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A B S T R A C T

This research employs two methods to ‘level the playing field’ when ranking accounting-edu-
cation authors from Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland, the United
Kingdom, and the United States using their publication counts in 13 accounting-education
journals. The first method groups the authors so that junior, mid-level, and senior faculties are
only ranked within their experience group. The second method standardizes the publication
counts by the number of years since each author’s PHD/DBA graduation or their first accounting-
education publication whichever occurred earlier. We also adjust each author’s publications
using a computed measure of journal quality. In addition to our rankings using the standardized
publication data by faculty group, we provide data indicating the distribution of accounting-
education publications in the 13 journals for each faculty and country group. Colleagues can use
the data in this research as a benchmark in the merit, promotion and/or tenure processes; ex-
ternal reviewers can also use the data. Finally, we note significant differences in the publishing
patterns between the authors from Canada and the United States and the authors from Australia,
New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland, the United Kingdom.

1. Introduction

Research reports the productivity of individual authors in top-ranked accounting journals (Brown & Gardner, 1985; Chan, Chen, &
Cheng, 2007; Danielson & Heck, 2010; Hasselback, Reinstein, & Abdolmohammadi, 2012; Hasselback, Reinstein, & Schwan, 2003;
Pickerd, Stephens, Summers, & Wood, 2011). This research stream later diversified into area-specific rankings in accounting ethics
(Bernardi, 2005; Bernardi & Bean, 2010; Ferrentino, Maliga, Bernardi, & Bosco, 2016) and accounting education (Bernardi & Collins,
2018; Bernardi, Zamojcin, & Delande, 2016; Delande, Bernardi, & Zamojcin, 2014; Holderness, Myers, Summers, & Wood, 2014;
Metcalf, Stocks, Summers, & Wood, 2015; Urbancic, 2009; Zamojcin & Bernardi, 2013). However, none of these area-specific
rankings considered the issue that authors did not receive their PHD/DBAs in the same year (i.e., they have not had the same amount
of time to publish) or journal quality in their overall rankings.

Holderness et al. (2014) segmented their publication data into most recent six years of publications, most recent 12 years of
publications and publications between 1990 and 2012; however, Hasselback, Reinstein, and Schwan (2000, p. 86) note that:

Meaningful comparisons among faculty members should also consider their time “in grade” since for example, a 1991 doctoral
graduate would have less time to establish a research record than a 1971 graduate.
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Hasselback et al. (2012, pp. 959–972), Zamojcin and Bernardi (2013, pp. 198–205) and Ferrentino et al. (2016, pp. 175–186)
provide tables that list the top-10 authors in each doctoral year. However, none of the articles ranking accounting-education authors
standardized their overall rankings (i.e., rankings that included authors from several PHD/DBA year groups) by the time despite the
fact that most doctoral program rankings (Bernardi, Bean, & Williams, 2005; Bernardi & Zamojcin, 2014; Hasselback & Reinstein,
1995; Stephens, Summers, Williams, & Wood, 2011) adjusted the number of publications for the time since graduation.

This research seeks to ‘level the playing field’ when ranking accounting-education authors teaching at colleges/universities in
Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland, the United Kingdom, and the United States by employing three methods to
provide a more equitable evaluation of each author’s publication record. The first method groups the authors so that junior, mid-
level, and senior faculties are only ranked within their experience group. The second method standardizes each author’s publication
counts by the number of years since that author’s PHD/DBA graduation or first accounting-education publication. Finally, as not all
accounting-education journals have the same perceived quality, we also added a measure to control for journal quality, which prior
rankings in accounting education did not consider.

2. Literature review

2.1. Background

Fogarty (2009) suggests that publications are the currency used to evaluate an academic’s reputation. Academics are interested in
their peer’s publication records because assessing of others’ research records could affect their career decisions (Beattie & Goodacre,
2004). For example, published faculty might consider moving to an institution seeking initial or maintaining its AACSB accreditation
(St. Pierre, 2007). Bernardi and Zamojcin (2013, p. 84) indicate that the number of AACSB-accredited institutions in the United States
increased from about 270 in 1990 to about 500 in 2012 (i.e., a target-rich environment for published faculty).

Rankings of authors also provide information for tenure and/or promotion decisions as well as for merit increases (Hasselback
et al., 2000). These decisions take into account a researcher’s entire publication record not just in accounting education, which may
not be their only or even primary research area. Glover et al.’s (2006) provide data on publication requirements in the Top-25
accounting journals at the Top-75 research institutions. Hasselback et al. (2012) provide data on PHD/DBAs’ publication records in
the Best-24 accounting journals, which approximates Glover et al.’s (2006) Top 25 journals. Glover et al.’s (2006) data indicate that
tenure and promotion at the Top-75 research institutions for the lower tercile would require an average of 6.8 publications, which
includes an average of three publications in the Top-25 accounting journals. However, Hasselback et al. (2012, p. 954) note that 2959
of the 5609 (52.8%) PHD/DBAs have no publications in the Best-24 accounting journals and another 1463 PHD/DBAs (22.5%) have
only one-or-two publications in Best-24 journals. Consequently, 4422 of the 5609 (78.8%) PHD/DBAs would not meet the average
publication requirement for the lower tercile as they have less than three publications in Top-25 accounting journals. An author with
seven or more publications that includes three or more publications in Top-25 journals who was not at a Top-75 institution could
make the argument that they would be tenured at a Top-75 institution given their research record.

A limitation of Glover’s, Prawitt, and Wood (2006) research is that it only provides data on the publication records of faculty
promoted at the Top-75 accounting-research programs. However, 65 of the 96 (67.7%) institutions in the United States with ac-
counting PHD/DBA programs rank in the Top-75 accounting research programs. So that, of the 930 colleges and universities in the
United States (Hasselback’s Accounting Directory, 2016), only 10 of the remaining 834 (930 – 96) institutions that do not have
accounting PHD/DBA programs would rank in the Top-75 accounting research programs (1.2%). Consequently, we believe
Hasselback et al.’s (2012) rankings are more useful to the overall population than Glover et al.’s (2006) research; however, both of
these publications only consider top journals in their rankings. Reinstein and Calderon (2006) suggest that the focus on elite journals
limits accounting scholarship’s potential contribution to teaching and the profession. For example, Efendi, Mulig, and Smith (2006)
found that professional education and ethics accounted for only 3.2% of the journal articles.

2.2. Individual rankings

The data in Panel A of Table 1 show the ranking articles that used general accounting journals. Pickerd et al. (2011) ‘drilled down’
from the prior general rankings and provided rankings in six research areas and four methodologies. While the data in Panel A should
benefit the general population of accounting faculty, Bernardi (2004, p. 145) noted that none of accounting’s top-40 journals listed
ethics as a topic of interest. He later authored an area-specific ranking article to recognize accounting-ethics authors (Panel B:
Bernardi, 2005); there have been two updates to Bernardi’s original rankings (Bernardi & Bean, 2010; Ferrentino et al., 2016).
Similarly, Urbancic (2009) provided a second area-specific ranking that listed the top authors in accounting-education. This literature
stream blossomed with several updates that include rankings of the top authors using article counts in Canada and the United States
(Zamojcin & Bernardi, 2013) and multiple-country studies (Bernardi et al., 2016; Delande et al., 2014; Holderness et al., 2014).
Metcalf et al. (2015) provided another international accounting-education article using citation analysis. Bernardi et al. (2016)
examined differences between Zamojcin and Bernardi’s (2013) and Holderness et al.’s (2014) data. Finally, Bernardi and Collins
(2018) ‘drilled down’ another layer from Bernardi et al.’s (2016) data to provide rankings of accounting-education authors specia-
lizing in accounting information systems and technology in the United States.
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2.3. Journals considered

Both Zamojcin and Bernardi’s (2013) and Holderness et al.’s (2014) rankings included articles in Issues in Accounting Education and
the Journal of Accounting Education. However, while Zamojcin and Bernardi’s (2013) rankings included 1368 education articles in
accounting-education journals, Holderness et al.’s (2014) rankings included 82 education articles published in 11 top-ranked ac-
counting journals. Holderness et al. (2014) list as a limitation of their study that their results may be biased toward individuals or
institutions who publish in Issues in Accounting Education and the Journal of Accounting Education since those are the only two
accounting education journals considered in their study. Urbancic’s (2009, p. 34) data indicate that Issues in Accounting Education and
the Journal of Accounting Education published 491 of the 868 (56.6%) accounting-education articles in six accounting-education
journals between 1998 and 2007 (i.e., eight accounting-education journals are included in Urbancic’s study). The remaining 377
accounting-education articles (43.4%) appeared in Accounting Education, Advances in Accounting Education, Global Perspectives on
Accounting Education and The Accounting Educators’ Journal. The Journal of Accounting Education’s literature review series (Apostolou,
Dorminey, Hassell, & Rebele, 2015, 2013, 2010, 2007) included all four of these journals in addition to Issues in Accounting Education
and the Journal of Accounting Education and the Journal of Accounting Education.

