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Abstract

This paper examines actionable factors that influence research output of accounting
Jaculty. Using a regression model, we investigate how internally controllable factors
influence both the quantity and quality of research productivity. We document and
quariify how reduced teaching loads, greater research support, longer probationary
periods, and proper atlocations of time by faculty consistently lead to significantly in-
creased vesearch output. Depending on the research output metric examined, we also
find that fewer teaching preparations, more outside consulting and mentor relation-
ships result in higher output. Our resuits update and complement the past survey and
empirical findings of Cargile and Bublity (1986), Chow and Harrison (1998) and Fo-

garty and Ruhl (1997).

Introduction
i ' his paper investigates intra-insti-
tutional factors that contribute to the
accounting research productivity of
new faculty. We distinguish our smdy from
prior literature {which we characterize as primar-
ily "inter-institutional" studies) by holding fac-
tors exogenous to a particular academic institu-
tion constant. Research productivity is increas-
ingly important to obtaining promotion and ten-
ure {Read et al. 1998, Schultz et al, 1989,
Hagerman and Hagerman 1989, Milne and Vent
1987) and a number of papers assess various di-
mensions of research productivity (see Reinstein
and Hasselback 1997 for a review). However,
the breadth and depth of extant literature is sur-
prisingly limited with respect to research-
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enhancing factors that individuals and adminis-
trators can influence given their current institu-
tional “state of the world." To our knowledge,
only Cargile and Bublitz (1986) and Chow and
Harrison (1998) identify intra-institutional fac-
tors that encourage and promote research and
publication activities by academic accountants.
However, both of these siudies simply report on
those factors that faculty felt were important to
their publication success and neither attempts to
measure or estimate the associations between
these factors and actual research output levels.
As such, neither paper offers guidance on the
possible trade-offs between research facilitators
and productivity. In this paper, we attempt to
complement and update knowledge about intra-
institutional factors that are associated with re-
search productivity.,
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Ideniifying intra-institutional factors that
contribute toward research productivity is impor-
tant because such factors offer actionable, re-
search-enhancing guidance to individuals and in-
stitntions with limited option sets. Although
prior research investigates inter-institutional fac-
tors such as (1) where authors earn their doctoral
degrees (Bublitz and Kee 1984, Jacobs et al.
1986, Fogarty and Ruhl 1997), (2) where au-
thors work (Milne and Vent 1987, Campbell and
Morgan 1987, Fogarty and Ruhl 1997), and (3)
authors' innate abilities (Maranto and Streuly
1994), these factors may not be actionable by in-
dividuals and/or institutions wishing to enhance
research productivity. For example, knowing
that graduates from University X are, on aver-
age, more productive researchers than graduates
from University Y will not help a potential doc-
toral student who is not admitted to University
X's doctoral program. In addition, knowledge
about relative productivity between institutions
will not help a faculty unable to hire a graduate
from University X. In essence, our study ad-
dresses the question, "Given that my institution
is University Y, what can be done to increase re-
search productivity?"

Using survey data, we develop and estimate
a cross-sectional model of accounting faculty re-
search output. Given the multitnde of issues that
arise when investigating "research productivity"
(Reinstein and Hasselback 1997), we estimate
our model using four separate measures of re-
search productivity. We find four robust, intra-
institutional factors that systematically influence
research output. Specifically, (1) proper alloca-
tions of research time, (2) longer probationary
periods, (3) reduced teaching loads, and {(4) fi-
nancial research support are all associated with
significantly increased research productivity. In
addition, we find that intra-institutional mentor
relationships, the number of teaching prepara-
tions, and the amount of outside consulting are
significantly associated with research output;
however, the direction and significance of these
associations are conditional upon the choice of
dependent variable metric.
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While our results have implications for indi-
viduals and/or institutions with "full option sets,"
we believe our study should be of particular in-
terest to doctoral students, faculty, and adminis-
trators who would like to increase research pro-
ductivity, but face the constraint of working
within their curreni "state of the world." As
added guidance, our model specifically estimates
the tradeoffs necessary to increase research pro-
ductivity.

Background

The magnitude of research assessing rat-
ings/rankings of accounting programs, account-
ing doctoral programs, and accounting journals
is not surprising given that many constituencies
need "objective” means of comparison. Rein-
stein and Hassefback {1997) summarize this re-
search and describe each constituencies' need for
rating/ranking information. For example, de-
partmental promotion and tenure committees,
administrators and other decision makers need
"objective” information to make informed merit
pay allocations and promotion and tenure deci-
stons. Similarly, doctoral students and faculty
considering job offers use the results of rat-
ing/ranking studies to assess the expectations and
effectiveness of potential employers.  Con-
versely, potential employers use rating/ranking
results to help them make informed hiring deci-
sions.  Surprisingly, the vast majority of re-
search does not speak to the issue of how to in-
crease research productivity within a given insti-
tution.

