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ABSTRACT

Previous studies of author productivity in business and management education (BME)
research have focused on single disciplinary areas, and even single journals. This study is
the first to examine the productivity of BME scholars across multiple disciplinary areas
(i.e., accounting, economics, finance, information systems, management, marketing,
and operations/supply chain management). We analyzed a pool of 17 BME journals
with the highest hg-index, by including the top three journals in the accounting and
information systems areas, the top two journals in each of the other disciplinary areas,
and an interdisciplinary BME journal. This examination covered a 10-year period (2005-
2014), 4,464 articles and 9,617 article co-authors. We identified 7,209 unique authors
in this pool and ranked their productivity to create a “Key Authors” list. Each of the top
99 authors had five or more articles in our database. Our findings indicate the potential
for cross-disciplinary dissemination of research ideas and opportunities for scholars to
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enhance their research profile, because even a small increase in productivity can lead to
substantial movement in the BME rankings of authors.

Subject Areas: Business and Management Education (BME) Research,
BME Author Productivity, Cross-Disciplinary Research, BME Journal Qual-
ity, Co-Authorship, BME Topic Areas.

Business and management education (BME) research is evolving from an aspiring
community to a full-fledged academic field (Hambrick & Chen, 2008). This article
seeks to help the maturation of BME research as a field by identifying key authors
and topics across BME disciplines and highlighting the potential for mutual support
and cross-fertilization of ideas.

BME research encompasses educational issues in individual disciplinary ar-
eas, as well as topics that address the business school in its entirety, such as critiques
of practices of business schools (Gioia & Corley, 2002; Adler & Harzing, 2009),
MBA curricular issues (Rubin & Dierdorff, 2013), technology-mediated learn-
ing (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Arbaugh & Duray, 2002), and experiential learning
(Boyatzis, Stubbs, & Taylor, 2002; Kayes, 2002). BME research has the potential to
greatly benefit educational practice in business schools and offers promising direc-
tions for scholars to answer the growing calls for “research that matters” (Gioia &
Corley, 2002; Rynes, 2007; Corley & Gioia, 2011).

Educational research in business schools has seen a surge of activity over the
past decade (Mixon & Upadhyaya, 2008; Bernardi & Zamojcin, 2013; Arbaugh &
Hwang, 2015), and prominent new journals sponsored by distinguished profes-
sional organizations such as the Decision Sciences Institute and the Academy of
Management have raised the profile of this emergent field. Previous efforts to
identify the most prominent authors in BME research have typically examined
articles published in the 1980s and 1990s, and tended to focus on either a single
journal or a single business discipline (McIntyre & Tanner Jr., 2004; Holderness,
Myers, Summers, & Wood, 2014). Recent author-tracking efforts (e.g., Urbancic,
2009; Abernethy & Padgett, 2011; Kruck, Mathieu, & Mitri, 2013; Holderness
Jr. et al., 2014; Lo, Wong, Mixon & Asarta, 2015) still focus largely on single
domains, thereby limiting the extent to which their findings could help promote
cross-disciplinary work.

This article identifies key BME authors across different business disciplinary
areas and therefore, avoided the silo-based approach of studying BME research
within a single disciplinary area. BME researchers will benefit from the discovery
of common BME tropical interests across disciplines. The study covers a recent
10-year timeframe (2005-2014), an important period considering recent research
findings suggest that nearly 60 percent of the most cited articles in BME research
have been published since 2000 (Arbaugh & Hwang, 2015).

Hambrick and Chen (2008) identified three elements—differentiation, mo-
bilization, and legitimacy building (pp. 35-38)—that influenced the likelihood and
speed of acceptance of an academic field. We believe that an important task un-
derlying these three elements in the maturation of a field is the identification and
nurturing of its key “scholarly conversation” (Huff, 1999, 2009; Kemp, 2005). Our
study is a step in this direction with a holistic view of the BME field, as it examines



270 Key Authors in Business

the “scholarly conversation” that has been taking place in its various disciplinary
sub-areas from 2005 to 2014, to identify the field’s key interlocutors (i.e., authors,
in Huff’s analogy) and topics.

Established fields, such as strategic management, have periodic review stud-
ies and meta-analyses to identify key research questions, major research themes,
important findings across studies, and so on. BME research is still young and, to
date, has no such studies. Accordingly, we are making a first attempt to uncover its
major journals across different business disciplinary areas, the most highly cited
authors across these BME areas, and their major topical areas of research. Here we
have done this by using citation metrics to identify highly cited works, authors, and
topics. Our hope in developing the first cross-disciplinary database of key journals,
authors, and topics in BME research is that a holistic view of the field will ben-
efit both current and prospective contributors, as pointed out in the implications
section of this article. Moreover, findings from studies like ours should help retain
and attract more scholars to BME research, by providing the field with the same
metrics that are used to assess scholarly productivity in other disciplinary research
with implications for decisions about merit pay, promotion, and tenure.

The following section offers a brief review of prior BME research author
studies, and describes how we developed a pool of journals containing 4,464
articles written by 9,617 co-authors with 7,209 unique authors. Next, we explore
a methodological advancement that allowed us to go beyond simple article counts
and enabled us to consider journal quality when ranking authors. We then present
the results of our effort to develop a ranked list of the most active BME scholars
over a recent 10-year period (2005-2014), as well as the topical areas that have been
examined most commonly by these highly productive scholars. The last section
discusses the findings and explores their limitations and potential implications for
the BME research field.

AUTHOR STUDIES IN BME RESEARCH

To date, studies of BME scholarly productivity have been discipline-specific, with
uneven levels of inquiry. Because these studies employed small journal pools, rela-
tive journal quality has not been considered in their research designs. Accounting,
economics, and marketing have relatively well-developed histories of studying
BME scholarly productivity (Clark & Hanna, 1986; Urbancic, 1995; McIntyre &
Tanner, 2004; Lo et al., 2015); whereas information systems and finance have
fewer studies (Chan & Thapa, 2006; Kruck et al., 2013). At the other end of the
spectrum, we found no studies of BME scholarly productivity in management.
This was surprising given that management has a sustained history of publishing
educationally oriented journals for more than 40 years (beginning with what are
now known as Management Learning and the Journal of Management Educa-
tion) and creating the BME journal with the highest scholarly impact (Academy of
Management Learning & Education).

Why is it that accounting, economics, and marketing have a better-
defined history of examining their educational research? We believe one possi-
ble reason stems from the fact that each of these disciplines has longstanding
norms of tracking author rankings and scholarly productivity in their traditional
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non-education-focused topics. Consequently, the tracking norm carries over into
their respective education inquiries.

In contrast, although there have been some author-tracking studies in man-
agement (e.g., Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Bachrach, 2008; Aguinis,
Suarez-Gonzalez, Lannelongue, & Joo, 2012), such studies have not included
every major stream in the area (e.g., strategy, human resource management, orga-
nizational behavior, ethics, etc.) due to the diversity of theories and frameworks
across these large streams and the subsequent difficulty of comparing relatively
dissimilar works. Thus, there is no norm of tracking author and comparison studies
across the wide management research area, with a consequent lack of interest to
do so also in BME research overall.

When we examined accounting’s tracking activity on BME research, we
found many single-journal studies (Urbancic, 1995), which grew into multi-journal
studies of accounting educational outlets (Urbancic, 2009), and then toward multi-
journal studies of both solely educational and discipline-based journals that publish
educational research (Holderness et al., 2014). Many of these studies have identified
authors and measured productivity on the basis of simple (unweighted) article
counts. Some recent studies have considered co-authored weights and the type of
article (Holderness et al., 2014), and some have explored how co-authoring relates
to productivity (Rutledge & Karim, 2009).

Author studies in marketing education research showed a similar trajectory,
with author counts based primarily on unweighted articles (McIntyre & Tanner,
2004; Gray, Peltier, & Schibrowsky, 2012) and recent work considering weighted
contributions and article types and topics (Abernethy & Padgett, 2011; Gray et al.,
2012).

Economics also has a history of ranking influential authors (Palacios-Huerta
& Volij, 2004; Mixon & Upadhyaya, 2008; Bao, Lo, & Mixon, 2010). The rankings
presented in those studies have adopted or improved the methodologies suggested
by Liebowitz and Palmer (1984) and Laband and Piette (1994) by incorporating
citation-based measures of journal quality and influence. A recent paper examining
economics teaching-focused research productivity showed rankings that consid-
ered citation-based influence of articles as well as total number of publications
published by authors in high-quality economics journals (Lo et al., 2015). Using
EconLit to collect data on articles published between 1991 and 2011, Lo et al.
(2015) showed that publishing eight unweighted articles during their 20-year re-
view period would place an economic education author in the top 10 ranking, while
publishing four unweighted articles would place an educator in the top 20 ranking.