2.4. Journal quality

Although research (Hasselback & Reinstein, 1995; Hasselback et al., 2012, 2000) has consistently adjusted article counts for
quality ratings, Holderness et al. (2014), Zamojcin and Bernardi (2013), Delande et al. (2014) and Bernardi et al. (2016) did not
adjust the article counts for the quality ratings. This adjustment would have been straightforward for Holderness et al. (2014) who
could have used the quality ratings from Hasselback et al. (2012, p. 948) for all 13 of their journals. However, this is not the case for
Zamojcin and Bernardi (2013), Delande et al. (2014) and Bernardi et al. (2016) as only four of their journals (i.e., Issues in Accounting

Table 1
Prior articles ranking accounting authors.

Panel A: General rankings

Authors Country(s) considered Journals considered Period studied Research area/method

Brown and Gardner
(1985)

United States 4 Major Research 1976–1982 General/Citation Based

Hasselback et al. (2003) United States 40 Top Ranked 1967–2001 General/AC
Chan et al. (2007) International 24 Leading

International
1991–2005 General/AC

Danielson and Heck
(2010)

International 15 High Impact 1970–2009 General/AC

Pickerd et al. (2011) International 11 General Interest 1990–2010 6 Areas & 4 Methods/
AC

Hasselback et al. (2012) United States Best 40 1971–2009 General/AC

Panel B: Area-specific rankings
Authors Country(s) considered Journals considered Period studied Research area/method
Bernardi (2005) Canada and the United States 22 Ethics 1968–2002 Ethics/AC
Bernardi and Bean (2010) Canada and the United States 22 Ethics and

40 Top Ranked
1986–2008 Ethics/AC

Ferrentino et al. (2016) Canada and the United States 8 Accounting Ethics &
34 Business Ethics

1991–2015 Ethics/AC

Urbancic (2009) International 6 Accounting Education 1998–2007 Education/AC
Zamojcin and Bernardi

(2013)
Canada and the United States 13 Accounting

Education
1966–2011 Education/AC

Delande et al. (2014) Australia, the Republic of Ireland, New Zealand, and the
United Kingdom

13 Accounting
Education

1993–2012 Education/AC

Holderness et al. (2014) International 11 General Interest &
2 Accounting Education

1990–2012 Education: Overall,
Other & Case/AC

Metcalf et al. (2015) International 11 General Interest &
2 Accounting Education

1990–2013 Education/Citation
Based

Bernardi et al. (2016) Australia, Canada, the Republic of Ireland, New Zealand, the
United Kingdom, and the United States

13 Accounting
Education

a. 1990–2012
b. 1992–2015

Education/AC

Bernardi and Collins
(2018)

United States 16 Accounting
Education
and AIS

1992–2015 Education/AC
AIS and Technology

AC – Article count.
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Education, the Journal of Accounting Education, The Accounting Educators’ Journal and the International Journal of Accounting Education
and Research) were included in Hasselback et al. (2012, 2003).

Panel A of Table 2 shows the quality ratings (Hasselback et al., 2012, p. 948) of 13 journals used by Holderness et al. (2014, p.
94); these ratings indicate quality differences among the 13 journals. The adjustment would be to multiply the quality rating for each
journal by the articles in that journal; for example, an education article in either the Journal of Accounting Research or The Accounting
Review would count 2.25 times that of an education article in Issues in Accounting Education (i.e., quality rating of 1.0). While
Holderness et al. (2014) implicitly assumed that all 13 of their journals were of equal quality, we believe that most colleagues would
prefer a publication in either The Accounting Review or the Journal of Accounting Research to one in Issues in Accounting Education.
Consequently, Holderness et al. (2014) should have addressed differences in journal quality.

Between 1974 and 2003, ten articles (i.e., one every third year) provided ratings for accounting journals (Ballas & Theoharakis,
2003; Benjamin & Brenner, 1974; Brown & Huefner, 1994; Hall & Ross, 1991; Hasselback & Reinstein, 1995; Hasselback et al., 2000,
2003; Howard, & Nikolai, 1983; Hull & Wright, 1990; Schroeder, Payne, & Harris, 1988). Since 2003, journal-ratings research has
diminished; between 2004 and 2018, we found two articles (i.e., one every 7.5 years) that rated accounting journals (Hasselback
et al., 2012; Wu, Hao, & Yao, 2009).1 Five of the journals used by Bernardi et al. (2016) were initially published either slightly before

Table 2
Journals used in prior research and their quality ratings.

Panel A: Quality ratings of the journals in Holderness et al. (2014)

Journal titles Quality ratings
(Hasselback et al., 2012)

Journal of Accounting Research 2.25
The Accounting Review 2.25
Journal of Accounting & Economics 2.00
Accounting, Organizations and Society 1.60
AUDITING: A Journal of Practice & Theory 1.60
Contemporary Accounting Research 1.60
Review of Accounting Studies 1.60
The Journal of the American Taxation Association 1.60
Behavioral Research in Accounting 1.15
Journal of Management Accounting Research 1.15
Issues in Accounting Education 1.00
Journal of Accounting Education 0.95
Journal of Information Systems 0.90

Panel B: Quality ratings of the journals in Bernardi et al. (2016)

Journal titles Quality ratings
(Hasselback et al., 2012, 2003)

Currently published journals
Issues in Accounting Education 1.00
Journal of Accounting Education 0.95
Accounting Educators’ Journal 0.85
IMA Educational Case Journal NR
Accounting Education: An International Journal NR
CAAA Accounting Perspectivesa NR
AIS Educator Journal NR
Global Perspectives on Accounting Education NR
Advances in Accounting Educationb NR

Journals that have ceased publication
International Journal of Acctg Education & Research 0.95
Journal of Accounting Case Research NR
Hasselback’s Accounting Perspectives NR
Australian Journal of Accounting Education NR

NR – Not rated by Hasselback et al. (2012, 2003).
a To avoid confusion, we use Bernardi et al.’s (2016) adjusted journal titles for the two journals titled

Accounting Perspectives as the CAAA’s (Canadian Academic Accounting Association’s) Accounting Per-
spectives and Hasselback’s Accounting Perspectives.

b The quality rating for the International Journal of Accounting Education & Research came from
Hasselback et al. (2003).

1 Wu et al. (2009) added the Journal of Accounting Case Research in their ratings. While Lowensohn and Samelson (2006) provide data on
perceptions of accounting journals, Reinstein and Calderon (2006) placed journals in tiers. However, we could not translate either of these into
quality ratings; consequently, we did not include either article in the list of journal ratings between 2004 and 2018.
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or after 2003 (initial publication dates in parentheses): CAAA Accounting Perspectives (2002), Global Perspectives on Accounting Edu-
cation (2004), Australian Journal of Accounting Education (2005), AIS Educator Journal (2006), IMA Educational Case Journal (2008).
Bernardi et al. (2016) also implicitly assumed that all 13 of their journals were of equal quality, which Panel B of Table 2 does not
support. Using the acceptance rates from Cabell’s Metrics (2017), we believe that most colleagues would prefer a publication in Issues
in Accounting Education (12% acceptance rate) or the Journal of Accounting Education (15-to-18% acceptance rate) to a publication
Advances in Accounting Education (40% acceptance rate). Consequently, Zamojcin and Bernardi (2013), Delande et al. (2014) and
Bernardi et al. (2016) should have addressed differences in journal quality.

2.5. Time since graduation

We did not find any article ranking individual accounting-education authors that controlled for the time since an individual
received their PHD/DBA in their overall rankings (i.e., rankings that included authors from several PHD/DBA year groups). Although
Holderness et al. (2014) and Bernardi et al. (2016) divided their publication data into three segments, the more senior graduates have
a publication advantage. For instance, while an author who graduated two years ago had two years to accumulate accounting-
educations publications in the six-year publication period, an author who graduated six years ago had three times as long to establish
their publication record. This time advantage becomes greater as the time segment becomes larger. In the most recent 12 (25)-year
publication period, the most senior faculty have a six (12)-fold advantage over the two-year graduates.

Research ranking accounting’s doctoral programs (Andrews & McKenzie, 1978; Bernardi & Zamojcin, 2014; Brown & Laksmana,
2004) uniformly standardize each program’s publications because “size does have a considerable effect upon rankings” (Andrews &
McKenzie, 1978, pp. 137–138). Brown and Laksmana (2004, p. 253) indicated “size adjustments affect rankings, helping (hurting)
schools with fewer (more) doctoral program graduates.” Similarly, Bernardi and Zamojcin (2014, pp. 41–42) maintain they ‘leveled
the playing field’:

[B]y standardizing the data for both the number of graduates and their time since graduation ... These standardizations provide
the opportunity for recognition of smaller and/or newer doctoral programs.

3. Methodology

3.1. Initial group of journals

To avoid “substantial subjectivity” when identifying accounting-education articles (Cooley & Heck, 2005, p. 51), we started our
initial search process with the accounting-education journals used by Bernardi et al. (2016) in Table 2. In addition to these journals,
we considered the Compendium of Classroom Cases, which was an AIS section journal of the American Accounting Association between
2003 and 2013, in our initial search process.