To our knowledge, only Cargile and Bublitz
{1986) and Chow and Harrison {(1998) investi-
gaie what we label "intra-institutional" factors
that are conducive to academic accountants' re-
search productivity. Specifically, Cargile and
Bublitz anaiyze results from 208 questionnaires
that asked academic accountants to comment on
the relative importance of a number of factors
that influence their research productivity. The
authors’ results offer actionable advice for those
who wish to increase research productivity given
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their current institutional environment. For ex-
ample, the authors document that researchers
perceive "reduced teaching loads" increase re-
search productivity while "access to statistical
consulting" does not. However, the authors do
not attempt to measure or quantify the effects of
these factors on research output levels. In a
similar study, Chow and Harrison survey 61
‘influential* accounting authors to identify pro-
ductivity facilitators, From the responses, they
identified a number of factors that respondents
perceived to be important to publishing success.
These include respondents’ skill and knowledge
(most important), the research topic chosen and
methodology used, the availability of research
support (including supporiive colleagues and
time fo execute research), personal attributes
{persistence and hard work), and the mechanics
and politics of being published (presenting at
workshops and conferences). However, similar
to Cargile and Bublitz, Chow and Harrison do
not report on the statistical associations between
these factors and actual research output or num-
ber of citations.

Our study extends the work of Cargile and
Bublitz and Chow and Harrison in three signifi-
cant ways. First, our study provides point esti-
mates that are helpful when assessing cost-
benefit relationships {(e.g. if "reduced teaching
loads" are granted, by how much should re-
search productivity improve?). Specifically, be-
cause we model the quantity of publications as a
function of intra-institutional factors and other
contro! factors, we are able to report on the in-
cremental benefits associated with a particular
factor while holding other factors constant. Be-
cause of the design of their studies, neither Car-
gile and Bublitz nor Chow and Harrison are able
to address these trade-offs that are available to
both faculty and adminisirators, Second, our
study investigates a different, and arguably more
relevant, set of research-facilitating factors when
compared to the Cargile and Bublitz study, and a
richer set of factors when compared to the study
of Fogarty and Ruhl (1997).! Finally, our work
provides early, and possibly more relevant, ca-

19

reer guidance to faculty who are perhaps not
trained at top-tier institutions or who may not
have the resources that were available to those
‘Vinfluential* faculty surveyed by Chow and
Harrison.

Method

In order to concentrate on faculty most
likely to be actively engaged in research, we fo-
cused our survey on assistant and associate pro-
fessors and their research output at their first
employing institetion. Using Hasselback’s Ac-
counting Faculty Directory, we surveyed all
U.S. university faculty members in the 1991-
1992 academic year who received their doctoral
degrees in the years 1978 to 1986.2 A total of
549 surveys were mailed in May 1992 and a
second mailing occurred in August of 1992. We
received 322 responses (a 58% response rate),
but due to missing data, we were able {o analyze
only 234 responses.” The items in our survey
were selected by the authors, in consultation
with colleagues and a review of the existing lit-
erature, as being potentially important intra-
institutional factors that influence research pro-
ductivity. While all of the factors selected are
endogenous to a particular institution, we create
a dichotomy between (1) intra-institutional fac-
tors actionable by an individual and (2) intra-
institutional factors actionable by a faculty. For
each respondent, we focused on the research
output generated at the first employing institution
as well as the factors ithat characterized that insti-
tution.* Specifically, we asked respondents about
the following factors:

Factors Actionable by an Individual:

1. actual versus institutional-expected time de-
voted to job-related activities (research,
teaching, service, and other},

2. whether or not the respondent left school
ABD,

3. the number of years the respondent was in a
PhD program,

4, the amount of consulting work performed by
the respondent.
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Factors Actionable by a Faculfy.

1. the average total number of courses taught
per year,

2, the average total number of course prepara-
tions taught per year,

3. the average total number of new course
preparations taught per year,

4. whether or not teaching assistance was pro-
vided,

5. whether or not grading assistance was pro-
vided,

6. whether or not the respondent received fi-
nancial research support,

7. whether or not the respondent established a
mentor relationship at his or her employing
institution,

Note that each factor in the preceding list repre-
sents an intra-institutional factor that is action-
able by either an individual or by that individ-
ual's institution.