METHOD

Journal Selection

The process of determining which journals should be included in this study fol-
lowed several steps. First, we examined a compilation of journals from previous
author and institution studies as a possible starting point for the sample (Mixon Jr. &
Upadhyaya, 2008; Urbancic, 2011; Currie & Pandher, 2013). The examination of
these studies led us to focus on Currie and Pandher’s (2013) work, supplemented
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by journals included in the BME Influence Index (Arbaugh & Bielinska-Kwapisz,
2016), because this approach provided recent and comprehensive listings and rat-
ings of BME research journals based upon both expert assessments and scholarly
metrics. Second, we selected the study’s timeframe. To capture recent scholarly
activity, we chose the 2005-2014 decade as the study period because ten-year time-
frames were used in previous BME disciplinary author studies (Urbancic, 2009;
Abernethy & Padgett, 2011; Gray et al., 2012).

After we finalized the initial journal pool and the timeframe for the study, we
conducted an analysis of the contents of each journal during the 10-year review
period using Harzing, 2013. PoP compiles citation counts from Google Scholar
and generates metrics for journals and authors based upon citation activity, thereby
making it easier for scholars to examine data from Google Scholar (Soutar &
Murphy, 2009; Haley, 2014). Although there are concerns about using Google
Scholar for bibliometric studies (Cothran, 2011; Aguillo, 2012; Haley, 2014),
recent studies have found Google Scholar to yield comparable stability of coverage
for publications and citations relative to Scopus and the Web of Science (Harzing &
Alakangas, 2016). Additionally, other scholars have found it to be more informative
for analyzing educational research than more restrictive databases such as Scopus
or Journal Citation Reports (JCR) (Van Aalst, 2010; Cothran, 2011; Rynes &
Brown, 2011).

One of the benefits of using PoP is that it allows for quick calculations of
commonly used scholarly metrics. Two of the more prominent indices spurring
this activity are the h-index, which indicates the h-number of articles published
by an author or journal with at least h-number of citations (Hirsch, 2005), and
the g-index, which indicates the unique largest number of articles published by an
author or journal such that the top g articles received together at least g-squared
number of citations (Egghe, 2006). These tools have captured aspects of research
visibility more comprehensively than have impact factors, citations per paper, or
journal ranking indices for various business disciplines (Serenko & Bontis, 2009;
Mingers, Macri, & Petrovici, 2012).

However, each index has notable limitations. The h-index has been criticized
for ignoring less-cited articles, understating the impact of extremely highly-cited
articles, and not discriminating influence based on the length of a scholar’s career
(Burrell, 2007; Mingers et al., 2012; Schreiber, 2013). Conversely, the g-index has
been criticized for being weighted toward highly cited publications and understat-
ing the value of the influence of a scholar’s collective body of work (Van Eck &
Waltman, 2008; Alonso, Cabrerizo, Herrera-Viedma, & Herrara, 2010). In short,
many of the advantages of the h-index are disadvantages of the g-index, and vice
versa. Therefore, we used the hg-index (Alonso et al., 2010) to select our final
journal pool. The hg-index combines the h-index (Hirsch, 2005) and the g-index
(Egghe, 2006) in a way that keeps the advantages of both indices while minimizing
their disadvantages. The hg-index is widely used and calculated as the geometric
mean of the h and g indices (in other words, hg is the square root of h × g). We
used the h- and g-indexes generated by PoP to calculate each journal’s hg-index.

We selected the ten BME journals with the highest hg-index scores
(Arbaugh & Bielinska-Kwapisz, 2016) as the base of our final journal pool. To ad-
dress critiques offered by previous studies about insufficient journal or disciplinary
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area representation (Rynes & Brown, 2011; Urbancic, 2011; Kruck et al., 2013),
we then included additional journals to ensure that our sampling pool encompassed
at least two of the top BME journals for each of the seven major disciplinary areas
(accounting, economics, finance, information systems, management, marketing,
and operations/ supply chain management). These additional journals were deter-
mined by their ranking metrics in their respective disciplinary areas: Marketing
Education Review (MER), the Journal of Financial Education (JFEd), Interna-
tional Review of Economics Education (IREE), the Journal of Economics and
Finance Education (JEFE), and the International Journal of Information and Op-
erations Management Education (IJIOME). We were cognizant of the fact that
impact scores of the top two disciplinary journals would vary across disciplines.
However, given that our goal was to approach the BME research field in a holistic
way, cutting across traditional disciplinary silos, we decided that it was important
to include at least two journals per discipline, even though this implied a broader
range of impact scores in the overall pool.

In two of the seven disciplines—accounting and information systems—we
found the need to include three top journals, rather than two. The top two account-
ing education journals, Issues in Accounting Education (IAE) and Accounting
Education: An International Journal (AE), were part of our base pool of top 10
overall BME journals; however, the hg-index scores of a third publication in the
area, the Journal of Accounting Education (JAED), placed it as the 11th highest
rated BME journal overall, higher than any of the other journals that had been
added to our initial listing. We tested the relative quality of JAED both by querying
prominent accounting education scholars and reviewing indicators from earlier
accounting education research ranking studies. There was agreement that JAED
is viewed by the accounting community to be the second-most respected journal
in accounting education (Holderness et al., 2014). Therefore, we believed this
warranted the inclusion of JAED.

In the area of information systems education, a different issue necessitated
the inclusion of three, rather than two, top journals. Its second ranked education
journal, the Journal of Information Technology Education (JITE), split into three
separate publications during our study period: the Journal of Information Technol-
ogy Education: Research and the Journal of Information Technology Education:
Innovations in Practice in 2008, followed by a further split to a third journal, Jour-
nal of Information Technology Education: Discussion Cases, in 2012. After much
thought, and to prevent the over representation of information systems journals in
our pool, we decided to add the first two JITE journals in this study (JITE: Re-
search and JITE: Innovations in Practice), but not the third one (JITE: Discussion
Cases). The first two of the three JITE journals have a longer publication history,
and their articles more closely resemble those found in our other BME journals:
they include literature reviews, theoretical developments and empirical findings,
in contrast to the third journal’s main focus on cases for classroom usage.

Having increased from two to three the number of top education journals for
accounting and information systems in our list, we then considered whether we
should do the same for the other disciplinary areas. However, we had to abandon
this alternative because the choice of a third journal did not turn out to be as
straightforward in those other areas. For example, in the management area, we
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Table 1: Journals used to develop author sample

Journal
Academic Discipline

Represented
2005-2014
hg-Index

Academy of Management Learning &
Education

Management 114.15

Journal of Education for Business Multidisciplinary 70.63
Journal of Information Systems Education Information Systems 60.40
Journal of Marketing Education Marketing 60.62
Journal of Management Education Management 58.15
Issues in Accounting Education Accounting 55.00
Journal of Information Technology

Education: Research
Information Systems 52.54

Journal of Economic Education Economics 48.28
Decision Sciences Journal of Innovative

Education
Operations/Supply
Chain Management

47.33

Accounting Education: An International
Journal

Accounting 42.85

Journal of Accounting Education Accounting 33.44
Marketing Education Review Marketing 32.62
International Review of Economics

Education
Economics 20.78

Journal of Financial Education Finance 13.42
Journal of Economics and Finance

Education
Finance 10.58

Journal of Information Technology
Education: Innovations in Practice

Information Systems 9.17

International Journal of Information and
Operations Management Education

Operations/Supply
Chain Management

9.00

Note: hg-indices calculated as of April 5, 2017.

considered including Management Learning as a third journal, but we decided
not to do so because it devotes only about 20 percent of its content to educational
research (Arbaugh & Bielinska-Kwapisz, 2016). Marketing had only two education
journals (JMD and MER), and only recently has developed a third one (Journal
for Advancement of Marketing Education). In economic education, the American
Economist or the Southern Economic Journal could have been included as a third
journal, according to a recent study by Lo and colleagues (2015). Those journals,
however, devote a small amount of space to economic education relative to general
economics: from 1991 to 2011, the American Economist published a total of 52
articles focused on economic education (about 2.5 per year), while the Southern
Economic Journal’s economic education output over the same time period was 49
articles (about 2.5 per year). It is our assessment that going to three top educational
journals per disciplinary area likely will be more viable in another five to ten years
as the BME discipline further matures and newer journals produce more articles
with the passage of time.

The final pool of 17 journals is presented in Table 1 by discipline and hg-index
score. These 17 journals include: 14 that represent the top two education journals in
each of the seven major BME disciplinary areas (accounting, economics, finance,
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information systems, management, marketing, and operations/supply chain man-
agement); 2 that represent the third top journals in accounting and in information
system; and 1 that is a multidisciplinary journal.

The process to decide which journals to include in this final pool of 17
journals tried to strike a balance between under- and over-representation of BME
disciplinary areas. On the one hand, it could be argued that the final pool did not
include enough journals, leaving out publications that some readers would have
preferred to see included here. On the other hand, it could be argued that the goal
of having at least two journals for each of the BME disciplinary areas led to the
inclusion of too many journals, because the journals from certain areas have hg-
index scores considerably lower than those in other areas. Ultimately, judgment
calls have to be made in a work of this nature, and the lessons learned will serve
to inspire future studies, as discussed later.