3.2. Journal quality

3.2.1. Source data
Only four of the 14 journals (Table 2 plus the Compendium of Classroom Cases) we initially considered had established quality

ratings (Hasselback et al., 2012, 2003). Bean and Bernardi (2005, p. 119) addressed the void in journal ratings (Hasselback et al.,
2003) by modeling the quality ratings of prior rating articles. In addition to using Bean and Bernardi’s (2005) data, we modeled Wu
et al.’s (2009) and Hasselback et al.’s (2012) data. We found that the significant variables in modeling a journal’s quality ratings
included:

AGE (Ballas & Theoharakis, 2003; Brown & Huefner, 1994; Hall & Ross, 1991; Hasselback & Reinstein, 1995; Hasselback et al.,
2000, 2012; Hull & Wright, 1990; Jolly, Schroeder, & Spear, 1995; Wu et al., 2009);
ACCEPTANCE RATE (Ballas & Theoharakis, 2003; Hasselback & Reinstein, 1995; Hasselback et al., 2000, 2012; Jolly et al., 1995;
Schroeder et al., 1988; Smith, 1994; Wu et al., 2009); and,
FOCUS (i.e., academic or professional) (Ballas & Theoharakis, 2003; Brown & Huefner, 1994; Hall & Ross, 1991; Hasselback &
Reinstein, 1995; Hasselback et al., 2000, 2012; Hull & Wright, 1990; Jolly et al., 1995; Schroeder et al., 1988; Smith, 1994; Wu
et al., 2009).

As all of the journals in this research are academic journals, we modeled Bean and Bernardi’s (2005) data using just the AGE and
ACCEPTANCE variables. We used the acceptance rates from Cabell’s Metrics (2017) and Cabell’s Directories (2010, 2006, 2004, 2001,
1997, 1994). We found that it was common for a journal not to be included in Cabell’s Directories until several years after its initial
publication date; in these cases, we used the acceptance rate for the first time the journal appeared in Cabell’s for the prior years. If a
journal indicated a range for the acceptance rate (i.e., 11–20%), we used the average of this range (i.e., 15.5%). The data in Panel A of
Table 3 shows the acceptance rates and how to compute a journal’s age for use in the regression models.2

2 Note that acceptance rates only changed when Cabell published a directory.
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We used the formulas in the legend of Table 3 to calculate each journal’s computed quality ratings and then standardized these computed
quality ratings using the computed quality ratings for Issues in Accounting Education as our baseline. We used Issues in Accounting Education as
our baseline because it had the highest quality ratings (Ballas & Theoharakis, 2003; Hasselback et al., 2000, 2012; Wu et al., 2009) for
accounting-education journals. We divided each journal’s computed quality rating by the computed quality rating for Issues in Accounting
Education to obtain our standardized quality ratings for the accounting-education journals in Panel A of Table 3.

3.2.2. Calculating journal quality
The regression model used to calculate a journal’s computed quality rating and the variables used in the regression model are

dependent on the publication date of an article. For example, an author has two accounting-education articles; the publication years of
these articles were 1997 and 2016. The author would use the following regression models to calculate each of the article’s computed
quality ratings (CQR): Hasselback and Reinstein (1995) for the 1997 article and Hasselback et al. (2012) for the 2016 article. The
acceptance rate and age for each article are journal and time dependent; for example, while the 1997 article was in Issues in Accounting
Education, the 2016 article was in Advances in Accounting Education. Consequently, the input variables for the 1997 article in Issues in
Accounting Education in the model derived from Hasselback and Reinstein’s (1995) data would be 12 years for age (i.e., age = (article
year + 1) – journal’s first publication date) and 15.5% for the acceptance rate (Panel A of Table 3). The input variables for the 2016
article in Advances in Accounting Education using the model derived from Hasselback et al.’s (2012) data would be 21 years for age and
40.0% for the acceptance rate (Panel A of Table 3). These calculations would result in computed quality ratings of 1.073 for the 1997
article in Issues in Accounting Education and 0.769 for the 2016 article in Advances in Accounting Education.

The second step in the process is to calculate each article’s standardized quality rating, which one calculates by dividing each
journal’s computed quality rating by the computed quality rating of Issues in Accounting Education for the year of the publication.
Continuing with our example, the standardized quality rating for the 1997 article in Issues in Accounting Education is 1.000 (1.073/
1.073). While the calculation of the standardized quality rating for the 1997 article in Issues in Accounting Education is straightforward
(i.e., the article is in Issues in Accounting Education), the calculation for the 2016 article in Advances in Accounting Education requires
that one also calculate the computed quality rating for Issues in Accounting Education for 2016 (i.e., the denominator or 1.307). The
standardized quality rating for the 2016 article in Advances in Accounting Education is 0.588 (0.769/1.307). We used the standardized
quality ratings (SQR) to adjust the journal publication counts for journal quality.

The author in our example with two publications in accounting-education journals was the sole author of the article in Issues in
Accounting Education and had one coauthor for the article in Advances in Accounting Education. Consequently, the author’s publication
count would be 2.000 full-credit (FC) and 1.500 coauthor-adjusted articles (CAA) prior to adjusting for journal quality. After ad-
justing for journal quality, the author’s count would be 1.588 ([1.000 FC X 1.000 SQR] + [1.000 FC X 0.588 SQR]) full-credit articles
and 1.294 ([1.000 CAA X 1.000 SQR] + [0.500 CAA X 0.588 SQR]) coauthor-adjusted articles.

Panel B of Table 3 provides examples of the average standardized quality ratings for each of the 13 journals for each of the eight
timeframes. The standardized quality ratings in Panel B of Table 3 are only examples (i.e., not values used in computations); one must
calculate the standardized journal ratings for each year and journal using the models in the legend of Table 3. The Compendium of
Classroom Cases’ standardized quality ratings for its first three volumes (2003, 2004, 2006) were not usable (Table 3) because of the
journal’s high acceptance rate and the lower constant in the Ballas and Theoharakis (2003) model; consequently, we only included
the last three volumes of the Compendium of Classroom Cases. Finally, because the Australian Journal of Accounting Education did not
appear in any of Cabell’s Directories, we emailed the editor and asked for acceptance rates. However, we were unable to include the
Australian Journal of Accounting Education as the former editor did not respond to our emails.

3.3. Article count

To be consistent with prior research (Bernardi et al., 2016; Urbancic, 2009), our article counts do not include short editorial
introductions to issues or (Urbancic, p. 24):

Comments and Replies to the Forum Papers, Conference Reports, and Postcards from the Podium in [Accounting Education]; Point/
Counterpoint Replies and Rebuttals in [Issues in Accounting Education]; and Beta Alpha Psi Award Winning Manuscripts in [Journal
of Accounting Education]. For all journals, Book/Literature and Software Reviews are also excluded from the study.
(data in brackets changed by current authors)

The search was limited to accounting faculty with DBAs and PHDs who were actively teaching at a college or university in Australia,
Canada, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland, the United Kingdom, and the United States. We assigned publication credit using full-
credit (FC) and coauthor-adjusted (CAA) article counts (Bernardi et al., 2016). For the ‘full credit’ count, each author receives full credit
for the authorship regardless of the number of authors. For the ‘coauthor-adjusted’ count, each author receives an equal share based on
the number of coauthors; for an article with two (three) authors, each author would receive one-half (one- third) credit.

Panels A and B of Table 4 show the number of articles by journal prior to standardizing for journal quality using the same divisions as
Holderness et al. (2014) for comparison purposes. The current sample includes 96.6% (71.4%) more cases (other education articles) than
Holderness et al.’s (2014) sample. The increase in cases was expected as we added three journals that exclusively publish(ed) cases: the
IMA Educational Case Journal, the Journal of Accounting Case Research and the Compendium for Classroom Cases. The composition of our
(Holderness et al.’s, 2014) sample was 36.5% (33.4%) cases and 63.5% (66.6%) other education articles. Finally, while Holderness et al.
(2014) included all education articles in their journals, the current data only include articles that at least one of the authors is still
teaching at an institution in one of the six countries included in our sample and that author has a PHD/DBA.
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3.4. Author sample

A problem with using the PHD/DBA graduation date as a standard was that 97 (6.3%) of the 1547 authors in our data set had
published accounting-education articles prior to receiving their PHD/DBA (i.e., early publications in Panel A of Table 5), while Panel
B provides the faculty and article counts by country group. The data indicate that early publications occurred more frequently (29.1%
versus 3.4%, p < 0.000) and at an earlier point (5.3 versus 3.0 years, p < 0.000) for authors from Australia, New Zealand, the
Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom than for authors from Canada and the United States. It may be that faculty from
Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom face different publication expectations for tenure than their
colleagues from Canada and the United States.3 Another possible explanation is that some international doctorate programs require
their doctoral candidates to publish articles prior to graduation rather than complete a dissertation.

There are three apparent options to resolve the difference between the authors from these two country groups: only count
publications after an individual received their PHD/DBA; count the pre-PHD/DBA publications and use their PHD/DBA graduation
date as the standard; and, substitute the date of their first accounting-education publication for their PHD/DBA graduation date.
Excluding the pre-PHD/DBA publications of these 97 authors would undervalue their contributions to the accounting-education
literature; this is especially true for the authors from Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom.
Counting these early publications and using their PHD/DBA as the standard would understate their status as mid-level or senior
faculty in nearly all cases. Consequently, our decision was to use the third option and count the year of their first publication as the
standardization point for the authors with early accounting-education publications rather than their PHD/DBA graduation date.

3.5. Types of rankings and procedures

3.5.1. Faculty groups
We provide rankings that standardize our authors’ article counts by journal quality ratings (Panel B of Table 3) and by the time

since his/her PhD/DBA graduation or their first accounting-education publication whichever occurred first. Table 6 provides ex-
amples of graduation dates and the time we used for standardization purposes. These experience groups provide competition for

Table 4
Publications by journal.