We also asked respondents to quantify their
research output. We asked for total publications
in refereed journals and we asked for specific
journal titles in order to assess "quality” publica-
tions using three separate measures of "qual-
ity."> Our first "quality” definition is based on
the rankings of Hull and Wright (1990) and
Henderson et al. (1990) who list the top 22 jour-
nals based on overall rankings. Our second and
third "quality" measures are based on Brown and
Huefner's (1994) journal rankings. Although
Brown and Huefner rank 44 journals, we follow
Read et al.'s (1998) approach of analyzing (1)
the top nine journals that ranked above the mid-
point ont Brown and Huefnier's (1994) scale, and
(2) the three top ranked journals.® In total, we
believe these three separate dependent measures
of research productivity offer a reasonable proxy
for "quality” research output,’

Finally, we asked about non-intra-
institufional factors that have been found to af-
fect or are expected to affect research productiv-
ity. We gathered information about each re-
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spondent’s doctoral granting institution and em-
ploying institution (Schroeder and Saftner 1989;
Pirozzoli et al. 1993; Carolfi et al. 1996). We
also asked for each respondent’'s (1) gender
(Collins et al. 1998, Dwyer 1994), (2) account-
ing-related work and prior teaching experience,
and (3) eventual tenure decisions.®

Model of Research Productivity
Dependent Variables

We separately model the number of refereed
publications as (1) the total number of publica-
tions and (2) the number of publications in each
of the three preceding "quality" definitions. Be-
cause the analyzed publication data consist of
frequency coumts with a relatively high fre-
quency of zeroes, we employ a Poisson regres-
sion model in order to facilitate more efficient
estimates (Greene 1993},

Explanatory Variables

Our initial model includes twelve intra-
institutional variables amd seven control vari-
ables. This exploratory model is large; however,
we discuss the rational for each variable in this
section and discuss reducing the model based on
statistical analysis in the next section.

We first consider factors that are actionable
by individual faculty members. A primary
choice made by faculty members is how they al-
locate their time (TIMEALLOC). Because re-
gearch expectations vary by institution, we
measure time allocated to research activities by
subtracting the proportion of time actually spent
on research activities from that faculty member's
perception of how his or her department expects
time to be allocated. A positive value implies
that a faculty member spent less time than ex-
pected on research. Consequently, we expect a
negative sign on the TIMEALLOC variable. We
next consider choices made by individuals prior
to taking their first academic job. Specifically,
we consider whether the respondent left his or
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Table 1
Means of Explanatory Variables

Varjable Groups Doctoral Schools!
Individually Actionable Variables:
TIMEALLOC 10.930*
ABD 0.606%
PROGYRS 4,519+
CONSULT 3.422
Faculty Actionable Variables:
TLOAD 4.178*
PREP 2.363%
NPREP 0.932
GRADER 0.635*
T4 0,285%
RSUPP 0.876*
MENT 0,190%*
YRSTRK 4.971
Control Variables:
GEN 0.861
TGRAN (.460
PHDQUAL 0.248%
MENTDOC (.350
ACCTEACH 0.526%
ACCWORK 0.599

i

Nondoctoral Schools Overall
4.460 8.250
0.763 0.671
5.165 4,787
4,118 3.710
5.487 4,721
3,206 2.713
1.129 1.013
0.434 0.560
0.083 0.201
0.454 0.701
0,083 (145
4.397 4.733
0.794 0.833
0.505 0.479
0.093 0.184
0.330 0.342
0.660 0.581
0.660 0.624

- A total of 137 respondents in our sample were initially employed at doctoral-granting schools (ACCDOC

= 1); the remaining 97 were initially employed at nondoctoral schools (ACCDGC = 0).
* - The asterisk indicates that a significant difference (p # 0.05) exists between doctoral schools and nondoc-
toral schools on this dimension, Statistical significance is determined using the nonparametric Wilcoxon

test,

her doctoral institution with degree in hand (48D
= 0) or not (ABD = 1). Leaving without degree
in hand may limit a faculty member’s ability to
generate additional research immediately upon
joining his or her first employer, which implies a
negative sign on the ABD variable. We measure
the length of time (in years) that the faculty
member spent in her or his doctoral program
(PROGYRS). Because longer program times can
imply either a head start on a research career (a
positive effect) or a relatively slow researcher (a
negative effect), we make no prediction for the
sign of this coefficient. Finally, we consider
whether the faculty member engaged in consult-
ing work at the employing institution. The vari-
able CONSULT (modeled as the square root of
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the reported annual number of consulting hours)
is expected to carry a negative sign if it leads to
a reduction in the time available for research, or
a positive sign if it leads to additional research
opportunities.” As such, we make no prediction
for the sign of this coefficient.