Article and Author Identification

Coding

We coded every article published from 2005 to 2014 in each journal in our pool.
Consistent with other BME author studies, we did not include non-peer reviewed
pieces such as editors’ introductions or book/resource reviews in our coding schema
listing (McIntyre & Tanner, 2004; Abernethy & Padgett, 2011). We created a
separate coding for each article’s co-authors that included author institutional
affiliation, article title, journal acronym, journal volume, page numbers, article
year, and co-author weighting. The coding was conducted by five of the six co-
authors of this study, with co-authors having different disciplinary backgrounds.
The resulting schema identified 4,464 articles with 9,617 article co-authors.

Previous multi-journal BME author studies have taken an “all jour-
nals are equal” approach, and used simple un-weighted single author and/or
weighted co-author counts when assessing scholarly productivity (Urbancic, 2009;
Abernethy & Padgett, 2011; Kruck et al., 2013). For our study, we provided an un-
weighted co-author score for each article, but we also used a weighted author score
to account for the number of co-authors in an article (sole authors were weighted
as 1, two co-authors were each weighted as 0.5, etc.). We also calculated a third
score that accounted for each author’s contribution as a function of journal quality.
This was achieved by multiplying Currie and Pandher’s (2013) journal quality
rating with each weighted co-author score for each article to calculate a weighted
author/journal quality score. By considering journal quality in the scoring process,
we help to identify authors that are more likely to have ideas that are cited and
drawn upon by others in the building of a research topic.

Next, we examined our dataset to determine the number of unique authors
who had contributed to the article pool. We found 7,209 unique authors, of which
5,774 (80.09 percent) had been a sole author or co-author of only one article. This
percentage of “one and done” authors in BME research is consistent with results
found in previous studies (Urbancic, 2009; Abernethy & Padgett, 2011). Table 2
provides the distribution of unique authors by number of un-weighted articles
published.
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Table 2: Number of business and management education authors by article count,
2005-2014

Number of Articles Published Number of Authors

1 5774
2 941
3 271
4 124
5 52
6 19
7 8
8 2
9 3

10 6
11 3
12 2
13 1
14 2
15 1

Categorization Schema

We took the cumulative number of times an author appeared in our database as
our measure of author scholarly productivity. Consistent with previous discipline-
specific BME author studies, we considered any author with five or more un-
weighted articles during our study period to be a highly productive scholar
(Urbancic, 2009; Abernethy & Padgett, 2011; Gray et al., 2012). This criterion
gave us a pool of 99 highly productive BME authors.

Categorization of Common Topical Areas

To determine areas of common topical/article type interest across the articles
included in our final author listing, we reviewed the titles and abstracts of the
646 articles that were attributed to these top 99 authors. We identified 20 distinct
topical areas that drew attention from at least ten authors.

RESULTS

Our listing of the top BME scholars is shown in Table 3. Our author listings of rank
and representation among the disciplines are consistent with results from recent
author studies in accounting (Holderness et al., 2014), economics (Lo et al., 2015),
and marketing (Abernethy & Padgett, 2011). Fifteen scholars published 10 or
more un-weighted articles during the timeframe of the study. Although 30 scholars
published in three or more of our sample journals, seven of these authors (six ac-
counting authors and one information systems author) published within their three
disciplinary journals and did not cross disciplinary-journal boundaries, leaving
23 authors who crossed disciplinary boundaries. Particularly noteworthy are the
eight authors who published in four or more journals across disciplinary areas.



Arbaugh et al. 277

Ta
bl

e
3:

R
an

ki
ng

of
hi

gh
ly

pr
od

uc
tiv

e
B

M
E

sc
ho

la
rs

,2
00

5-
20

14

R
an

k
A

ut
ho

r
H

om
e

D
is

ci
pl

in
e

In
st

itu
tio

na
l

A
ffi

lia
tio

n
N

um
be

r
of

Jo
ur

na
ls

Y
ea

rs
Pu

bl
is

he
d

N
um

be
r

of
A

rt
ic

le
s

W
ei

gh
t-

A
dj

us
te

d
A

rt
ic

le
s

C
um

ul
at

iv
e

Jo
ur

na
l

Q
ua

lit
y

X
W

ei
gh

t-
A

dj
us

te
d

A
rt

ic
le

s

1
Fr

ed
Ph

ill
ip

s
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
U

.o
f

Sa
sk

at
ch

ew
an

,
C

an
ad

a
2

10
15

7.
17

27
.7

3

2
Jo

hn
J.

Si
eg

fr
ie

d
E

co
no

m
ic

s
V

an
de

rb
ilt

U
.

1
9

14
11

.5
0

39
.1

0
3

B
ev

er
ly

Ja
ck

lin
g

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

V
ic

to
ri

a
U

.,
A

us
tr

al
ia

2
9

14
6.

78
23

.9
1

4
T.

G
ra

nd
on

G
ill

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Sy
st

em
s

U
.o

f
So

ut
h

Fl
or

id
a

3
6

13
10

.3
3

33
.6

2

5
M

ar
k

G
.S

im
ki

n
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
Sy

st
em

s
U

.o
f

N
ev

ad
a

-
R

en
o

5
8

12
7.

07
22

.2
2

6
D

av
id

E
.S

to
ut

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

Y
ou

ng
st

ow
n

St
at

e
U

.
3

7
12

4.
69

16
.6

6
7

J.
B

.A
rb

au
gh

M
an

ag
em

en
t

U
.o

f
W

is
co

ns
in

O
sh

ko
sh

3
6

11
6.

99
27

.0
6

8
T

im
ot

hy
J.

Fo
ga

rt
y

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

C
as

e
W

es
te

rn
R

es
er

ve
U

.
3

8
11

6.
16

66
7

22
.5

8
9

M
ic

ha
el

W
at

ts
*

E
co

no
m

ic
s

Pu
rd

ue
U

.
2

5
11

4.
91

16
.5

4
10

D
en

ni
s

E
.C

la
ys

on
M

ar
ke

tin
g

U
.o

f
N

or
th

er
n

Io
w

a
5

6
10

7.
33

25
.2

1
11

W
ill

ia
m

B
.W

al
st

ad
E

co
no

m
ic

s
U

.o
f

N
eb

ra
sk

a
-

L
in

co
ln

1
7

10
5.

33
18

.1
2

12
K

im
M

ar
ie

M
cG

ol
dr

ic
k

E
co

no
m

ic
s

U
.o

f
R

ic
hm

on
d

2
6

10
5.

32
17

.3
8

13
G

ra
ce

Ta
n

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Sy
st

em
s

V
ic

to
ri

a
U

.,
A

us
tr

al
ia

2
7

10
5.

16
15

.1
6

14
Pa

ul
A

.D
eL

an
ge

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

R
M

IT
U

.,
A

us
tr

al
ia

2
7

10
3.

90
33

3
13

.6
2

15
A

nn
e

T
he

re
se

V
en

ab
le

s
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
Sy

st
em

s
V

ic
to

ri
a

U
.,

A
us

tr
al

ia
2

7
10

4.
49

13
.1

9 C
on

ti
nu

ed



278 Key Authors in Business

Ta
bl

e
3:

co
nt

in
ue

d

R
an

k
A

ut
ho

r
H

om
e

D
is

ci
pl

in
e

In
st

itu
tio

na
l

A
ffi

lia
tio

n
N

um
be

r
of

Jo
ur

na
ls

Y
ea

rs
Pu

bl
is

he
d

N
um

be
r

of
A

rt
ic

le
s

W
ei

gh
t-

A
dj

us
te

d
A

rt
ic

le
s

C
um

ul
at

iv
e

Jo
ur

na
l

Q
ua

lit
y

X
W

ei
gh

t-
A

dj
us

te
d

A
rt

ic
le

s

16
Ly

nn
A

.F
is

h
O

pe
ra

tio
ns

M
an

ag
em

en
t

C
an

is
iu

s
C

ol
le

ge
2

5
9

8
27

.3
5

17
M

ah
en

dr
a

R
G

uj
ar

at
hi

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

B
en

tle
y

U
.

1
5

9
6.

5
25

.2
8

18
K

at
hy

L
un

d
D

ea
n

M
an

ag
em

en
t

Id
ah

o
St

at
e

U
./G

us
ta

vu
s

A
do

lp
hu

s
C

ol
le

ge
2

6
9

4.
16

16
.4

6

19
To

m
A

rn
ol

d
Fi

na
nc

e
U

.o
f

R
ic

hm
on

d
2

4
8

3.
99

11
.6

7
20

Ja
m

es
W

.P
el

tie
r

M
ar

ke
tin

g
U

.o
f

W
is

co
ns

in
-

W
hi

te
w

at
er

1
8

8
2.