Journal titles Total publications Case studies Other education

Panel A: Currently published journals
Issues in Accounting Education 671 329 342
Journal of Accounting Education 396 79 317
Accounting Education: An International Journal 346 6 340
Advances in Accounting Educationa 213 3 210
Accounting Educators’ Journal 157 13 144
IMA Educational Case Journal 80 80 –
Global Perspectives on Accounting Education 68 12 56
CAAA Accounting Perspectivesb 52 41 11
AIS Educator Journal 44 11 33

Totals Panel A 2203 717 1486

Panel B: Journals that have ceased publication
Journal of Accounting Case Research 143 143 –
Hasselback’s Accounting Perspectivesc 31 – 31
Compendium of Classroom Cases 13 13 –
International Journal of Accounting Education & Research 2 – 2

Totals Panel B 189 156 33
Totals Panels A & B 2392 873 1519

Panel C: Holderness et al.’s (2014, p. 94) journalsd

Issues in Accounting Education 760 297 464
Journal of Accounting Education 487 117 370
Other 11 Top-Ranked Journals 82 30 52

Totals Panel C 1329 444 886

a Accounting Education: A Journal of Theory, Practice and Research retitled to Advances in Accounting Education.
b To avoid confusion, we refer to the two journals titled Accounting Perspectives as the CAAA (Canadian Academic Accounting Association’s)

Accounting Perspectives and Hasselback’s Accounting Perspectives (Bernardi et al., 2016).
c We are missing data for Accounting Perspectives for both issues of Volumes 3, 4 and 5 and for Volume 6 Issue 1.
d Holderness et al. (2014, p. 94) noted that “the sum of education case articles and other education articles [for Issues in Accounting Education]

does not always equal the total education article sum because some articles can be dual classified as case and other (the articles are not double
counted in the total education article column).” [bracketed wording added by current authors].

3 Anecdotally, the lead author noted a higher percentage of authors without doctorates at the Irish Accounting and Finance Association and British
Accounting Association’s annual conferences that he attended than at the American Accounting Association’s annual-and-regional conferences.
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junior faculty who are in the initial stage of their careers (i.e., first six years), the mid-level faculty (i.e., faculty with seven-to-13-years
seniority) and senior faculty (i.e., those with over 13 years). Consequently, a very prolific senior faculty member will only be ranked
with other senior faculty. This provides the opportunity for the encouragement and recognition of junior and mid-level faculty, which
is important to ensure the continued health of accounting-education research.

While junior faculty includes the six PHD/DBA graduation years between 2011 and 2016, we include accounting-education
publication dates between 2011 and 2017 for junior faculty. Consequently, the number of years for any author in the junior faculty
varied between two-and-seven years (i.e., publications between 2011 and 2017) depending on the time they had to publish in a

Table 5
Sample compositions between country groups.

Panel A: Differences in early-publication authors

Countries Number of accounting-
education authors

Number of authors
with early publications

Percent of authors
with early publications

North American
Canada 84 6 7.1
United States 1291 41 3.2

Totals/[Average] 1375 47 [3.4]
Remaining countries

Australia 90 25 27.8
New Zealand 28 9 32.1
Republic of Ireland 6 1 16.7
United Kingdom 48 15 31.3

Totals/[Average] 172 50 [29.1]

Panel B: Publication data by country and faculty group
B1: Canada and the United States

Faculty Group Number of authors FC articlesa CAA articles

Senior faculty 1085 2659 1263.4
Mid-level faculty 198 325 143.3
Junior faculty 92 119 54.1

Totalsb 1375 3103 1460.8

B2: Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland, and the United Kingdom

Faculty Group Number of authors FC articles CAA articles

Senior faculty 128 317 155.2
Mid-level faculty 23 38 15.3
Junior faculty 21 26 11.5

Totals 172 381 182.0

a We did not standardize the Full-Credit (FC) and Coauthor-Adjusted (CAA) article counts for journal quality and PHD/DBA or first publication
time.

b The full-credit article count of 3484 articles exceeds the article count of 2392 in Table 4 as each of the authors of an article receive full-credit for
the article.

Table 6
Examples of graduation dates and time used in the standardization process.

Faculty Group/Member PHD/DBA year Time since graduation Time used when standardizing for rankingsa

Seven year 13 year 25 year

Senior faculty (all year groups before 2005)
Professor A 1970 48 7 13 25
Professor B 1995 23 7 13 23
Professor C 2003 15 7 13 15

Mid-level faculty (year groups 2005 through 2010)
Professor D 2005 13 7 13 N/A
Professor E 2007 11 7 11 N/A
Professor F 2010 8 7 8 N/A

Junior faculty (year groups 2011 through 2016)
Professor G 2011 7 7 N/A N/A
Professor H 2013 5 5 N/A N/A
Professor I 2015 3 3 N/A N/A

a We count the year of graduation as a full year in our standardization procedures.
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period. Similarly, mid-level (senior) faculty had between eight-and-13 (14-and-25) years to publish.4 For each faculty group and time
period, we provide rankings by overall publications, case studies and other education research.

3.5.2. Standardizing for time
We continue with our calculation example (See: Section 3.2.2.) of the author with two accounting-education articles - a 1997

article in Issues in Accounting Education and a 2016 article in Advances in Accounting Education. After standardizing for journal quality,
the author in our example had 1.588 full-credit articles and 1.294 coauthor-adjusted articles prior to adjusting for the time this author
had to publish. If the author was awarded his/her PHD/DBA in 1996, the author would have had 22 years to publish (time = 2018 –
PHD/DBA graduation year or first accounting-education publication). After taking into account the time this author has had to
publish, the author’s final publication counts are 0.072 (1.588/22 years) full-credit articles and 0.059 (1.294/22 years) coauthor-
adjusted articles.

4. Author rankings

4.1. Overview

Our rankings seek to ‘level the playing field’ by separating authors into three experience groups: junior, mid-level and senior
faculty. While we use similar break points as prior research (Bernardi et al., 2016; Holderness et al., 2014; Metcalf et al., 2015), these
break points are for each author’s PHD/DBA or first publication date. The article counts used in our rankings are standardized for
both journal quality ratings and time since an author’s PHD/DBA or first publication (i.e., time). We provide data for our: junior
faculty (one set of rankings), mid-level faculty (two sets of rankings) and senior faculty (three sets of rankings) by total article count,
case studies and other-education research. We rank accounting-education authors based on the number of standardized full-credit
articles. When there is a tie at the same number of standardized-full-credit articles, we use the number of standardized-coauthor-
adjusted articles to order the authors. If both standardized-full-credit and standardized-coauthored-adjusted articles are the same, all
authors have the same rank (i.e., reason for blank rankings); in this case, we list the authors in alphabetical order.

4.2. Junior rankings

Appendix A provides rankings for the top-40 junior faculty for the most recent seven years (2011-through-2017); we divide the
most recent seven years (2011-through-2017) of standardized data for journal quality (Table 3) and by the time (Table 5) since their
PHD/DBA or first publication date. Appendix A consists of three panels: total accounting-education publications (Panel A), case
studies (Panel B) and other accounting research (Panel C). 5 Junior faculty can benchmark their research productivity with the mid-
level and senior faculty by comparing their publications with those in Appendices B and C.

4.3. Mid-level rankings

Appendix B provides rankings for the top-40 mid-level faculty with PHD/DBA or first publication dates between 2005 and 2010
for the most recent seven years (2011-through-2017) of publications in Appendix B1 and the most recent 13 years (2005-through-
2017) of publications in Appendix B2. We divide the most recent seven-years of standardized data for journal quality by seven years
as all mid-level faculty had more than seven years from their PHD/DBA or first publication date (Appendix B1). We divide the most
recent 13 years of standardized data for journal quality by the time since each author’s PHD/DBA or first publication date (Appendix
B2). Mid-level faculty can benchmark their research productivity with senior faculty by comparing their publication data with those
in Appendix C.

4.4. Senior rankings

Appendix C provides rankings for the top-40 senior faculty with PHD/DBA or first publication dates prior to 2005 for the most
recent seven years (2011-through-2017) of publications in Appendix C1, the most recent 13 years (2005-through-2017) of pub-
lications in Appendix C2, and the entire 25 years (1993-through-2017) of publications in Appendix C3. We divide the most recent
seven (13) year standardized data for journal quality by seven (13) years as all senior faculty had more than seven (13) years from
their PHD/DBA or first publication date. We divide the 25-year standardized data for journal quality by the time since each author’s
PHD/DBA or first publication date; these data took on values between 14-and-25 years (i.e. 25 years was the maximum publication
time for this period).

4 As we only included publications between 1993 and 2017, the maximum number of years for standardizing senior authors’ article counts was 25
years regardless of their graduation date.