We next consider factors that are actionable
by a specific faculty that may influence research
productivity. The respondent’s teaching load
(TLOAD; adjusted to a semester system), the
number of course preparations (PREF), and the
average number of new course preparations each
year (NPREP) are all expected to be inversely
related to research productivity.” Prior research
(e.g., Chow and Harrison 1998) suggests re-
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duced teaching loads or tofal course preparations
for its faculty members should leave additional
time to devote to research and should lead to in-
creased output. Alternatively, faculty members
could be given addifional resources such as grad-
ing assistance (GRADER = 1 if grading assis-
tance was supplied, O otherwise) or teaching as-
sistance (TA = 1 if teaching assistance was sup-
plied, O otherwise). If such other resources are
available, research preductivity is expected fo
increase, Likewise, the availability of financial
research support (RSUFPP 1 if support is
available, ( otherwise} should lead to improved
output if individuals are then able o devote their
summers to research rather than teaching or if
they are able to obtain research resources with
the funding that would otherwise be unavailable
(Maranto and Streuly 1994). If financial re-
sources do not permit direct research support or
personal assistants, mentoring is a possible alter-
native (Long et al. 1993). We expect a positive
sign on the MENT variable {coded 1 if a mentor-
ing relationship was established, 0 otherwise).
We also measure the length of time (in years)
that the faculty member was on tenure track
(YRSTRK). Longer tenure tracks are likely to
translate into higher output given the lengthy re-
view process, thus suggesting a positive coeffi-
cient.

Finally, we consider seven control variables
that are not directly actionable by an individual
or a faculty. Even though they are not action-
able, we control for these factors in order to bet-
ter estimate and interpret the marginal effects of
the preceding intra-institutional factors and be-
cause these factors have been found to influence
research productivity. Based on the findings of
Dwyer (1994) and Rama et al. (1997), we incor-
porate the individual faculty member’s gender
(GEN = 1 if the respondent was male, 0 other-
wise). We consider a respondent’ s tenure status
(TGRAN = 1 if the respondent achieved temure
at the first employing position, 0 otherwise), and
type of first employing position (ACCDOC = 1
if the first employing position offered a doctoral
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program in accounting, {} otherwise). TGRAN is
included in the model because, everything else
being equal, faculty granted tenure at their first
position are likely to have generated more re-
search output than faculty denied tenure (Schultz
et al. 1989). ACCDOC is included because prior
rescarch documents significantly different re-
search expectations and output (both in terms of
quantity and quality) between doctoral-granting
and nondoctoral-granting institutions (Fogarty
and Ruhl 1997, Read et al. 1998), We also in-
clude a binary variable, PHDQUAL, that indi-
cates whether the respondent received her or his
degree from a “prestige” doctoral program
(coded 1 if yes, 0 otherwise) based on the
Schroeder and Saftner (1989) rankings.!' Higher
quality iraining should be associated with hoth
increased overall output and increased quality
output {Fogarty and Ruhl 1997, Maranto and
Streuly 1994). We measure whether the respon-
dent was able to establish any mentor relation-
ships in his or her doctoral program (MENTDOC
=] if yes, 0 otherwise), We expect that a men-
tor relationship during the doctoral program
might lead to research collaboration between
mentor and doctoral siudent (Long et al. 1993),
thus providing a relative research advantage.
We also control for accounting teaching experi-
ence prior to doctoral study (ACCTEACH = | if
the respondent had prior teaching experience, 0
otherwise). It is possible that respondents with
prior teaching experience may have entered their
respective PhD programs with a relative predis-
position toward teaching and away from re-
search. Alternatively, prior teaching experience
might reduce the necessary preparation time at
the employing institution, leaving more time for
research. Because of these competing explana-
tions, we make no directional predictions for the
ACCTEACH coefficient. Finally, we control for
prior professional accounting work experience
(ACCWORK = 1 if yes, (0 otherwise) because
prior work experience should provide institu-
tional knowledge that leads to research output.
As such, we anticipate a positive sign on the
ACCWORK coefficient.
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Table 2
Research Output By Type of Initial Position
(Doctoral versus Nondoctoral)

Dependent Variable A - Total Research Outpug:**

No. Respondents

Aggregated over all schools 234
Doctoral schools 137
Nondoctoral schools 97

Dependent Variable B - Top 22 Journals (Hull and Wright Rankings):¥*

No. Respondents

Aggregated over all schools 234
Doctoral schools 137
Nondoctoral schools o7

Dependent Variable C - Top 9 Journals (Brown and Huefner Rankings) :+*

No. Respondents

Aggregated over all schools 234
Doctoral schools 137
Nondoctoral schools o7

Dependent Variable D - Top 3 Journals (Brown and Huefner Rankings):**

No. Respondents

Aggregated over all schools 234
Doctoral schools 137
Nondoctoral schools 97

Average QI Median o3
4.717 0.00 3.00 6.25
6.19 2.00 5.00 8.00
2.76 0.00 1.00 4.00