35
8.

02

21
B

ri
an

A
.V

an
de

r
Sc

he
e

M
ar

ke
tin

g
A

ur
or

a
U

./U
.o

f
Pi

tts
bu

rg
h

-
B

ra
df

or
d

3
5

7
6.

5
22

.1
7

22
L

is
a

A
.B

ur
ke

-S
m

al
le

y
M

an
ag

em
en

t
L

SU
-

Sh
re

ve
po

rt
/U

.o
f

Te
nn

es
se

e
-

C
ha

tta
no

og
a

4
5

7
3.

33
12

.5
0

23
Sh

ou
ho

ng
W

an
g

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Sy
st

em
s

U
.o

f
M

as
sa

ch
us

et
ts

-
D

ar
tm

ou
th

4
5

7
4

12
.2

2

24
R

eg
in

a
P.

Sc
hl

ee
M

ar
ke

tin
g

Se
at

tle
Pa

ci
fic

U
.

3
6

7
3.

58
12

.2
2

25
D

av
id

S.
A

ck
er

m
an

M
ar

ke
tin

g
C

al
if

or
ni

a
St

at
e

U
.-

N
or

th
ri

dg
e

2
6

7
3.

16
10

.7
9

26
C

ar
lo

s
J.

A
sa

rt
a

E
co

no
m

ic
s

U
.o

f
N

eb
ra

sk
a

-
L

in
co

ln
/U

.o
f

D
el

aw
ar

e
4

5
7

3.
16

10
.1

3 co
nt

in
ue

d



Arbaugh et al. 279

Ta
bl

e
3:

co
nt

in
ue

d

R
an

k
A

ut
ho

r
H

om
e

D
is

ci
pl

in
e

In
st

itu
tio

na
l

A
ffi

lia
tio

n
N

um
be

r
of

Jo
ur

na
ls

Y
ea

rs
Pu

bl
is

he
d

N
um

be
r

of
A

rt
ic

le
s

W
ei

gh
t-

A
dj

us
te

d
A

rt
ic

le
s

C
um

ul
at

iv
e

Jo
ur

na
l

Q
ua

lit
y

X
W

ei
gh

t-
A

dj
us

te
d

A
rt

ic
le

s

27
Sa

to
sh

iS
ug

ah
ar

a
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
H

ir
os

hi
m

a
Sh

ud
o

U
.,

Ja
pa

n
1

5
7

2.
91

9.
89

28
W

ill
ia

m
E

.B
ec

ke
r

E
co

no
m

ic
s

U
.o

f
So

ut
h

A
us

tr
al

ia
/I

nd
ia

na
U

.-
B

lo
om

in
gt

on

2
5

7
2.

82
9.

43

29
M

ar
tin

St
ue

bs
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
U

.o
f

A
la

ba
m

a
at

B
ir

m
in

gh
am

/B
ay

lo
r

U
.

3
4

6
3.

83
13

.6
0

30
C

ha
rl

es
K

.D
av

is
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
Sy

st
em

s
U

.o
f

St
.T

ho
m

as
,T

X
/U

.
of

L
im

er
ic

k,
Ir

el
an

d
1

2
6

4.
50

13
.1

8

31
D

on
al

d
R

.B
ac

on
M

ar
ke

tin
g

U
.o

f
D

en
ve

r
2

5
6

3.
50

12
.4

9
32

G
re

go
ry

N
.S

to
ne

r
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
U

.o
f

G
la

sg
ow

,U
K

3
6

6
3.

03
11

.0
2

33
C

ha
rl

es
J.

Fo
rn

ac
ia

ri
M

an
ag

em
en

t
Fl

or
id

a
G

ul
f

C
oa

st
U

./L
aS

al
le

U
.

1
3

6
2.

75
10

.8
7

34
A

la
n

Sa
ng

st
er

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

T
he

R
ob

er
tG

or
do

n
U

.,
U

K
3

5
6

2.
78

9.
90

35
St

ep
he

n
A

.C
oe

tz
ee

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

U
.o

f
Pr

et
or

ia
,S

ou
th

A
fr

ic
a

2
5

6
2.

67
9.

78

36
Fa

ye
A

.B
or

th
ic

k
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
G

eo
rg

ia
St

at
e

U
.

1
5

6
2.

33
9.

14
37

H
op

e
B

.C
or

ri
ga

n
M

ar
ke

tin
g

L
oy

ol
a

C
ol

le
ge

in
M

ar
yl

an
d

2
6

6
2.

66
9.

07

38
Iw

on
a

M
ili

sz
ew

sk
a

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Sy
st

em
s

V
ic

to
ri

a
U

.,
A

us
tr

al
ia

2
5

6
2.

91
8.

55

co
nt

in
ue

d



280 Key Authors in Business

Ta
bl

e
3:

co
nt

in
ue

d

R
an

k
A

ut
ho

r
H

om
e

D
is

ci
pl

in
e

In
st

itu
tio

na
l

A
ffi

lia
tio

n
N

um
be

r
of

Jo
ur

na
ls

Y
ea

rs
Pu

bl
is

he
d

N
um

be
r

of
A

rt
ic

le
s

W
ei

gh
t-

A
dj

us
te

d
A

rt
ic

le
s

C
um

ul
at

iv
e

Jo
ur

na
l

Q
ua

lit
y

X
W

ei
gh

t-
A

dj
us

te
d

A
rt

ic
le

s

39
K

at
ri

n
R

.H
ar

ic
h

M
ar

ke
tin

g
C

al
if

or
ni

a
St

at
e

U
.,

Fu
lle

rt
on

3
5

6
2.

41
8.

23

40
Ja

m
es

W
.

W
es

te
rm

an
M

an
ag

em
en

t
A

pp
al

ac
hi

an
St

at
e

U
.

3
6

6
2.

03
7.

92

41
V

ic
to

ri
a

L
.

C
ri

tte
nd

en
M

ar
ke

tin
g

B
os

to
n

C
ol

le
ge

4
5

6
2.

16
7.

37

42
C

ha
rl

es
D

.B
ai

le
y

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g/

Fi
na

nc
e

U
.o

f
M

em
ph

is
4

5
6

2.
16

7.
36

43
L

or
ne

O
lf

m
an

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Sy
st

em
s

C
la

re
m

on
tG

ra
du

at
e

U
.

3
5

6
2.

49
7.

30

44
K

am
C

.C
ha

n
Fi

na
nc

e
W

es
te

rn
K

en
tu

ck
y

U
.

2
3

6
2.

15
6.

45
45

Jo
hn

M
.H

as
se

ll
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
In

di
an

a
U

.
1

6
6

1.
75

5.
98

46
B

ar
ba

ra
A

po
st

ol
ou

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

L
ou

is
ia

na
St

at
e

U
./W

es
t

V
ir

gi
ni

a
U

.
2

5
6

1.
66

5.
68

47
M

ar
y

T.
C

ur
re

n
M

ar
ke

tin
g

C
al

if
or

ni
a

St
at

e
U

.,
N

or
th

ri
dg

e
3

4
6

1.
56

5.
33

48
E

d
Pe

tk
us

,J
r.

M
ar

ke
tin

g
R

am
ap

o
C

ol
le

ge
of

N
ew

Je
rs

ey
2

4
5

4.
25

14
.5

0

49
A

m
y

L
.K

en
w

or
th

y
M

an
ag

em
en

t
B

on
d

U
.,

A
us

tr
al

ia
3

4
5

3.
33

13
.0

1
50

D
av

id
C

ol
an

de
r

E
co

no
m

ic
s

M
id

dl
eb

ur
y

C
ol

le
ge

2
4

5
3.

83
12

.7
9

51
A

rt
hu

r
G

.B
ed

ei
an

M
an

ag
em

en
t

L
ou

is
ia

na
St

at
e

U
.

1
4

5
2.

83
11

.2
9

52
Su

sa
n

W
hi

te
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
U

.o
f

M
ar

yl
an

d
1

5
5

3.
83

11
.2

0 co
nt

in
ue

d



Arbaugh et al. 281

Ta
bl

e
3:

co
nt

in
ue

ds

R
an

k
A

ut
ho

r
H

om
e

D
is

ci
pl

in
e

In
st

itu
tio

na
l

A
ffi

lia
tio

n
N

um
be

r
of

Jo
ur

na
ls

Y
ea

rs
Pu

bl
is

he
d

N
um

be
r

of
A

rt
ic

le
s

W
ei

gh
t-

A
dj

us
te

d
A

rt
ic

le
s

C
um

ul
at

iv
e

Jo
ur

na
l

Q
ua

lit
y

X
W

ei
gh

t-
A

dj
us

te
d

A
rt

ic
le

s

53
D

eb
or

ah
F.