5 We highlight every tenth line horizontally in these tables to increase the ease of using the tables. We also highlight the vertical columns between
each panel for separation purposes.
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4.5. Benchmarking research productivity

Three accounting-education studies (Bernardi et al., 2016; Delande et al., 2014; Zamojcin & Bernardi, 2013) provide data so that
an author not ranked in the top-40 listings can benchmark his/her research productivity.6 To determine one’s place in these tables, an
author not listed in Appendices A through C must first compute the sum of their standardized journal quality scores.7

The panels in Table 7a provide the benchmarks for all junior and mid-level faculties. Panel A is for junior authors, while Panel B
(C) provides mid-level faculty data for seven (13) years of publications. For example, a mid-level author has 0.143 standardized full-
credit other-education articles but is not one of the Top-40 authors in the 13-year list for mid-level authors. The data in Panel C3 of
Table 7a indicate that this author’s standardized article count places the author in the third group of authors (i.e., those authors with
between 0.138 and 0.207 standardized articles). To determine his/her ranking, this author has to subtract the cumulative percentage

for the prior number of standardized-full-credit publications (i.e., those authors with between 0.095 and 0.137 standardized articles)
from 100 percent. Consequently, the author can state that he/she is in the top 24.8% (Panel C3 of Table 7a: 100.0% – 75.2%) of mid-
level accounting-education authors for other-education articles at the 13-year point.

Table 7b provides similar data after standardizing the publication counts for the time and journal quality for senior faculty. Panel

Table 7a
Distribution of full-credit articles standardized by journal quality and time for the junior and mid-level faculty.

Panel A: Distribution for junior faculty using seven years of publications (2011–2017).

A1: Junior faculty - overall rankings A2: Junior faculty – case rankings A3: Junior faculty - other education rankings

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

0.044–0.193 56 49.6 49.6 0.044–0.167 20 51.3 51.3 0.083–0.170 39 48.1 48.1
0.194–0.259 29 25.7 75.3 0.168–0.258 9 23.1 74.4 0.171–0.242 22 27.2 75.3
0.260–0.322 14 12.3 87.6 0.259–0.305 5 12.8 87.2 0.243–0.307 12 14.9 90.2
0.323–0.407 7 6.2 93.8 0.306–0.386 3 7.7 94.9 0.308–0.401 4 4.9 95.1
0.408–0.966 7 6.2 100.0 0.387–0.429 2 5.1 100.0 0.402–0.966 4 4.9 100.0

Total 113 100 Total 39 100 Total 81 100

Panel B: Distribution of mid-level faculty rankings using seven years of publications (2011–2017)

B1: Mid-level faculty - overall rankings B2: Mid-level faculty - case rankings B3: Mid-level faculty - other education rankings

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

0.083–0.138 76 41.1 41.1 0.084–0.138 20 26.0 26.0 0.083–0.123 59 45.4 45.4
0.139–0.237 62 33.5 74.6 0.139–0.222 38 49.3 75.3 0.124–0.143 41 31.5 76.9
0.238–0.286 29 15.6 90.2 0.223–0.281 7 9.1 84.4 0.144–0.264 15 11.5 88.4
0.287–0.468 9 4.9 95.1 0.282–0.286 7 9.1 93.5 0.265–0.392 8 6.2 94.6
0.469–1.286 9 4.9 100.0 0.287–0.745 5 6.5 100.0 0.393–0.970 7 5.4 100.0

Total 185 100 Total 77 100 Total 130 100

Panel C: Distribution of mid-level faculty rankings using 13 years of publications (2005–2017)

C1: Mid-level faculty - overall rankings C2: Mid-level faculty - case rankings C3: Mid-level faculty - other education rankings

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

0.045–0.111 114 51.6 51.6 0.052–0.107 40 46.0 46.0 0.045–0.094 83 50.3 50.3
0.112–0.167 52 23.5 75.1 0.108–0.141 25 28.7 74.7 0.095–0.137 41 24.9 75.2
0.168–0.250 35 15.9 91.0 0.142–0.200 13 15.0 89.7 0.138–0.207 25 15.2 90.4
0.251–0.314 10 4.5 95.5 0.201–0.239 5 5.7 95.4 0.208–0.292 8 4.8 95.2
0.315–0.770 10 4.5 100.0 0.240–0.478 4 4.6 100.0 0.293–0.755 8 4.8 100.0

Total 221 100 Total 87 100 Total 165 100

Data standardized by: (1) journal quality using the metrics for the standardized journal quality ratings described in Table 3 and (2) by time since
graduation or first publication.

6 In Tables 7a and 7b, we attempted to provide reference data as close to the 50%, 75%, 90%, and 95% marks as possible. As we only used CAAs to
break ties in Appendices A through C, we do not include CAAs in Tables 7a and 7b.

7 We provide detailed instructions on how these scores are computed in Panel A of Appendix D and an example of the calculations involved in this
process in Panel B of Appendix D.
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A provides the data for seven years of publications, while Panel B (C) provides the data for 13 (25) years of publications. One
determines his/her percentile ranking from Table 7b data using the same methodology explained for the panels in Table 7a for the
junior and mid-level faculties.

4.6. Additional analyses

4.6.1. Overview
The additional analyses examine two areas from the primary study – standardizing the data for time and journal outlets. The first

section tests whether the ‘playing field was leveled’ by dividing the sample into three faculty groups or whether standardizing the
data by the time since each author’s PHD/DBA or first publication date was necessary. The second section reviews the differences in
journal use by faculty and country groups.

4.6.2. Standardizing data for time
The data in Table 8 tests the need to control for the time since each author’s PHD/DBA graduation or first accounting-education

Table 7b
Distribution for full-credit articles standardized by journal quality and time for the senior faculty.

Panel A: Distribution of senior-faculty rankings using seven years of publications (2011–2017)
A1: Senior faculty - overall rankings A2: Senior faculty - case rankings A3: Senior faculty - other education rankings

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

0.026–0.138 225 43.0 43.0 0.026–0.138 81 36.2 36.2 0.083–0.138 172 47.1 47.1
0.139–0.234 163 31.2 74.2 0.139–0.143 97 43.3 79.5 0.139–0.178 99 27.1 74.2
0.235–0.347 82 15.7 89.9 0.144–0.286 26 11.6 91.1 0.179–0.286 61 16.8 91.0
0.348–0.562 28 5.3 95.2 0.287–0.424 8 3.6 94.6 0.287–0.429 15 4.1 95.1
0.563–2.129 25 4.8 100.0 0.425–1.047 12 5.4 100.0 0.430–1.508 18 4.9 100.0

Total 523 100 Total 224 100 Total 365 100

Panel B: Distribution of senior-faculty rankings using 13 years of publications (2005–2017)
B1: Senior faculty - overall rankings B2: Senior faculty - case rankings B3: Senior faculty - other education rankings

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

0.014–0.077 447 52.3 52.3 0.014–0.077 235 67.9 67.9 0.036–0.074 247 40.1 40.1
0.078–0.154 214 25.0 77.3 0.078–0.138 26 7.5 75.4 0.075–0.132 217 35.2 75.3
0.155–0.276 108 12.7 80.0 0.139–0.212 50 14.5 89.9 0.133–0.205 90 14.6 89.9
0.277–0.360 43 5.0 95.0 0.213–0.289 18 5.2 95.1 0.206–0.263 30 4.9 94.8
0.361–1.967 43 5.0 100.0 0.290–0.857 17 4.9 100.0 0.264–1.436 32 5.2 100.0

Total 855 100 Total 346 100 Total 616 100

Panel C: Distribution of senior-faculty rankings using 25 years of publications (1993–2017)

C1: Senior faculty - overall rankings C2: Senior faculty - case rankings C3: Senior faculty - other education rankings

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

Number of FC
pubs

Number
faculty

Percent
faculty

Total
percent

0.007–0.064 605 49.9 49.9 0.007–0.045 269 50.2 50.2 0.019–0.053 476 50.2 50.2
0.065–0.114 304 25.1 75.0 0.046–0.079 127 23.7 73.9 0.054–0.095 238 25.1 75.3
0.115–0.199 183 15.1 90.1 0.080–0.124 86 16.1 90.0 0.096–0.163 140 14.7 90.0
0.200–0.263 61 5.0 95.1 0.125–0.185 27 5.0 95.0 0.164–0.222 47 4.9 94.9
0.264–1.148 60 4.9 100.0 0.186–0.751 27 5.0 100.0 0.223–1.223 48 5.1 100.0

Total 1213 100 Total 536 100 Total 949 100

Data standardized by: (1) journal quality using the metrics for the standardized journal quality ratings described in Table 3 and (2) by time since
graduation or first publication.
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publication whichever was earlier. The univariate regression models in the left-hand column (Panels A1, B1 and C1) use the full-
credit data standardized for only journal quality; whereas, the univariate regression models in the right-hand column (Panels A2,
B2 and C2) use the full-credit data standardized for both journal quality and time. For the junior faculty, Panel A1 indicates that,
using the data adjusted for only journal quality, time is significant (p < 0.000) and has an adjusted R2 of 0.492. However, after
adjusting the data for both journal quality and time (Panel A2), time is not significant (p = 0.448). Similar reductions in the
adjusted R2s are also apparent in for mid-level (Panel B) and senior (Panel C) faculty; consequently, our adjustment for time was
necessary to ‘level the playing field’.

4.6.3. Journal outlets by faculty and country groupings
The data in Table 9 indicate the percentages of CAA articles published in each journal for the three author groups. Given the

differences noted in Table 5, we divide the data by the authors from Canada and the United States (Panel A) and the authors from
Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom (Panel B).