Average o1 Median 03
1.04 0.00 0,00 2.00
1.51 0.00 1.00 3.00
0,37 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average o1 Median 03
0.74 0,00 0.00 1.00
1.10 0.00 1,00 2.00
0.24 0.00 0,00 0.00

Average Q1 Median 03
0.49 0.00 0.00 1.00
0.72 0.00 0.00 1.00
0.16 0.00 0,00 0,00

** . Statistics reported in each panel are based on the self-reported frequencies at the first employing
position for the 234 faculty contained in our sample. Doctoral schools (ACCDOC = 1) are in-
stimtions which offer doctorate degrees in accounting (either PhD or DBA). The reported sta-
tistics are based on the research output achieved at the time a tenure decision occurred. For
every definition of the measured research output, doctoral schools publish significantly more (p

<. 0.01) research than nondoctoral schools.

Results

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for
each explanatory variable (n = 234 respondents
with full data reported). Because research output
varies considerably based on institution type
(ACCDOC) and eventual tenure decision
(TGRAN), further descriplive statistics are pro-
vided in Tables 2 and 3. While Table 2 parti-
tions data based on institution type, Table 3
separates data based on the eventual tenure deci-
sion received by respondents. Table 2 shows
that faculty at schools with doctoral programs in
accounting publish significantly more quantity
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and more quality research than their peers at
non-doctoral schools (p < .01). Likewise, Ta-
ble 3 shows that faculty who are granted tenure
at their first institution publish significantly more
quantity and more quality research than their
peers who did not achieve tenure at their first in-
stitution (p < 0.01). The observed associations
between these factors, the type of institution,
tenure outcome, and research output demonstrate
the need to control for these factors in our re-
gression analyses,

We report the frequency distributions of the
number of faculty reporting each level of publi-
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Table 3
Research Output By Type of Tenure OQutcome
{Tenure Awarded/Tenure Not Awarded)

Dependent Variable A - Total Research Quiput:**

No. Respondents
112
122

Tenure awarded
Temure not awarded

Dependent Variable B - Top 22 Journals (Hull and Wright Rankings;. **

No. Respondents
112
122

Tenure awarded
Tenure not awarded

Dependent Variable C - Top 9 Journals (Brown and Huefner Rankings).**

No. Respondents
112
122

Tenure awarded
Tenure not awarded

Dependent Variable D - Top 3 Journals (Brown and Huefner Rankings):**

No. Respondents
112
122

Tenure awarded
Tenure not awarded

Average QI Median Q3
7.53 4,00 6.00 9.00
221 0.00 1.00 3.00
Average QI Median a3
1.45 0.00 1.00 3.00
0.67 0.00 0.00 1.00
Average Q1 Median 03
0.96 0.00 1,00 1.00
0.54 0.00 0.00 1.00
Average (87 Median o3
0.66 (.00 .00 1.00
0.34 0.00 0.00 0.25

The reported statistics are based on the research output of the 234 respondents achieved at the
time a tenure decision occurred. "Tenure not awarded” includes both faculty who applied for

tenmre but were denied and faculty who left prior to applying for tenure.

For every definition

of the measured research output, faculty successful at achieving tenure at their initial employing
position published significantly more (p < 0.01) research than faculty not achieving tenure.

publication output in Table 4. Panel A of Table
4 reports the frequency distributions (by output
measure) for all faculty, while Panel B reports
the frequency distributions for faculty awarded
tenure at their first position, partitioned by type
of institution (accounting doctoral program of-
fered or not). We find that, overall, relatively
few faculty are successful at publishing in the
"top-9" or the Atop-3" journals as ranked by
Brown and Huefner (1994); however, faculty
who are successful at achieving tenure at doc-
toral schools are almost four times more likely to
place an article in these journals as similarly
successful faculty at non-doctoral schools. With
respect to the top 22 quality journals, there is a
similar demarcation between doctoral and non-
doctoral faculty in the type of research pursued;
around 85 percent of doctoral faculty awarded
tenure reported publishing at least one article in
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these journals, whereas almost 70 percent of the
simitarly successful non-doctoral faculty reported
publishing nothing in these journals.