B
ea

rd
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
So

ut
he

as
tM

is
so

ur
iS

ta
te

U
.

4
4

5
3.

33
11

.2
0

54
M

ar
k

J.
K

oh
lb

ec
k

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

Fl
or

id
a

A
tla

nt
ic

U
.

1
5

5
2.

83
11

.1
3

55
R

ob
er

tB
lo

om
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
Jo

hn
C

ar
ro

ll
U

.
2

4
5

3.
00

10
.7

2
56

Ph
ili

p
M

.J
.R

ec
ke

rs
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
A

m
er

ic
an

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n/

A
ri

zo
na

St
at

e
U

.

1
4

5
2.

70
10

.6
1

57
R

ob
er

tS
.R

ub
in

M
an

ag
em

en
t

D
eP

au
lU

.
2

5
5

2.
64

10
.4

9
58

C
on

st
an

ce
M

.
L

eh
m

an
n

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Sy
st

em
s

U
.o

f
H

ou
st

on
-

C
le

ar
L

ak
e

3
5

5
2.

83
10

.3
6

59
D

eb
ra

R
.C

om
er

M
an

ag
em

en
t

H
of

st
ra

U
.

1
4

5
2.

50
9.

88
60

K
w

ok
-B

un
Y

ue
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
Sy

st
em

s
U

.o
f

H
ou

st
on

-
C

le
ar

L
ak

e
1

4
5

3.
33

9.
74

61
D

on
al

d
E

.W
yg

al
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
R

id
er

U
.

2
4

5
2.

83
9.

65
62

E
rn

es
tN

.B
ik

tim
ir

ov
Fi

na
nc

e
B

ro
ck

U
.,

C
an

ad
a

2
5

5
3.

00
9.

27
63

Su
sa

n
B

.H
ug

he
s

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

T
he

U
.o

f
V

er
m

on
t

3
4

5
2.

50
9.

12
64

St
ep

he
n

K
.K

oe
rn

ig
M

ar
ke

tin
g

D
eP

au
lU

.
2

4
5

2.
66

9.
08

65
D

eb
ra

A
.L

av
er

ie
M

ar
ke

tin
g

Te
xa

s
Te

ch
U

.
2

5
5

2.
66

9.
07

66
Jo

hn
T.

R
os

e
Fi

na
nc

e
B

ay
lo

r
U

.
1

5
5

3.
00

8.
78

67
M

ar
ily

n
M

.H
el

m
s

M
an

ag
em

en
t

D
al

to
n

St
at

e
C

ol
le

ge
3

5
5

2.
41

8.
23

co
nt

in
ue

d



282 Key Authors in Business

Ta
bl

e
3:

co
nt

in
ue

d

R
an

k
A

ut
ho

r
H

om
e

D
is

ci
pl

in
e

In
st

itu
tio

na
l

A
ffi

lia
tio

n
N

um
be

r
of

Jo
ur

na
ls

Y
ea

rs
Pu

bl
is

he
d

N
um

be
r

of
A

rt
ic

le
s

W
ei

gh
t-

A
dj

us
te

d
A

rt
ic

le
s

C
um

ul
at

iv
e

Jo
ur

na
l

Q
ua

lit
y

X
W

ei
gh

t-
A

dj
us

te
d

A
rt

ic
le

s

68
Sc

ot
tB

.S
w

an
so

n
M

ar
ke

tin
g

U
.o

f
W

is
co

ns
in

-
W

hi
te

w
at

er
/U

.o
f

W
is

co
ns

in
-

E
au

C
la

ir
e

1
5

5
2.

33
7.

94

69
Jo

an
B

al
la

nt
in

e
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
Q

ue
en

’s
U

.,
B

el
fa

st
/U

.o
f

U
ls

te
r,

N
or

th
er

n
Ir

el
an

d,
U

K

2
5

5
2.

33
7.

94

70
R

og
er

B
.B

ut
te

rs
E

co
no

m
ic

s
U

.o
f

N
eb

ra
sk

a
-

L
in

co
ln

2
3

5
2.

33
7.

69
71

H
ai

W
an

g
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
Sy

st
em

s
Sa

in
tM

ar
y’

s
U

.,
C

an
ad

a
3

4
5

2.
50

7.
57

72
B

ri
an

G
ri

nd
er

O
pe

ra
tio

ns
/

Fi
na

nc
e

E
as

te
rn

W
as

hi
ng

to
n

U
.

2
4

5
2.

99
7.

38

73
R

aj
es

h
Iy

er
M

ar
ke

tin
g

B
ra

dl
ey

U
.

3
3

5
2.

16
7.

37
74

Ja
cq

ue
lin

e
K

E
as

tm
an

M
ar

ke
tin

g
G

eo
rg

ia
So

ut
he

rn
U

.
2

3
5

2.
16

7.
37

75
G

re
go

ry
B

ol
an

d
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
U

.o
f

C
an

be
rr

a,
A

us
tr

al
ia

1
4

5
2.

16
7.

34
76

C
as

ey
G

.C
eg

ie
ls

ki
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
Sy

st
em

s
A

ub
ur

n
U

.
2

4
5

2.
16

7.
22

77
Ir

vi
ne

C
la

rk
e

II
I

M
ar

ke
tin

g
Ja

m
es

M
ad

is
on

U
.

2
5

5
2.

08
7.

09
78

M
at

ti
Te

dr
e

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Sy
st

em
s

St
oc

kh
ol

m
U

./C
ap

e
To

w
n

U
.o

f
Te

ch
no

lo
gy

,S
.

A
fr

ic
a

2
4

5
2.

41
7.

08

79
W

ill
ia

m
B

os
sh

ar
dt

E
co

no
m

ic
s

Fl
or

id
a

A
tla

nt
ic

U
.

1
4

5
2.

08
7.

07

co
nt

in
ue

d



Arbaugh et al. 283

Ta
bl

e
3:

co
nt

in
ue

d

R
an

k
A

ut
ho

r
H

om
e

D
is

ci
pl

in
e

In
st

itu
tio

na
l

A
ffi

lia
tio

n
N

um
be

r
of

Jo
ur

na
ls

Y
ea

rs
Pu

bl
is

he
d

N
um

be
r

of
A

rt
ic

le
s

W
ei

gh
t-

A
dj

us
te

d
A

rt
ic

le
s

C
um

ul
at

iv
e

Jo
ur

na
l

Q
ua

lit
y

X
W

ei
gh

t-
A

dj
us

te
d

A
rt

ic
le

s

80
R

ob
er

tH
.S

tr
et

ch
er

Fi
na

nc
e

Sa
m

H
ou

st
on

St
at

e
U

.
2

4
5

2.
33

7.
06

81
C

hu
ck

To
m

ok
ov

ic
k*

M
ar

ke
tin

g
U

.o
f

W
is

co
ns

in
-

E
au

C
la

ir
e

2
4

5
2.

03
7.

03

82
W

ill
ia

m
L

.K
ue

ch
le

r
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
Sy

st
em

s
U

.o
f

N
ev

ad
a

-
R

en
o

3
4

5
1.

99
6.

64

83
K

en
ne

th
G

.B
ro

w
n

M
an

ag
em

en
t

U
.o

f
Io

w
a

2
3

5
1.

66
6.

61
84

Ja
m

es
P.

D
ow

ne
y

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Sy
st

em
s

U
.o

f
C

en
tr

al
A

rk
an

sa
s

2
4

5
2.

24
6.

57

85
M

ili
nd

M
.S

hr
ik

ha
nd

e
Fi

na
nc

e
G

eo
rg

ia
St

at
e

U
.

2
5

5
1.

99
6.

31
86

M
ar

k
D

.G
ri

ffi
th

s
Fi

na
nc

e
M

ia
m

iU
.

2
4

5
1.

91
6.

20
87

A
la

n
R

ei
ns

te
in

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

W
ay

ne
St

at
e

U
.

2
4

5
1.

58
5.

88
88

A
va

n
R

.J
as

sa
w

al
la

M
an

ag
em

en
t

SU
N

Y
-

G
en

es
eo

3
5

5
1.

65
5.

83
89

H
em

an
tS

as
hi

tta
l

M
an

ag
em

en
t

St
.J

oh
n

Fi
sh

er
C

ol
le

ge
3

5
5

1.
65

5.
83

90
Ph

il
H

an
co

ck
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
U

.o
f

W
es

te
rn

A
us

tr
al

ia
,

A
us

tr
al

ia
3

5
5

1.
66

5.
75

91
L

or
iB

ak
er

-E
ve

le
th

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Sy
st

em
s

U
.o

f
Id

ah
o

3
5

5
1.

74
5.

66

92
D

ar
le

ne
B

ay
A

cc
ou

nt
in

g
B

ro
ck

U
.,

C
an

ad
a

2
4

5
1.

61
5.