4.6.3.1. Case studies. For the junior and mid-level faculty from Canada and the United States, the data indicate that Issues in
Accounting Education, the Journal of Accounting Education and the journals not in Apostolou et al. (2015) account for the majority of
the cases (95.2% and 91.4% respectively). For senior faculty from these countries, the cases in A3 were lower as the Journal of
Accounting Case Research (20.0%) was still an active journal. The data for the authors from Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of
Ireland and the United Kingdom indicate that Issues in Accounting Education accounted for all of the cases authored by the junior
faculty.8 While the mid-level faculty from these four countries did not author any cases, the data for the senior faculty indicate that
the Journal of Accounting Case Research (43.9%), Issues in Accounting Education (35.6%) and the Journal of Accounting Education
(18.9%) accounted for 98.4% of the cases.

Table 8
Univariate regression models.

Panel A: Junior faculty (seven years)

A1: Data adjusted for only journal quality A2: Data adjusted for both journal quality and time

Model R2 Adjusted R2 Model R2 Adjusted R2

Regression 0.505 0.492 Regression 0.015 -0.011

Term Coefficient T Stat P-value Term Coefficient T Stat P-value

Intercept 0.01 0.03 0.980 Intercept 0.37 5.68 < 0.000
Time 0.35 2.53 < 0.000 Time 0.01 −0.76 0.448

Panel B: Mid-level faculty (13 years)
B1: Data adjusted for only journal quality B2: Data adjusted for both journal quality and time
Model R2 Adjusted R2 Model R2 Adjusted R2

Regression 0.278 0.259 Regression 0.064 0.039

Term Coefficient T Stat P-value Term Coefficient T Stat P-value

Intercept −2.46 −1.75 0.089 Intercept 0.08 0.58 0.563
Time 0.53 3.83 0.001 Time 0.02 1.61 0.116

Panel C: Senior faculty (25 years)
C1: Data adjusted for only journal quality C2: Data adjusted for both journal quality and time

Model R2 Adjusted R2 Model R2 Adjusted R2

Regression 0.211 0.190 Regression 0.069 0.045

Term Coefficient T Stat P-value Term Coefficient T Stat P-value

Intercept −7.15 −1.27 0.213 Intercept 0.09 0.39 0.700
Time 0.08 3.19 0.003 Time 0.02 1.68 0.101

Time since each author’s PHD/DBA graduation or their first accounting-education publication whichever was earlier, which took on values from two
(i.e., 2016 graduate) to 25 (i.e., 1993 and earlier graduates).

8 The data for junior faculty from these four countries includes only 1.17 CAA credit cases. If one compares this data to the 22.66 CAA credit case
studies authored by the junior faculty from Canada and the United States, the ratio is ratio is 19.4 (22.66/1.17), which is significantly higher than
what one would have anticipated ratio of 4.4 (Table 5: 92/21) given the number of junior-faculty authors in these two groups.
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Table 9
Percentages of coauthor-adjusted cases and other education articles by country, faculty and journal groupings.

Panel A: Data for Canada and the United States

Total publications Cases Other education
Journal groupings Junior Mid Senior Junior Mid Senior Junior Mid Senior

A1: Accounting-education journals in Holderness et al. (2014)
Issues in Acctg Educ (Top-40) 31.9 35.9 34.2 43.1 52.6 47.1 23.9 30.2 27.1
J of Acc Educ (Top-40) 21.9 17.6 18.8 13.6 14.3 9.9 27.8 21.5 23.5
Total 53.8 53.5 53.0 56.7 66.9 57.0 51.7 51.7 50.6

A2: Remaining accounting-education journals in Apostolou et al. (2015)
Acctg Educ: An Int J (Top-40I) 6.3 14.7 7.6 – 1.8 1.6 10.9 11.1 10.9
Advances in Acc Educ 12.8 9.2 10.6 1.5 1.8 0.4 21.0 15.7 16.2
Global Pers on Acctg Educ 1.8 2.7 3.4 – 0.4 1.7 3.2 4.7 4.4
Acctg Educ J (Top-40) 6.0 6.4 8.0 1.1 2.3 1.7 9.5 9.6 11.5
Total 26.9 33.0 29.6 2.6 6.3 5.4 44.6 41.2 43.1

A3: Accounting-education journals not in Apostolou et al. (2015)
AIS Educ J 6.2 3.6 1.9 11.0 1.5 1.0 2.6 5.7 2.3
CAAA Acctg Pers 5.1 4.8 2.2 10.7 11.1 4.7 1.1 1.4 0.9
IMA Educ Case J 7.1 4.3 3.6 16.9 11.9 10.2 – – –
Total 18.4 12.7 7.7 38.6 24.5 15.9 3.7 7.1 3.2

A4: Accounting-education journals that have ceased publication
Comp. of Classroom Cases 0.9 0.8 0.6 2.2 2.3 1.7 – – –
Hasselback’s Acctg Pers NP NP 1.9 NP NP – NP NP 3.0
Int. J. of Acctg Educ. & Res (Top-40) NP NP 0.1 NP NP – NP NP 0.1
J of Acctg Case Res NP – 7.1 NP – 20.0 NP – –
Total 0.9 0.8 9.7 2.1 2.3 21.7 – – 3.1

Panel B: Data for Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom

Total publications Cases Other education

Journal groupings Junior Mid Senior Junior Mid Senior Junior Mid Senior

B1: Accounting-education journals in Holderness et al. (2014)
Issues in Acctg Educ (Top-40) 26.9 7.9 8.5 100.0 – 35.6 14.8 6.5 3.8
J of Acc Educ (Top-40) 3.9 7.9 10.1 – – 18.9 2.8 7.6 9.6
Total 30.8 15.8 18.6 100.0 – 54.5 17.6 14.1 13.4

B2: Remaining accounting-education journals in Apostolou et al. (2015)
Acctg Educ: An Int J (Top-40I) 69.2 81.6 73.5 – – 1.5 73.9 82.6 84.2
Advances in Acc Educ – – 1.0 – – – – – 0.8
Global Pers on Acctg Educ – – 0.6 – – – 8.5 – 0.6
Acctg Educ J (Top-40) – 2.6 0.3 – – – – 3.3 0.2
Total 69.2 84.2 75.4 – – 1.5 82.4 85.9 85.8

B3: Accounting-education journals not in Apostolou et al. (2015)
AIS Educ J – – – – – – – – –
CAAA Acctg Pers – – 0.3 – – – – – 0.4
IMA Educ Case J – – – – – – – – –
Total – – 0.3 – – – – – 0.4
B4: Accounting-education journals that have ceased publication
Comp. of Classroom Cases – – – – – – – – –
Hasselback’s Acctg Pers NP NP – NP NP – NP NP –
Int. J. of Acctg Educ. & Res (Top-40) NP NP 0.3 NP NP – NP NP 0.4
J of Acctg Case Res NP – 5.4 NP – 44.0 NP – –
Total NA – 5.7 NA – 44.0 NA – 0.4

NP – Journal not published in this period.
NA – Not applicable
Top-40 – Journal listed in Hasselback et al. (2003, 2012) as a Top-40 journal in accounting.
Top-40I – Journal listed in Ballas and Theoharakis (2003) as an international Top-40 journal in accounting.
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Panel A of Exhibit 1 provides trend lines for cases authored by the senior faculty from the two groups of countries. The trend line
for the authors from Canada and the United States increases (Panel B: p = 0.034) between 1993 and 2017 using time as
the independent variable. However, the trend line for the CAA cases for the authors from Australia, New Zealand, the
Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom decreases (Panel C: p = 0.029) between 1993 and 2017. We could not determine the
cause of the difference between the senior faculties from the two groups of countries, which suggests an opportunity for future
research.

4.6.3.2. Other education research. For the authors from Canada and the United States (Panel A), the data indicate that Issues in
Accounting Education, the Journal of Accounting Education and the journals included in Apostolou et al. (2015) account for the majority
of the CAA other-education articles for the junior (96.3%), mid-level (92.9%) and senior (93.7%) faculty. For the authors from

Panel A: Graph of coauthor-adjusted cases

Panel B: Regression model for CAA cases - Canada and the United States
Model R2 Adjusted R2

Regression 0.245 0.212
Source DF Sum of Squares F Factor Prob F

Model 1 193.8 7.47 0.012
Error 23 596.4
Total 24 790.2

Term Coefficient T Stat P-value
Intercept 13.35 6.75 <0.000
Time 0.39 2.73 0.012

Panel C: Regression model CAA cases - Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom
Model R2 Adjusted R2

Regression 0.190 0.155
Source DF Sum of Squares F Factor Prob F

Model 1 3.5 5.40 0.029
Error 23 14.7
Total 24 18.2

Term Coefficient T Stat P-value
Intercept 1.48 6.98 <0.000
Time -0.05 -2.32 0.029

Diamonds and a solid trend line indicate data for Canada and the United States.
Circles and a dashed trend line indicate data for Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom.
The number of coauthor-adjusted articles (CAA) is the sum coauthor-adjusted credit, which adjusts for the number of authors 

on an article.
Time is the year of publication from 1993 (coded as zero) through 2017 (coded as 24).
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Exhibit 1. Coauthor-adjusted case studies for senior faculty from 1993 through 2017.
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Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom, the data indicate that Accounting Education accounted for
the majority of the other education research authored by the junior (73.9%), mid-level (82.6%) and senior (84.3%) faculty.
Publications in Issues in Accounting Education and the Journal of Accounting Education were relatively stable averaging about 15.0% for
the three faculty groups.