Regression Results

We present our regression results in Tables
5 and 6. The first column of each table presents
the model for total publications, with each suc-
ceeding column representing increasing stringent
quality measures. Table 5 reports the parameter
estimates and associated p-values for the fully
specified model. We also re-estimate the models
after deleting those explanatory variables that are
not significant in the full model for total publica-
tion output; we do this in order to assess the sta-
bility of the estimates of the remaining variables
and to estimate a more parsimonious model.
The reduced models are reported in Table 6.
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Panel A: All Respondents

Total publications

Top 22- H&EW™ ranks

Table 4
Publication Statistics at First Employing Position
Frequency Distributions

Top 9-B&H** ranks

Top 3-B&H ranks

# pubs frequency
0 61
1 21
2 21
3 20
4 19
5 16
6 18
>6 58
Totals 234

%
0.26
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.07
0.08
0.25

frequency

122
44
30
20
12
4

2
g
34

]

ﬂ

%
0.52
0.19
0.13
0.09
0.05
0.02
0.61
0.00

frequency

134
56
23
13

”SIO [ S |
o

%
0.57
0.24
0.10
0.06
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.00

Fanel B: Research Output of Respondents Awarded Tenure at the First Employing Position

Non-Doctoral Schools

Total publications

Top 22- H&W ranks

Top 9-B&H ranks

frequency

158
47
20

WO O O~ 0

I
B

\!

%
0.68
0.20
0.09
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Top 3-B&H ranks

%
0.18
0.10
0.06
0.12
0.20
0.02
0.08
0.22

Total publications

frequency

4
9

4
i
i
0
0
0

.

S

%
0.69
0.18
0.08
0.02
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00

Top 22- H&W ranks

frequency

39
8

2
0
0
0
0
0

4

D

%
0.80
0.16
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Top 9-B&H ranks

frequency

41

[Brococooo—x

%
0.84
0.14
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Top 3-B&H ranks

# pubs frequency
9
1 5
2 3
3 6
4 10
5 1
6 4
>6 1n
Totals 49
Doctoral Schools
# pubs frequency
0 1
1 1
2 0
3 1
4 5
5 9
6 9
>6 37
Totals 63

%
0.02
0.02
0.00
0.02
0.08
0.14

“0.14
0.5

frequency

10
15

%
0.16
0.24
0.17
0.22
0.13
0.05
0.03
(.00

frequency

%
0.24
0.37
0.14
0.16
0.08
0.02
0.00
0.00

frequency

25
20
10
7

Re oo -

%
0.40
0.32
0.16
0.11
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00

*, %% "HEW ranks” and "B&H ranks" represent the top 22 journals listed in Hull and Wright (1930) and the

ton 9 or ton 3 iournals listed in Brown and Huefner (1994). resnectivelv.

25
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Table 3
Poisson Regression Results
Fully Specified Models
Total Top 22 Top 9 Top 3

Groups of Variables Publications Journals Journals Journals

INTERCEPT 0.01 (0.96) -0.94 (0.12) -0.78 (0.30)  -0.68 (0.46)
Individually Actionable Variables:

TIMEALLOC -0.02 (0.00) -0.01 {0.02) -0.01 (0.03)  -0.02 (0.00)

ABD 0.11 (0.11) -0.22 (©.12) -0.20(0.23)  -0.18 (0.40)

PROGYRS -0.10 (0.00) -0.07 (0.22) -0.08 (0.23)  -0.09 (0.28)

CONSULT 0.03 (0.00) -0.02 (0.19) -0.03 (0.15)  -0.02 (0.33)
Faculty Actionable Variables:

TLOAD -0.09 (0.00) -0.12 (0.06) -0.18 (0.02)  -0.25(0.01)

PREP 0.08 (0.04) -0.04 (0.67) -0.10 (0.39)  -0.20(0.1B)

NPREF -0.02 (0.76) -0.10 (0.43) -0.20 (0.23)  -0.05 {0.80)

GRADER -0.27 (0.00) 0.10 (0.51) 0.04 {0.83) 0.18 (0.45)

TA -0.01 (0.91) -0.03 (0.86) 0.00 (0.99) -0.13 (0.61)

RSUPP 0.81 {0.00) 0.96 (0.00) 1.22 {0.00) 0.94 (0.04)

MENT 0.27 {0.00) 0.26 {(0.14) 0.32 (0.12) 0.25 (0.34)

YRSTRK 0.15 (0.00) 0.14 (0.00) 0.12 (0.01) 0.11 (0.05)
Control Variables:

GEN -0.12 (0.16) -0.20 (0.28) -0.18 (0.42)  0.08 (0.74) -

TGRAN 0.90 (0.00) 0.39 (0.01) 0.20 (0.26) 0.20 (0.37)

