, this article identifies 10 steps all researchers should
take.
(Academic Journals; Rankings; Citations; Third-Party Evaluations; Marketing )

I was just promoted to full professor at the Uni-
versity of Chicago when the first Business Week rank-
ings of the full-time MBA programs appeared around
1986. It seems that the latter event almost had more
impact on my life than the former. Suddenly, I found
that the ranking of my business school’s MBA was, to
put it mildly, disappointing. Of course, Business Week
has subsequently ranked the University of Chicago’s
MBA program much higher. In fact, over the many
years since 1986, almost each top business school can
claim a year where each achieved a desired rank.
Without warning, some journalists can suddenly

decide to become external evaluators of anything.
Rumors persisted that the journalists who did the
early MBA rankings not only lacked MBAs but also
had virtually no training in statistical methods or sur-
vey design.
Of course, myriad criticisms surrounding the rank-

ings persist (see, e.g., Trieschmann et al. 2000, Zell
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2001). One criticism of particular concern is the inher-
ent one-dimensional nature of rankings. With dif-
ferentiation and specialization occurring on multiple
dimensions, rankings cause a few very large business
schools to dominate because they enjoy the enormous
benefits of size (e.g., more recruiters, more electives,
cost-effective class sizes) and network externalities
(e.g., more alumni with an incentive to provide high
rankings). It seems the result should be increased con-
centration, but research on the ultimate influence of
external evaluators is indeterminate (e.g., see Eliash-
berg and Shugan 1997).
Notwithstanding widespread criticism, MBA rank-

ings have had a profound impact on business edu-
cation, changed the MBA market, and homogenized
MBA programs. Since 1986, many other journalists
have entered the ubiquitous MBA rankings game,
causing considerable confusion. For example, at least,
the Wall Street Journal, Forbes, Success, Business Week,
US News and World Report, The Financial Times, and
the National Post all each provide often-different rank-
ings. Academics also produce rankings, but academic
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journals fail to enjoy the widespread readership of the
trade press (see, e.g., Tracy and Waldfogel 1997). Now,
MBA students and business practitioners often view
MBA program ranking as business school rankings,
overlooking excellent business schools with small or
no MBA programs. Consequently, business school
deans are shifting scarce resources from other busi-
ness programs to MBA programs. More importantly,
business school deans must consider the impact of
every resource decision on the few criteria used by
these journalists. For example, improving class sizes
or creating higher standards for graduation might be
far less important than getting students with higher
admission test scores or admitting much older stu-
dents with secure jobs after graduation. Unfortu-
nately, given the extreme variance in rankings from
year to year and the fact that current students only
evaluate their own institutions, the validity of the
rankings becomes extremely questionable, making the
value of all of these changes also questionable. For
many of us, however, the primary problem with MBA
rankings is that they often ignore research, which is
a critical component in the prestige of the degree
and the quality of the advanced courses (Armstrong
and Sperry 1994). Perhaps, given their weak statisti-
cal methods, we should eliminate these MBA-ranking
trade publications from our classrooms.
Sadly, ignoring the ratings is virtually impossible. It

is absolutely critical to remember that potential busi-
ness school students are influenced by these rankings.
Rankings can be self-fulfilling prophecies because the
highly ranked schools obviously attract the best stu-
dents (Schatz 1993). Of course, for better or worse, the
MBA rankings continue. To be fair, if MBA programs
fail to provide their own performance metrics, some-
one else should.
Having survived MBA rankings, we now face the

journal rankings. History might repeat itself as zeal-
ous external evaluators evaluate academic journals.
As with MBA rankings, one-dimensional analyses

prevail with journal rankings (often limited to cita-
tion analyses). Also, like MBA rankings, journal rank-
ings can be self-fulfilling when highly ranked journals
attract the best manuscripts. Similar to MBA rank-
ings, journal rankings will influence your research
outlets. Like MBA rankings, journal rankings will

have financial consequences. For example, online full-
text periodical services often use citation rankings
to fix payments for the journal content. Ultimately,
libraries might choose journals based on citation rank-
ings, and ultimately rankings might also influence
subscriptions.
There are more than analogies to business school