5. Discussion

The goal of this research is to ‘level the playing field’ when ranking accounting-education authors. We provide rankings that
junior faculty can use in their quest for tenure and promotion and that mid-level and senior colleagues can use when seeking
promotion, merit increases, and/or career mobility. We accomplish this by providing comprehensive rankings of authors using
the data standardized for both journal quality and the time since receiving their PHD/DBA or first accounting-education pub-
lication. While we list the top-40 authors in each graduation group (Appendices A through C), we also provide benchmarking
data so that any author can determine his/her percentile standing in the graduation year group or first accounting-education
publication (Tables 7a and 7b).

While Hasselback et al. (2012) used journal quality to standardize their data when ranking authors in accounting’s top-40
journals, articles that ranked authors in accounting education and other area-specific rankings did not incorporate journal
quality into their rankings. This is the first article that uses faculty groups (i.e., junior, mid-level and senior) and the time since
one’s PHD/DBA graduation or first accounting-education publication to ‘level the playing field’, which provides junior and mid-
level faculty an increased opportunity for recognition. We also provide authors not listed in the top-40 authors in their re-
spective faculty group a means to benchmark their accounting-education research (Tables 7). Additionally, using faculty
groups (i.e., junior, mid-level and senior) as opposed to publication periods has the additional advantage of providing a
benchmark for future faculty of a standardized publication level needed to rank as a top-40 author in accounting education.
Future junior faculty could use the data in Appendix A to approximate how he/she would rank in accounting-education
publications. Junior faculty would standardize their publications by journal quality (Table 3) and their time since graduation or
first publication comparing it to the data in Appendix A. Similarly, future mid-level (senior) faculty could use the rankings in
Appendix B (Appendix C) for promotion and merit purposes; this benchmarking data should also be useful to external re-
viewers.9

We note differences in the publishing patterns between the authors from Canada and the United States and the authors from
Australia, New Zealand, the Republic of Ireland, the United Kingdom. These contrasts included publications prior to the date of
receiving one’s PHD/DBA date (Table 5) and differences in case-study publications for senior faculty (Exhibit 1). Since the
Journal of Accounting Case Research ceased publication, the journals in A1 and A3 are the main outlets for case studies (Table 9).
Brinn’s, Jones, and Pendlebury (2001, p. 228) finding that accounting academics from the United Kingdom perceived gate-
keeping by journals based in the United States. Jackling, Natoli, Nuryanah, and Ekanayake (2013, p. 19) noted that Accounting
Education was launched in 1992 due to the “limited opportunities for publication of accounting education research for non-USA
academics.”

Our study has two limitations as some of the data depend on the accuracy of the American Accounting Association’s Accounting
Faculty Directory (AAA, 2018), Cabell’s Metrics (2017) and Cabell’s Directories (2010, 2006, 2004, 2001, 1997, 1994). Hasselback sent
requests for updates of the Accounting Directory each summer to the accounting chair of each college/university; if a chair did not
respond, Hasselback checked the institution’s website for updates. In the fall of 2017, the American Accounting Association took
responsibility for the Faculty Directory, which is now online. The question remains of whether the AAA will be as proactive in
updating its directory as Hasselback was. The second limitation is that we used the acceptance rates in Cabell’s directories; this
presumes that the journals’ editors updated their acceptance rates and that these acceptance rates were the same for both articles and
cases.

Acknowledgement
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authors also wish to thank David Cabell for lending us two prior editions of Cabell’s Directories that we could not purchase on
Amazon.
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Appendix.

9 However, we suggest that, while the data should be useful at most colleges and universities in the United States with accounting programs, the
top-75 accounting-research institutions probably would not use the data for promotion and tenure issues.

R.A. Bernardi, K.Z. Collins Journal of Accounting Education xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

17



A
pp

en
di
x
A

Ju
ni

or
fa

cu
lty

ra
nk

in
gs

us
in

g
se

ve
n

ye
ar

s
of

pu
bl

ic
at

io
ns

(2
01

1–
20

17
).

A
U

S
-A

us
tr

al
ia

;C
A

N
-C

an
ad

a;
IR

E
-R

ep
ub

lic
of

Ir
el

an
d;

N
Z

-N
ew

Ze
al

an
d;

U
K

-U
ni

te
d

Ki
ng

do
m

;U
SA

-U
ni

te
d

St
at

es
of

A
m

er
ic

a.
D

at
a

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

by
:(

1)
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

us
in

g
th

e
m

et
ri

cs
fo

r
th

e
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

ra
tin

gs
de

sc
ri

be
d

in
Ta

bl
e

3
an

d
(2

)
by

tim
e

si
nc

e
gr

ad
ua

tio
n

or
fir

st
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
If

bo
th

of
th

es
e

w
er

e
th

e
sa

m
e,

th
en

al
la

ut
ho

rs
ha

ve
th

e
sa

m
e

ra
nk

an
d

w
e

lis
t

th
em

al
ph

a-
be

tic
al

ly
.

R.A. Bernardi, K.Z. Collins Journal of Accounting Education xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

18



A
pp

en
di
x
B1

M
id

-le
ve

lf
ac

ul
ty

ra
nk

in
gs

us
in

g
se

ve
n

ye
ar

s
of

pu
bl

ic
at

io
ns

(2
01

1–
20

17
).

A
U

S
-A

us
tr

al
ia

;C
A

N
-C

an
ad

a;
IR

E
-R

ep
ub

lic
of

Ir
el

an
d;

N
Z

-N
ew

Ze
al

an
d;

U
K

-U
ni

te
d

Ki
ng

do
m

;U
SA

-U
ni

te
d

St
at

es
of

A
m

er
ic

a.
D

at
a

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

by
:(

1)
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

us
in

g
th

e
m

et
ri

cs
fo

r
th

e
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

ra
tin

gs
de

sc
ri

be
d

in
Ta

bl
e

3
an

d
(2

)
by

tim
e

si
nc

e
gr

ad
ua

tio
n

or
fir

st
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
If

bo
th

of
th

es
e

w
er

e
th

e
sa

m
e,

th
en

al
la

ut
ho

rs
ha

ve
th

e
sa

m
e

ra
nk

an
d

w
e

lis
t

th
em

al
ph

a-
be

tic
al

ly
.

R.A. Bernardi, K.Z. Collins Journal of Accounting Education xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

19



A
pp

en
di
x
B2

M
id

-le
ve

lf
ac

ul
ty

ra
nk

in
gs

us
in

g
13

ye
ar

s
of

pu
bl

ic
at

io
ns

(2
00

5–
20

17
).

A
U

S
-A

us
tr

al
ia

;C
A

N
-C

an
ad

a;
IR

E
-R

ep
ub

lic
of

Ir
el

an
d;

N
Z

-N
ew

Ze
al

an
d;

U
K

-U
ni

te
d

Ki
ng

do
m

;U
SA

-U
ni

te
d

St
at

es
of

A
m

er
ic

a.
D

at
a

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

by
:(

1)
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

us
in

g
th

e
m

et
ri

cs
fo

r
th

e
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

ra
tin

gs
de

sc
ri

be
d

in
Ta

bl
e

3
an

d
(2

)
by

tim
e

si
nc

e
gr

ad
ua

tio
n

or
fir

st
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
If

bo
th

of
th

es
e

w
er

e
th

e
sa

m
e,

th
en

al
la

ut
ho

rs
ha

ve
th

e
sa

m
e

ra
nk

an
d

w
e

lis
t

th
em

al
ph

a-
be

tic
al

ly
.

R.A. Bernardi, K.Z. Collins Journal of Accounting Education xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

20



A
pp

en
di
x
C1

Se
ni

or
fa

cu
lty

ra
nk

in
gs

us
in

g
se

ve
n

ye
ar

s
of

pu
bl

ic
at

io
ns

(2
01

1–
20

17
).

A
U

S
-A

us
tr

al
ia

;C
A

N
-C

an
ad

a;
IR

E
-R

ep
ub

lic
of

Ir
el

an
d;

N
Z

-N
ew

Ze
al

an
d;

U
K

-U
ni

te
d

Ki
ng

do
m

;U
SA

-U
ni

te
d

St
at

es
of

A
m

er
ic

a.
D

at
a

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

by
:(

1)
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

us
in

g
th

e
m

et
ri

cs
fo

r
th

e
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

ra
tin

gs
de

sc
ri

be
d

in
Ta

bl
e

3
an

d
(2

)
by

tim
e

si
nc

e
gr

ad
ua

tio
n

or
fir

st
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
If

bo
th

of
th

es
e

w
er

e
th

e
sa

m
e,

th
en

al
la

ut
ho

rs
ha

ve
th

e
sa

m
e

ra
nk

an
d

w
e

lis
t

th
em

al
ph

a-
be

tic
al

ly
.

R.A. Bernardi, K.Z. Collins Journal of Accounting Education xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

21



A
pp

en
di
x
C2

Se
ni

or
fa

cu
lty

ra
nk

in
gs

us
in

g
13

ye
ar

s
of

pu
bl

ic
at

io
ns

(2
00

5–
20

17
).