ACCDOC 0.51 {0.00) 0.63 (0.00) 0.64 (0.01) 0.49 (0.11)

PHDQUAL -0.20 (0.02) 0.54 (0.00) 0.45 (0.01) 0.70 (0.00)

MENTDOC -0.02 {0.78) 0.06 (0.65) -0.07 (0.71) 0.16 (0.45)

ACCTEACH -0.06 (0.41) -0.22 (0.11) -0.18 (0.28)  -0.17 (0.42)

ACCWORK 0.19 (0.0 0.11 (0.49) 0.17 {0.36) 0.23 (0.33)
Model Statistics:

Chi square (p-value) 757.5 (0.00) 217.9 (0.00) 167.6 (0.00)  132.9(0.00)

Likelihood ratic index 0.5598 0.464 0.440 0.440

Table values not in parentheses represent the parameter estimates from a Poisson regression model con-
taining the table variables. The values in parentheses represent the two-tailed p-values associated with the

test of whether the particular parameter differs from zero.

Model variables are defined in the body of

the paper, while the publication counts represent the dependent variables in the models.

Fully-Specified Model. Table 5 presenis the
result of our regression analyses for the fully
specified model containing the four individually-
actionable factors, the eight faculty-actionable
factors and the seven control variables.’*  All
four models are highly significant, but some
general observations can be made based on the
signs and significance levels of the explanatory
variables. From the standpoint of individually-
actionable factors, only a misallocation of time
relative {0 the institution's expectations appears
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to have a consistent effect across the measures of
publication output. Individuals who spend rela-
tively less time on research than expected by
their institution tend to have fewer publications,
regardless of the output measure. The choice to
leave ABD has no impact on any measure of
output, while taking longer to complete the doc-
torate appears to teduce total output, but not
quality output. Consulting work at the first posi-
tion has a positive effect on total output, but does
not increase quality output.
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With respect to factors actionable by the
Jaculty, consistently important factors are low
teaching loads, the availability of research sup-
port, and longer probationary periods before ap-
plying for tenure. In each case, these factors are
associated with higher total output and higher
quality output, regardless of dependent variable
choice. Mentor relationships at the employing
school resulted in higher total output, but are not
associated with significantly higher levels of
quality research output. Two anomalous find-
ings were a negative association between total
output and having a grader and a positive asso-
ciation between total ouiput and number of
preps; however, these résults disappear when the
levels of quality output are considered,

The control factors presented only a few
surprises. Similar to the findings presented in
Table 2, faculty at doctoral schools generally
produce significantly higher total output and
higher quality owiput. However, tenure award
seems to reflect a possible tradeoff between qual-
ity and quantity, since the model indicates that
tenure award was not associated with the number
of articles published in the top tier of journals.
Higher quality doctoral (raining is associated
with lower total output, but higher quality out-
put, suggesting a difference in research focus for
these individuals. Prior accounting leaching ex-
perience had no effect on the level of output.
Prior accounting work experience is associated
with increased total output, but not quality out-
put; this may reflect the value of institutional
knowledge in publishing in practitioner-level
journals. Finally, mentor relationships estab-
lished in the doctoral program do not translate
into either higher total ouipui or higher quality
output.

Reduced Model. We re-estimate our four
models after dropping five variables that were
not significant in the full model. Specifically,
we eliminated ABD, NPREP, TA, MENTDOC,
and ACCTEACH because these factors were not
significant at conventional levels. Table 6 re-
ports the parameter estimates and associated test
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statistics for our reduced models. Our resulting

inferences are essentially unchanged from those
discussed with the full model, although, depend-
ing on the quality measure, both the number of
preps and the presence of a mentor relationship
at the employing institution are marginally sig-
nificant and carry their expected signs. Perform-
ing outside consulting work tends to be nega-
tively associated with the amount of higher qual-
ity output.

Discussion

In general, cur empirical results are consis-
tent with the reported perceptions documented in
Cargile and Bublitz (1986) and Chow and Harri-
son (1998), and with the empirical results re-
ported by Fogarty and Rulil (1997). Consistent
with Cargile and Bublitz and Chow and Harri-
son, supporting faculty research efforts with ad-
ditiopal remuneration and/or more release time
from teaching is associated with dramatically
improved research output, regardless of how
output is measured. Consistent with Fogarty and
Ruhi, higher research expectations at the em-
ploying institution and higher quality doctoral
training have large positive effects on research
output in the higher quality journals. We also
demonstrate that individual faculty members’ al-
location of time toward research over and above
their respective institution’s expectations is also
fmportant in increasing research output, and that
the number of course preparations and perform-
ing outside comsulting work may negatively im-
pact high-quality output. Our work contributes
significantly to the accounting literature by in-
corporating all of these factors and more into an
empirical model of research output and then
demonstrating that these factors and others con-
tribute jointly and incrementally to actnal re-
search output.