58

co
nt

in
ue

d



284 Key Authors in Business

Ta
bl

e
3:

co
nt

in
ue

d

R
an

k
A

ut
ho

r
H

om
e

D
is

ci
pl

in
e

In
st

itu
tio

na
l

A
ffi

lia
tio

n
N

um
be

r
of

Jo
ur

na
ls

Y
ea

rs
Pu

bl
is

he
d

N
um

be
r

of
A

rt
ic

le
s

W
ei

gh
t-

A
dj

us
te

d
A

rt
ic

le
s

C
um

ul
at

iv
e

Jo
ur

na
l

Q
ua

lit
y

X
W

ei
gh

t-
A

dj
us

te
d

A
rt

ic
le

s

93
H

er
m

an
A

gu
in

is
M

an
ag

em
en

t
U

.o
f

C
ol

or
ad

o
at

D
en

ve
r/

In
di

an
a

U
.-

B
lo

om
in

gt
on

2
5

5
1.

36
5.

41

94
D

av
id

A
.W

oo
d

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

In
di

an
a

U
./B

ri
gh

am
Y

ou
ng

U
.

1
5

5
1.

33
5.

24

95
W

.G
.M

an
go

ld
M

ar
ke

tin
g

M
ur

ra
y

St
at

e
U

.
2

4
5

1.
52

5.
18

96
H

.S
he

lto
n

W
ee

ks
Fi

na
nc

e
Fl

or
id

a
G

ul
f

C
oa

st
U

.
2

4
5

1.
65

5.
15

97
H

ar
m

-J
an

St
ee

nh
ui

s
O

pe
ra

tio
ns

M
an

ag
em

en
t

E
as

te
rn

W
as

hi
ng

to
n

U
.

1
2

5
2.

49
4.

98

98
C

he
ry

lL
.A

as
he

im
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
Sy

st
em

s
G

eo
rg

ia
So

ut
he

rn
U

.
2

4
5

1.
66

4.
87

99
K

im
W

at
ty

A
cc

ou
nt

in
g

D
ea

ki
n

U
.,

A
us

tr
al

ia
1

3
5

1.
41

4.
78

*
D

ec
ea

se
d.



Arbaugh et al. 285

Table 4: Distribution of highly productive authors by primary academic discipline

Academic Discipline Number of Highly Productive Authors

Accounting 28
Marketing 19
Information Systems 15
Management 14
Economics 10
Finance 9
Multidisciplinary/Other 2
Operations/Supply Chain Management 2

Some of the more diverse interdisciplinary combinations included operations-
information systems-accounting (Mark Simkin), operations-management-market-
ing (Dennis Clayson), operations-information systems (Shouhong Wang), opera-
tions-management (Lisa Burke-Smalley), operations-marketing (Victoria
Crittenden), operations-economics-finance (Carlos Asarta), and finance-
accounting-marketing (Charles Bailey). One of the three-journal authors provided
a surprising management-accounting combination (Amy Kenworthy). One factor
that is common to most of these multi-journal authors is that they have published
in the Journal of Education for Business (JEB).

Table 4 shows the distribution of highly productive authors by primary dis-
cipline. Partly reflective of their more extensive histories of tracking educational
scholarship productivity, accounting and marketing have relatively larger represen-
tation in the author pool. Although including three accounting education journals
may have increased their representation, such concerns are diminished by the fact
that only six accounting education scholars published articles in all three account-
ing education journals. The inclusion of three information systems journals did not
result in marked increases in information systems scholars, with only two authors
publishing in all three IS journals. Generally, IS scholars tended to publish in either
JISE or the JITE journals, but not both.

Considering that AMLE had the highest hg-index in the pool (114.15), it may
seem surprising that the management discipline was not more strongly represented
in the author pool. However, some of the disparity can be explained by the presence
of luminaries in the management field writing one or two very highly-cited articles,
but otherwise not being active contributors in the BME research field (Arbaugh &
Hwang, 2015).

Table 5 presents BME topic areas receiving attention from 10 or more schol-
ars in our sample pool, with a breakout of those scholars by discipline. Article
titles and abstracts were examined by two of our co-authors for classification into
topical areas. This was an iterative process with differences in classification of
an article resolved through further review and final agreement. Arising from this
process, we had all examined articles classified in 20 different topical areas as seen
in Table 5. Out of the 400 studies, the top five topical areas were studies on ef-
ficacy of classroom exercises (12.3 percent), student characteristics (9.5 percent),
faculty career development (7.3 percent), curriculum issues (6.8 percent), and
course design (6.5 percent). With almost 40 percent of the authors addressing
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students, the issue of student characteristics, attitudes, and/or behaviors appears
to be an important topical area of study. Studies in this area tend to focus on
predictors of student performance, such as demographic/cognitive characteristics
(Arbaugh & Duray, 2002; Zhao, Seibert, & Hills, 2005; Hawk & Shah, 2007), atti-
tudes toward classroom approaches/delivery formats (Alavi, 1994; Lage, Platt, &
Tegalia, 2000; Martins & Kellermanns, 2004), or classroom behaviors (Fiecthner
& Davis, 1984; Boyatzis et al., 2002; Aviv, Erlich, Ravid, & Geva, 2003; McCabe,
Butterfield, & Trevino, 2006). Other top research topical areas include peda-
gogy/andragogy, teaching and technology, student professional development, case
studies, knowledge/skill acquisition, assessment, online/blended education, career
issues of journal editors, international/cross-cultural education, undergraduate pro-
grams, instructor characteristics, attitudes and behaviors, student groups, ethics,
experiential learning, and MBA/graduate education.

A closer look at Table 5 suggests several areas of disciplinary emphasis.
Accounting education scholars are relatively broad-based, with relative emphases
in studying classroom exercises, student characteristics, pedagogical issues, cur-
riculum issues, case studies, and faculty and student professional development.
Marketing, information systems, and management share accounting’s interest in
classroom exercises, student characteristics, and curriculum issues, with diver-
gence into other areas. Each of these three disciplines gives relatively high attention
to online and blended education. Both marketing and information systems authors
write extensively on course design issues, marketing gives relatively high attention
to instructor characteristics, both economics and finance give relatively high atten-
tion to faculty career development, economics also gives attention to both graduate
and undergraduate education, and finance also emphasizes classroom exercises.

DISCUSSION

Building on previous BME research, this study was the first to take a cross-
disciplinary approach to the field as a whole and introduced several distinctive
features. First, we added co-author weighted averages as a consideration in addition
to raw article counts in counting the number of author publications, going beyond
simple counts that are based on the idea that “a hit is a hit” (Boal, 1999) regardless
of the number of co-authors in each article. Second, with the exception of some
work in economics, prior studies have assumed equal quality of articles across
journals, whereas our study explicitly factors journal quality. Third, except for
very recent work in accounting (Holderness et al., 2014), no attention has been
given to topic areas or article types in BME research. We identified 20 different
BME research topics. These combined contributions in the first cross-disciplinary
study of BME research suggest that our findings could advance our understanding
of the entire BME landscape from which scholars could also identify topics that
have relevance across disciplines.

There have been repeated calls for business schools to “de-silo” their learning
environments and instructional content (Cheit, 1985; Barclay, 1995; Navarro, 2008;
Podolny, 2009), with the business community requesting functionally prepared yet
well-rounded graduates capable of eventually assuming organizational leadership
roles (Rynes, Trank, Lawson, & Illes, 2003). This call has relevance for BME
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scholarship efforts, as research on classroom pedagogy and learning content from
different business disciplinary areas could benefit multiple areas. Unfortunately,
few scholars, and even fewer journals, have taken this route to cross disciplinary
lines. The Decision Sciences Journal of Innovative Education and the Journal of
Education for Business are publications that buck this trend. The current “silo” state
likely arose because each discipline has its own set of educational research journals,
and BME scholars unsurprisingly publish within their home discipline’s recognized
outlets. In disciplines with multiple education outlets, individual scholars also tend
to publish only in one journal (McIntyre & Tanner, 2004; Abernethy & Padgett,
2011). This “silo-based” approach to BME research does not encourage authors
to do work across disciplines; in fact, the current system of discipline-specific
journals, professional associations, and historical departmental norms discourages
such behavior.

In this study, we moved beyond traditional discipline-based approaches to
the measurement of BME scholar productivity by examining research productivity
across different business disciplinary areas and even further by identifying topical
areas of interest of highly productive scholars. These topics could become initial
starting points for cross-disciplinary dialogue among BME scholars. We also in-
troduced a mechanism for evaluating scholarly productivity based upon journal
quality and metrics that distinguish between authors through co-author weighted
publications. We hope that this profile will motivate other scholars to further inves-
tigate BME research productivity and consider how new scholars may best enter
this area of inquiry. In the following paragraphs, we further discuss our findings,
identify some of the study’s limitations, and present potential implications for
established BME scholars, those considering entering or expanding their presence
in this emerging field, and schools in developing regions that may house emerging
BME scholars.