A
U

S
-A

us
tr

al
ia

;C
A

N
-C

an
ad

a;
IR

E
-R

ep
ub

lic
of

Ir
el

an
d;

N
Z

-N
ew

Ze
al

an
d;

U
K

-U
ni

te
d

Ki
ng

do
m

;U
SA

-U
ni

te
d

St
at

es
of

A
m

er
ic

a.
D

at
a

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

by
:(

1)
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

us
in

g
th

e
m

et
ri

cs
fo

r
th

e
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

ra
tin

gs
de

sc
ri

be
d

in
Ta

bl
e

3
an

d
(2

)
by

tim
e

si
nc

e
gr

ad
ua

tio
n

or
fir

st
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
If

bo
th

of
th

es
e

w
er

e
th

e
sa

m
e,

th
en

al
la

ut
ho

rs
ha

ve
th

e
sa

m
e

ra
nk

an
d

w
e

lis
t

th
em

al
ph

a-
be

tic
al

ly
.

R.A. Bernardi, K.Z. Collins Journal of Accounting Education xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

22



A
pp

en
di
x
C3

SS
en

io
r

fa
cu

lty
ra

nk
in

gs
us

in
g

25
ye

ar
s

of
pu

bl
ic

at
io

ns
(1

99
3–

20
17

).

A
U

S
-A

us
tr

al
ia

;C
A

N
-C

an
ad

a;
IR

E
-R

ep
ub

lic
of

Ir
el

an
d;

N
Z

-N
ew

Ze
al

an
d;

U
K

-U
ni

te
d

Ki
ng

do
m

;U
SA

-U
ni

te
d

St
at

es
of

A
m

er
ic

a.
D

at
a

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

by
:(

1)
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

us
in

g
th

e
m

et
ri

cs
fo

r
th

e
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
jo

ur
na

lq
ua

lit
y

ra
tin

gs
de

sc
ri

be
d

in
Ta

bl
e

3
an

d
(2

)
by

tim
e

si
nc

e
gr

ad
ua

tio
n

or
fir

st
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
Ra

nk
ed

by
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
fu

ll-
cr

ed
it

ar
tic

le
s

an
d

th
en

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

-c
oa

ut
ho

r-
ad

ju
st

ed
ar

tic
le

s
fo

r
tie

s.
If

bo
th

of
th

es
e

w
er

e
th

e
sa

m
e,

th
en

al
la

ut
ho

rs
ha

ve
th

e
sa

m
e

ra
nk

an
d

w
e

lis
t

th
em

al
ph

a-
be

tic
al

ly
.

R.A. Bernardi, K.Z. Collins Journal of Accounting Education xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

23



References

American Accounting Association (2018). Faculty Directory. Accessed on Mar 10, 2018, at http://www.accountingfacultydirectory.org/sbn.
Andrews, W. T., & McKenzie, P. B. (1978). Leading accounting department revisited. The Accounting Review, 53(1), 135–138.
Apostolou, B., Dorminey, J. W., Hassell, J. M., & Rebele, J. E. (2015). Accounting education literature review (2013–2014). Journal of Accounting Education, 33(2),

69–127.
Apostolou, B., Dorminey, J. W., Hassell, J. M., & Watson, S. F. (2013). Accounting education literature review (2010–2012). Journal of Accounting Education, 31(2),

107–161.
Apostolou, B., Hassell, J. M., Rebele, J. E., & Watson, S. F. (2007). Accounting education literature review (2003–2005). Journal of Accounting Education, 25(1–2), 1–58.
Apostolou, B., Hassell, J. M., Rebele, J. E., & Watson, S. F. (2010). Accounting education literature review (2006–2009). Journal of Accounting Education, 28(3–4),

145–197.
Ballas, A., & Theoharakis, V. (2003). Exploring diversity in accounting through faculty journal perceptions. Contemporary Accounting Research, 20(4), 619–644.
Bean, D. F., & Bernardi, R. A. (2005). Estimating the quality ratings of accounting journals omitted in prior research. Advances in Accounting Education, 7, 109–127.
Beattie, V., & Goodacre, A. (2004). Publishing patterns within the UK accounting and finance academic community. British Accounting Review, 36(1), 7–44.
Benjamin, J. J., & Brenner, V. C. (1974). Perceptions of journal quality. The Accounting Review, 49(2), 360–362.
Bernardi, R. A. (2004). A commentary on suggestions for providing legitimacy to ethics research in accounting education. Issues in Accounting Education, 19(1),

145–146.
Bernardi, R. A. (2005). Accounting scholars publishing in business ethics journals: A thirty-year longitudinal study. Research on Professional Responsibility and Ethics in

Appendix D
Using Tables 7a or 7b.

Panel A: Steps to using Tables 7a and 7b Panel B: Example using the steps from Panel A

1. Determine the career stage.
Junior (first 6 years), mid-level (years 7-to-
13 years), senior (over 13 years) since PHD/
DBA graduation or first education publication
whichever is earlier.
2. Determine the number of full-credit

publications in each journal in the set of
journals used (Table 3), in total and
subdivided by cases and other (articles).

3. Determine the Acceptance Rate and the
AGE and regression model for each journal
from Table 3.

4. Calculate the computed quality rating
(CQR) for each journal; overall and for
cases and other (articles)

5. Calculate the standardized computed
quality rating (SQR) for each journal;
overall and for cases and other (articles).

6. SQR = Journal’s CQR/CQR of Issues in
Accounting Education

7. Here the author will need to calculate the
CQR for Issues in Accounting Education for
each of their publications.

8. Divide the journal counts adjusted for the
standardized computed quality rating by
the author’s time since their PHD/DBA
graduation or first publication whichever is
earlier.

9. Sum the standardized quality journal
counts divided by time for total
publications and further divided into cases
and other articles. Then look up
benchmarking data in the appropriate
table:
Junior faculty Table 7a - Panel A

Mid-level faculty Table 7a - Panel B or C
depending on timeframe
Senior faculty Table 7b - Panel A, B or C
depending on timeframe

1. Which faculty group represents the author’s current status:
Junior (first 6 years), mid-level (years 7-to-13 years), senior (over 13 years) since PHD/DBA graduation
or first education publication whichever is earlier.

2. A senior faculty member has three full-credit accounting-education publications:
1997 - Issues in Accounting Education (case study)
2005 - Accounting Education: An International Journal (other)
2016 - Advances in Accounting Education (other)

3. Determine the Acceptance Rate and the AGE and regression model for each journal from Table 3.
1997 - Issues in Accounting Education (case study)
Model: H&R-1995 CQR = 1.170 + (0.010 * AGE) − (0.014 * ACCEPT)
AGE = (1997 + 1) − 1986 = 12 years Acceptance rate = 15.5
2005 - Accounting Education: An International Journal (other)
Model: B&T-2003 CQR = 0.981 + (0.010 * AGE) − (0.019 * ACCEPT)
AGE = (2005 + 1) − 1992 = 14 years Acceptance rate = 25.5
2016 - Advances in Accounting Education (other)
Model: HRA-2012 CQR = 1.220 + (0.009 * AGE) − (0.016 * ACCEPT)
AGE = (2016 + 1) − 1996 = 21 years Acceptance rate = 40.0

4. Calculate the computed quality rating (CQR) for each journal
1997 - Issues in Accounting Education (case study)
CQR = 1.170 + (0.010 * 12) − (0.014 * 15.5) = 1.170 + 0.12 − 0.217 = 1.073
2005 - Accounting Education: An International Journal (other)
CQR = 0.981 + (0.010 * 14) − (0.019 * 25.5) = 0.981 + 0.14 − 0.485 = 0.637
2016 - Advances in Accounting Education (other)
CQR = 1.220 + (0.009 * 21) − (0.016 * 40.0) = 1.220 + 0.189 − 0.640 = 0.769

5. Calculate the standardized computed quality rating (SQR) for each journal:
Where the CQRs for Issues in Accounting Education are:
1997 CQR = 1.0732005 CQR = 0.896 2016 CQR = 1.307
1997 - Issues in Accounting Education (case study)
SQR = 1.073/1.073 = 1.000
2005 - Accounting Education: An International Journal (other)
SQR = 0.637/0.896 = 0.711
2016 - Advances in Accounting Education (other)
SQR = 0.769/1.307 = 0.588

6. At the 25-year point, the author’s three full-credit articles multiplied by each journals SQRs before being
divided by time (Author graduated in 1996 = 22 years):

1997 - Issues in Acctg Education (case study) = (1.0 FC X 1.000)/22 yrs = 0.045
2005 - Accounting Education (other) = (1.0 FC X 0.711)/22 yrs = 0.032
2016 - Advances in Acctg Education (other) = (1.0 FC X 0.588)/22 yrs = 0.027

7. For the rankings at the 25-year point, the sum of the author’s journal count divided by time is (Panel C of
Table 7b):

Overall = 0.045 + 0.032 + 0.027 = 0.104 or top 50.1% in Panel C1
Cases = 0.045 = 0.045 or bottom 50.2% in Panel C2
Other = 0.032 + 0.027 = 0.059 or top 49.8% in Panel C3

AUS - Australia; CAN - Canada; IRE - Republic of Ireland; NZ - New Zealand; UK - United Kingdom; USA - United States of America.
Data standardized by: (1) journal quality using the metrics for the standardized journal quality ratings described in Table 3 and (2) by time since
graduation or first publication.
Ranked by standardized full-credit articles and then standardized-coauthor-adjusted articles for ties. Ranked by standardized full-credit articles and
then standardized-coauthor-adjusted articles for ties. If both of these were the same, then all authors have the same rank and we list them al-
phabetically.
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