rankings. To recognize research reputation, many
MBA rankings are now including a measure of
research productivity, which includes publication
pages in top journals. Of course, top journals will
inevitably be defined by journal rankings. Eventually,
deans, who must worry about MBA rankings, will
pressure faculty to get published in the “approved
journals.”
As with MBA rankings, there are numerous other

problems with journal rankings (e.g., Vastag and
Montabon 2002). MacRoberts and MacRoberts (1989)
identify many problems associated with citation-
based rankings, including uncited primary research
and biased citing. Again, to be fair, we should avoid
arguing that our performance is irrelevant. We cer-
tainly need to develop our own performance metrics.
Beyond inaccuracies in the rankings process, there

are other dangers associated with one-dimensional
rankings. With one-dimensional rankings, the num-
ber of outlets for research could diminish. Libraries
that face scarce resources might discontinue jour-
nals with low rankings. Small specialty journals
might have financial difficulties. Temporary anoma-
lies might hurt excellent journals (e.g., see Baumgart-
ner and Pieters 2003). For example, because the Mar-
keting Science Conference lacks proceedings, Market-
ing Science loses those proceedings citations. Proceed-
ings citations (e.g., Advances in Consumer Research) are
the major source of citations for comparable mar-
keting journals (see Table 1). Table 1 provides the
2002 citations rankings for the most-cited marketing
journals.
In the immediate future, editors might reallocate

their resources to compete over rankings. That real-
location might hurt many valuable types of research,
including replications, research notes, applications
articles that might be invaluable for practitioners, and
methods requiring future software development.
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Table 1

2002
Rank* Journal Name Source of Citations**

1 Journal of Consumer
Research

1. Advances in Consumer Research
2. Journal of Consumer Psychology
3. Psychology and Marketing

2 Journal of Marketing 1. Industrial Marketing Management
2. Journal of Business Research
3. Advances in Consumer Research

3 Marketing Science 1. Journal of Marketing Research
2. Marketing Letters
3. Management Science

4 Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science

1. Journal of Marketing
2. Industrial Marketing Management
3. Advances in Consumer Research

5 Journal of Marketing
Research

1. Advances In Consumer Research
2. Journal of Marketing
3. Industrial Marketing Management

*Ranks are based on ISI 2002 journal citation reports. See the copy-
righted ISI reports for details.

**Ranked by journal providing largest number of cites excluding self-
cites (from highest number of cites to lowest number of cites).

Marketing Science has not adopted a high-citations
strategy yet. Marketing Science, for example, seldom
publishes review articles (for a notable exception, see
Rossi and Allenby 2003). We publish cutting-edge
methodological articles (for example, see Toubia et al.
2003, Allenby et al. 2004, and Swait and Andrews
2003), which might involve software lags and, conse-
quently, delayed citations. We also publish research
notes (e.g., Banerjee and Bandyopadhyay 2003) that
might be very influential, albeit within a smaller
audience.
However, most of our articles are very timely and

could have an immediate and significant impact. For
example, Iyer and Pazgal (2003) show how Inter-
net shopping agents can create differentiation. Kahn
and Luce (2003) study mammographies and “false
alarms.” They show that “patients receiving a false
alarm result experienced more stress, were less likely
to believe that a positive mammography result indi-
cated cancer and more likely to delay mammography
than patients receiving normal results.” Tellis et al.
(2003) find that “sales of most new products display
a distinct takeoff in various European countries, at an

average of 6.2 years after introduction." I regret that
space limitations here prevent additional examples.
However, as Tellis et al. (2003) note, not all products’
takeoffs are immediate, and I expect that some articles
might take time before citations begin to appear.
Moreover, it is also important to note that Marketing