First, the list of BME journals in Table 1 showed our sample of BME journals
to vary in citation impact during the 2005–2014 period, with Academy of Man-
agement Learning & Education leading the pack having the highest hg-index of
114.15. This is followed by Journal of Education for Business (70.63 hg-index),
and the Journal of Information Systems Education (60.40 hg-index). Given that
management, information systems, marketing, accounting, economics, and oper-
ations/supply chain management have BME journals in the top half of this set of
17 BME journals, with hg-indexes of at least 47, nearly all the business disci-
plinary education areas have reasonably good, impactful journal outlets for BME
researchers. The exception is finance education whose outlets have relatively lower
impact scores (13.42 and 10.58 hg-indexes, respectively). This could be traced to
finance education having the third lowest number of disciplinary education articles
in our sample (90). Compared with 313 accounting education articles, the more
limited number of finance education articles did lead to a lower citation impact.
This comparative difference is consistent with findings by Arbaugh et al. (2009)
about the uneven advances in BME research across different business disciplinary
areas. Equipped with the knowledge of the top BME publication areas presented
in Table 5, finance faculty members who are interested in breaking into BME
research have the potential of starting fruitful conversations with other BME re-
searchers from disciplines other than finance. This process could lead to more
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cross-fertilization and sharing of ideas across disciplinary journals—a call that
still has potential for fulfillment (Hilton & Phillips, 2010; Eisenberg, Hartel, &
Stahl, 2013; Rubin & Dierdorff, 2013).

The sharing of JEFE (Journal of Economics and Finance Education) by
economics and finance might be an indication that their scholars could interact
across their two disciplinary areas better than those in other areas. Economics and
finance have quite a bit in common, with finance being considered by many as
being “applied microeconomics.” Yet, each discipline tends to publish in separate
journals devoted to either economics (e.g., American Economic Review) or Finance
(e.g., Journal of Finance). The Journal of Economics and Finance Education is
an anomaly within the BME field, but one that can be explained given the relative
“proximity” of the fields.

Second, 90 out of our 99 highly productive BME scholars are based in
U.S. institutions. This points to the potential of further engaging BME scholars
from other parts of the world. With the United States leading BME research, the
benefit from learning outside of this largely single-culture environment is clearly
present here. Some journal editors already have recognized the need to tap into
business educational practices and research of other countries by actively seeking
manuscripts from other parts of the world (Eden & Rynes, 2003; Gray et al.,
2012; Lund Dean & Forray, 2015). Their efforts should enrich BME research in
the coming years as U.S. researchers begin to accommodate different views and
practices of researchers from other countries.

Third, a review of details in our database showed a lack of cross-
dissemination of authors’ works across journals, as only 32 of the top researchers
published works in more than two journals. This practice of publishing in ed-
ucation journals within one’s disciplinary area is not unexpected, as readers of
someone’s educational research should rightly include other scholars in one’s dis-
ciplinary area. However, solely limiting one’s BME publication activity to within
one’s disciplinary area has been shown to cause the “silo” effect (Cheit, 1985;
Barclay, 1995; Navarro, 2008; Podolny, 2009) that business educators have long
been called to combat. Thus, it is important for top BME researchers to continue
publishing their works in journals within and outside of their disciplinary areas
and also to draw on ideas from works outside their business disciplinary areas.
In this way, they could create a path for their colleagues to follow in building
an integrated BME literature where journals both within and outside one’s home
discipline could be used to draw useful ideas that will benefit BME research and
the classroom needs of our students.

Limitations

Although our work advances the BME rankings literature by considering BME
research across all disciplines and adjusting rankings to reflect relative journal
quality, it has limitations that may be addressed in future research. First, although
we used a weighted co-author approach along with journal quality to rank scholars
with the same number of un-weighted publications, this process does not allow us
to address the issue that not all co-authors likely contribute equally. This limitation
would be difficult to address outside of contacting authors directly and asking them
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to weight the relative contributions of these works. Even by doing so, the prospect
of dealing with retrospective accounts may confound such findings (Golden, 1992;
Miller, Cardinal, & Glick, 1997). Perhaps a more efficient and unbiased way to
address this issue is to track subsequent co-author activity with the idea that the
higher contributing co-authors will continue to publish work in the area in the
future.

Second, because accounting and information systems had more than two
journals in our sampling pool, our ranking may over-represent scholars in those
two education areas. Also, because economic scholars share a journal with finance
(Journal of Economics and Finance Education), there is the possibility that they,
too, are overrepresented here. However, considering that scholars based in these
three disciplines did not occupy all the top 10 author positions in our study, but only
8 of the top 10 positions, such concerns may be alleviated to some extent. We also
note that once we move beyond the top 10 author ranking, representation across
all business disciplines becomes very well distributed across all disciplinary areas.
Future studies might examine either more stringent criteria for allowing journals
into the sample pool or whether the other disciplines warrant inclusion of a third
journal for the sample pool.

Third, despite our pioneering effort to enlarge the study pool of journals by
including all business disciplines, there is the likelihood that we have not captured
the full range of BME scholar productivity. For example, our sampling frame
penalizes authors who may have published BME research in high quality outlets
outside this pool, such as in discipline-based journals or mainstream educational
research journals (Halverson, Graham, Spring, & Drysdale, 2012; Holderness et al.,
2014). Considering that, although we have included highly regarded educational
journals from each BME discipline, this journal pool has published only about one-
third of the 100 most cited articles in BME research (Arbaugh & Hwang, 2015),
it is likely that we are not capturing the entirety of BME scholarly activity. Future
projects could examine this study’s scholars list to determine the full breadth of
each author’s BME activity, regardless of the journal outlets.

A fourth limitation of the author rankings presented in this study is the
equal quality weighting assigned to all articles published within a given journal.
As shown in the study by Lo and colleagues (2015), the intellectual influence
of articles published within a given journal (e.g., Journal of Economic Educa-
tion) varies widely when using a ranking method that accounts for the influence
of journals citing particular articles and the reference intensity among journals.
As such, it is conceivable that our ranking of authors within a given level of
published articles (i.e., five articles) could change if the quality of the authors’
work is based on the intellectual influence of the articles themselves and not on
the quality of the journals in which the articles appear. This suggests that future
scholars might broaden our work by incorporating indicators of article impact
to assess BME scholarly productivity, perhaps by using tools such as Google
Scholar and Harzing’s (2013) Publish or Perish (Adler & Harzing, 2009; Van
Aalst, 2010).

Another limitation regarding our more detailed analysis of author activity is
the reactive rather than a priori topic classification schema. Future work in this area
should consider adopting general classifications of topic areas, such as that used
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by Holderness and colleagues (2014), or more detailed a priori categorizations,
such as the one used by Gray and colleagues (2012).

Finally, our first-layer ranking considers only the number of articles published
by each author within our 10-year timeframe. To date, we have not considered
the scholarly or educational impact of these works. If such impact were to be
assessed in future studies, there might be an opportunity to examine the extent
to which domain restriction issues that influence citation patterns in the business
disciplines also extend to educational research (Haley, 2013). Considering recent
calls on ways to broaden how we interpret the impact of research (Aguinis, Shapiro,
Antonacopoulou, & Cummings, 2014), we encourage future scholars to examine
the work of the authors we have identified here for additional insights on influence
of their works.

Implications

Regardless of the limitations presented above, we believe our findings offer several
potential implications for a range of business and management scholars, from those
who already are highly productive, to those with a smaller footprint in the field, or
to prospective new entrants.

We hope to accelerate cross-disciplinary inquiry by identifying leading BME
scholars across various business and management disciplines, thus providing cur-
rent and prospective BME scholars with a searchable list of authors and topics that
can help them identify research opportunities or even potential collaborators. We
also hope to make it easier for business educators to become referred to as schol-
arly management educators (Dehler, Beatty, & Leigh, 2010), or business school
faculty whose instructional practices are grounded in the scholarship of teaching
and learning (SOTL). After all, if we heed the “de-siloing” call to strengthen the
links between different disciplines and implement holistic business education and
management practices, it also behooves us to do the same in our own work as
educators (Pearce & Huang, 2012).

Our study may contribute also in several ways to the scholarly educational
research community. First, BME research reviews indicate that advances on com-
mon topics are uneven across disciplines, and best practices are not shared across
domains (Arbaugh et al., 2009). However, some exceptions do exist in certain
research topics, such as online and blended learning (Anstine & Skidmore, 2005;
Alshare, Freeze, Lane, & Wen, 2011; Chen, Jones, & Moreland, 2013) and experi-
ential learning (e.g., articles published in the Journal of Marketing Education and
the Journal of Management Education). We hope that our exploration of promi-
nent BME authors and topics will help expand such cross-disciplinary sharing and
contribute to the holistic advancement of BME research and practice.

Second, by producing lists of leading BME scholars via number of publica-
tions and the most common research topics, we hope to help these same scholars
identify key topics in the field and the extent of scholarly interest in different areas.
This process could help them develop research agendas for which each thought
leader has relative strategic advantages or unique resources and encourage other
scholars who are interested in the topic.

Finally, by identifying the topics that have attracted the most attention from
highly productive scholars, this study helps to flag promising areas for deeper
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development with other researchers and possibly researchers from different areas
through cross-disciplinary dialogue, thus producing cross-benefits for school-wide
learning opportunities.

Highly productive BME scholars may not be aware of how they rank in their
own silos, and they are likely to be even less aware of their relative position in the
field, given that ours is the first study to analyze BME author productivity across
disciplinary areas. We congratulate the authors in our listing for being highly
productive, as uncovered from our still exploratory criteria, and encourage them
to continue their important BME research work in environments that often do not
reward or even value their efforts (Schmidt-Wilk, 2007; Arbaugh, DeArmond, &
Rau, 2013; Holderness et al., 2014). We hope that being identified among this
exclusive group of scholars will bring encouragement and recognition.

We also hope that by helping highly productive BME scholars become aware
of each other’s work and the topics they are engaged in as shown here, we will facil-
itate collaboration across disciplinary boundaries and move towards a synergistic
critical mass that may be hard to develop within individual disciplines.

We found that the interdisciplinary publication JEB was a strong predictor
of whether a highly productive scholar crossed disciplinary boundaries in his or
her work. Of our eight 4+ journal authors, six published at least one work in JEB.
This population of authors suggests that JEB could become a journal of choice
for those interested in making BME a more unified field. We see this situation
being mutually beneficial to both authors and that journal. Our listing of authors
has identified a group of scholars that JEB may want to cultivate further for their
author pool, and our identifying of JEB and its potential role in BME research could
make it an even more attractive outlet for scholars interested in seeing BME as
a cross-disciplinary entity. We also see opportunities for other cross-disciplinary-
oriented publications such as DSJIE to develop approaches for attracting these
highly productive authors to their journals, especially given the strong emphasis
of this author pool on classroom exercises and DSJIE’s well-regarded Teaching
Briefs section.

The BME field could benefit significantly from such cross-pollination. There
appears to be a general disconnect between scholarly productivity and scholarly
impact. Of the authors identified in this study, only three (J. B. Arbaugh, Donald
Bacon, and Jacqueline Eastman) have works included in recent studies identify-
ing highly cited BME articles (Arbaugh & Hwang, 2015; Arbaugh, Fornaciari, &
Hwang, 2016). Although there have been multiple attempts to examine and explain
why BME research might not lend itself to citation (Schmidt-Wilk, 2008; Rynes &
Brown, 2011; Bourrie, Cegielski, Jones-Farmer, & Sankar, 2014; Lund Dean &
Foray, 2014), we believe the more important work to be done here is to move
the field forward by encouraging leading authors to take steps in looking across
disciplines and drive more collaboration and research activity. Although we under-
stand that studies of classroom exercises may experience limited citation counts
(Schmidt-Wilk, 2008), we probably can do more in the many areas listed in the
rest of the 20 identified topical areas than we have done to date. Even efforts to
initiate dialogue among leading case study and exercise writers may lead to some
scholarly discussion of such articles, and probably improvements in classroom
exercise articles (Bourrie et al., 2014).
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How might scholars in less cited disciplines position their work so that it
draws more attention from those outside their home discipline? Could there be
cross-disciplinary studies of classroom exercises and/or pedagogical approaches
where perspectives from these respective disciplines might inform each other?
These are important questions that need more exploration. In addition to increas-
ing the scholarly impact of such work, one would hope that excellent educational
practices would be disseminated further across business disciplines (Dehler et al.,
2010). A more integrated approach to conducting BME research also might en-
courage more scholars to examine not only how we teach, but also ‘the central
questions of what is taught and why’ (Pearce, 2007).

Our findings also have encouraging implications for those who have a limited
publication record in BME research. We found that, in our 10-year study period,
fewer than 50 authors published 6 or more unweighted articles in the journals
we analyzed. Therefore, those who are among the other 1,300 moderately active
BME scholars (i.e., those who have published two to four articles in the sampled
journals during the 2005-2014 decade) could dramatically increase their profile
and influence with just a bit more focus and attention.

Even for those who are brand new to BME research, our findings suggest that
barriers to entry are rather low, and this is a field that may be ripe for disruption
(Christensen, 2006; Christensen & Carlile, 2009). As established BME scholars
continue to introduce approaches through which prospective scholars can apply
their disciplinary training to engage in BME research (Alavi & Leidner, 2001;
Arbaugh et al., 2013), enterprising scholars could use these tools to accelerate
their development as BME researchers. Having found enormous meaning and
enjoyment in our work in BME research, we heartily invite others to engage in this
field.

Because this study is an initial snapshot of highly productive BME scholars,
regardless of where they are in their careers, our research team is conducting a
follow-up project where we do a “deep dive” to examine the career trajectories of
these authors. In that study we will explore whether their BME work tends to be
clustered earlier or later in their careers or spaced more or less evenly throughout.

Finally, our findings suggest opportunities not only for a whole range of schol-
ars, but also for schools, especially those in developing regions (Nkomo, 2015). For
schools seeking to raise their global profile, the path to prominence would appear
to be more attainable via this “road less traveled.” Rather than try to allocate dis-
proportionate resources toward ascending traditional measures of school rankings
that apparently do not change much over time (Morgeson & Nahrgang, 2008), why
not invest resources into developing world-class BME scholars and areas of BME
institutional competency? For resource-strapped schools, this approach typically
does not require as much expense, subjects generally are readily available, and
faculty usually do not have to travel beyond their regular duties other than present-
ing papers at conferences they previously may not have considered attending. This
approach could be a time-efficient way to have a substantial impact on how the
world considers business educational practices. In addition to increasing the like-
lihood of developing a reputation in the scholarly community relatively quickly,
such an emphasis can help new BME authors make the case to other political and
industry external stakeholders that schools do have a commitment to enhancing
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business students’ learning and producing quality graduates, especially if those
BME scholars apply their findings to improve courses and curricula.

Although BME research likely informs the educational practices of those
who are highly involved in such research, there is not much evidence to suggest
that this research influences educational practice at the institutional level. We feel
that schools may be missing a great opportunity, both to improve their practices and
generate compelling narratives for external stakeholders regarding how research
informs our practice. How can we ask practitioners to incorporate our research in
their practice, when schools do not take full advantage of BME research in our
education practice?

Our hope is that scholars increasingly will engage in BME research, that
schools increasingly will use such work to inform their educational practices, and
that BME active schools will articulate to their external stakeholders how such
research informs and improves their educational practices, thereby presenting
highly compelling cases for why parents, employers, and other stakeholders might
want to send prospective students to these schools.

CONCLUSION

This study is the first to take a cross-disciplinary approach in examining BME
research to identify highly productive scholars and their topical interest areas. In
doing so, we have pointed to dialogue opportunities that can promote engagement
between productive BME scholars and prospective scholars who are interested in
pursuing BME research. The potential to draw ideas from different business edu-
cation areas is also an important point here as it is the basis to leverage implications
of BME findings across disciplinary areas.

Several motivations inspired us to take this holistic approach to the BME field.
First, we want to encourage people doing educational research in business schools
to see themselves as part of a larger community than their respective disciplinary
silos, a community that has evolved enough to be considered as a field. Second,
we believe that seeing these BME scholars as belonging to a common field, rather
than a collection of different disciplines, is critically important. This unification
will help us attain greater consistency in our use of terminology and practice as
we conduct our classes and manage our degree programs. We also hope that this
process will help better disseminate instructional "best practices" across business
disciplines wherever appropriate. In short, we see this as part of a process by which
we can better serve our students and other constituents. Third, we want to help
BME scholars who are highly active in their respective business disciplinary areas
to become more aware of their counterparts in other business disciplines. Fourth,
we hope that by helping BME scholars become aware of the larger community of
education scholars in business schools, we might help accelerate the development
of more and higher quality BME research.

Although our study did not attempt to examine the drivers of productivity,
we believe that the identification of the key interlocutors and topics in BME
scholarly conversations is of particular importance in a field like BME because
of its emerging nature. This importance can be appreciated more fully if we
consider Ryazanova and McNamara’s (2016) study of research productivity drivers
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in business schools that showed both professional socialization and collaboration
behavior to influence such productivity. We also hope that, by identifying key
authors and topics in BME research, this study will further stimulate scholarly
conversations and productivity in the field.

Benjamin Franklin famously said, at the signing of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, that “we must, indeed, all hang together, or, most assuredly, we shall
all hang separately” (Franklin, 1840). Mindful of Franklin’s advice, we encourage
our BME colleagues to move away from traditional disciplinary silos and toward
a more holistic, collaborative model of BME scholarship.
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