Science publishes a wide variety of articles on inter-
esting problems (e.g., see Shugan 2003). For example,
we are one of the few marketing journals to empha-
size findings articles (e.g., Danaher et al. 2003, Rao
and Mahi 2003), as well as special issues articles (e.g.,
Chatterjee et al. 2003).
As it is with MBA programs, many editors are opti-

mizing to the criteria mandated by the rankings, as
well as adopting tricks to improve their journals’ rank-
ings. It is now tempting to strongly advocate tricks
that inventive authors can do to support their journals,
such as increasing citations to Marketing Science.
I will not do so. Instead, I will advocate keeping

all of the marketing journals strong. Unlike MBA stu-
dents who choose only one program, researchers can
choose multiple journals. As with MBA students who
have a vested interest in keeping their alma mater
healthy, authors have a vested interest in keeping their
journals healthy (particularly, those journals already
containing their published articles).
Healthy journals will continue to certify research,

archive research, date-stamp research, and keep that
research accessible in a durable media. These value-
added functions are crucial for authors (Hovav and
Gray 2002, Slagell 2001).
As an author, you should choose outlets for your

research that are based on many criteria and ensure
that those outlets all remain strong. Let the editors
worry about the rankings. You should recognize that
journals face hostile forces and require your support.
Realize that journals exist to recognize and advertise
your ideas and your research efforts. Hence, I will
only advocate a more basic strategy. Here are a num-
ber of actions you can take to support the outlets for
your research and ensure that your future research
receives the widest possible audience.
1. Let your dean or superiors know at every oppor-

tunity that you and your colleagues read journals
such as Marketing Science. Explain how important
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these academic journals are for promoting your fac-
ulty or associates, providing content for the class-
room or professional projects, promoting the prestige
of your business school or company, and disseminat-
ing your research. Deans or superiors must not only
value the journal, but also they must value the faculty
or employee time devoted to editorial endeavors.
2. Subscribe, subscribe, and subscribe. Certainly,

office space is limited, and libraries often have copies.
However, your subscription is your vote of support
for the journal. It signals that the content of this jour-
nal has value—at least as great as the few dollars of
your subscription. With open access, submission fees
might replace subscriptions. Subscribe until then.
3. Obey the copyright laws. With routine permis-

sion, INFORMS policy includes free usage for most
educational purposes, allows posts of published arti-
cles on the author’s website, and allows reprints in
books. If you don’t respect the intellectual property of
others, you can’t expect others to respect yours.
4. Don’t allow others to post your published papers

on the Web. If you give the content away, journals
will disappear. Although free dissemination of knowl-
edge seems attractive, it is like burning the wooden
furniture to make temporary heat. It works well in
the short run but fails in the long run. Journals
play important roles. They are integrated into pro-
fessional organizations which, in turn, help promote
your interests. Journals archive research. Journals put
physical (i.e., not perishable) hard copies of articles
into libraries. Journals date-stamp research. They give
authors valuable feedback. They certify articles. They
copyedit articles. They publicize important research.
They should be longer lived than many dot-com com-
panies. They enhance visibility by bundling similar
articles together and so on.
5. Join your professional organizations and be

active. INFORMS, AMA, ACR, AMS, etc., all repre-
sent you. They need to know your views. They need
your support. There is truly safety in numbers. The
entire business model of research is highly dependent
on network externalities. These organizations provide
essential seed money for conferences, publications,
meetings, and public goods.
6. Respect the research of other researchers. Cer-

tainly you should cite articles in Marketing Science,

given their extraordinary relevance. Beyond that, we
should take great care to recognize the ideas of other
researchers in marketing, particularly ideas devel-
oped in the nonmodeling marketing literature. Some
authors favor citations to basic disciplines to garner
prestige or gain credibility by association. You must
acknowledge research in your own discipline if you
expect other disciplines to do so. Marketing journals
should ensure proper recognition of past research.
7. Reward service. Of course, reviewing articles and

accepting editorial responsibilities help your journals.
However, these activities also help determine which
research is published, which future directions the dis-
cipline will take, and which universities participate.
You need to consider these activities when writing
recommendation letters, making promotion decisions,
and evaluating faculty or employees.
8. Foster a culture of cooperation. Despite pop-

ular belief, the publication game is not zero-sum.
Some journals die. Some quarterly journals become
bimonthly. Advances in research spawn new funding
sources and new research outlets. We need streams
of research involving many different researchers. Net-
work externalities prevail.
9. Foster a culture of respect. When you write re-

views, never refer to the authors. Evaluate their re-
search and not the authors. Be polite. When you write
a review, pretend that you might be the recipient.
10. Use research articles, e.g., from Marketing Sci-

ence, in your classroom teaching.
We, as researchers, must be wary of all threats to an

open and productive research environment.
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