The results of our research confirm that the
available research facilitators that comprise the
current option set offered by institmtions do pro-
vide incentives and resources for faculty to gen-
erate research output, However, no prior re-
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Table 6
Poisson Regression Results
Reduced Models
Total Top 22 Top 9 Top 3

Groups of Variables Publications Journals Journals Journals

INTERCEFT -0.08 (0.75)  -1.28(0.03)  -1.24 (0.08) -0.78 (0.37)
Individually Actionable Variables:

TIMEALLOC -0.01 (0.00)  -0.01(0.03) -0.01(0.05) -0.02 (0.00)

PROGYRS -0.09 (6.00)  -0.07 .17y  -0.08 (0.23) -0.09 (0.24)

CONSULT 0.03 (0.00) -0.02 (0.09)  -0.03 (0.10) -0.03 (0.24)
Faculty Actionable Variables:

TLOAD -0.09 (0.00) -0.13(0.04) -0.18(0.02) -0.27 (0.01)

PREP 0.07 (0.04) -0.09 (0.29)  -0.18 (0.08) -0.23 (0.09)

GRADER -0.27 {0.00) 0.09 (0.53) 0,02 (0.91) 0,15 (0.50)

RSUPP 0.79 (0.00) 0.95 (0.00) 1,24 (0.00) 0.92 (0.04)

MENT 0.26 (0.00) (.30 ¢0.06) 0.32 (0.08) 0.30 (0.19)

YRSTRK 0.14 (0.00) (.15 (0.00) 0.13 (0.00) 0.12 (0.03)
Control Variables:

TGRAN 0.91 (0.00) 0.45 (0.00) 0.27 (0.12) 0.24 (0.27)

ACCDOC 0.50 (0.0 0.65 (0.00) 0.65 (0.01) 0.47 (0.12)

PHDQUAL -0.20 {(0.01) 0.53 (0.00) 0.43 (0.02) 0.67 (0.00)

ACCWORK 0.18 (0.01) 0.04 (0.81) 0.13 (0.46) 0.17 (0.43)
Model Statistics:

Chi square (p-value) 752.8 (0.00)  210.7 (0.00)  162.6 (0.00) 130.3 (0.00)

Likelihood ratic index 0.596 0.436 0.431 0.419

Table values not in parentheses represent the parameter estimates from a Poisson regression model con-
taining the table variables, The values in parentheses represent the two-tailed p-values associated with the

test of whether the particular parameter differs from zero.

Model variables are defined in the body of

the paper, while the publication counts represent the dependent variables in the models.

search that we are aware of has actally docu-
mented the so-called “conventional wisdom”
that these factors actually lead to additional out-
put or has addressed the issue of individual in-
cremental productivity improvements that derive
from these factors. Our rescarch provides this
evidence.

Given the increasing research expectations
in university settings over time (see, e.g., Read
et al. 1998; Schultz et al. 1989), we view our
contribution as intra-institutional guidance for
increasing research output. From an administra-
tive standpoint, schools considering revising re-
search guantity expectations upward for tenure
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award should also consider making additional re-
sources available, allowing a tradeoff between
quality and quantity of output, lowering teaching
loads, and extending the length of the probation-
ary period. For example, establishing a mentor
refationship with a senior faculty member should
help the junior facully member increase his or
her output by more than 30 percent,”® On the
other hand, there are implications for individual
choices as well. For example, assume a depart-
ment expects junior faculty to devote 60 percent
of their time to research. Holding other factors
constant, a junior faculty member who then de-
votes only 40 percent of his or her tme (o re-
search would be expected to achieve less than 70
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percent of the research level for properly allo-
cated time."  Similar recommendations can be
made if the objective is to increase faculty mem-
bers’ publications in the higher-quality, upper-
tier accounting research journals,

Our study is subject to a number of limita-
tions. First, our data are based on self-reports
from respondents whose anonymity was strictly
maintained when recording their responses. As
such, we are unable to verify much of the self-
reported publication data against external data-
bases. However, the observed publication fre-
quency distributions in our study do not appear
to differ dramatically from those reported by
Read et al. (1998) when we examine the highest
qualify measures. Second, faculty initial em-
ployed at doctoral schools are over-represented
in our sample, thus raising some questions about
a response bias and the generalizability of our
results.”* Whether this induces a bias into our re-
sults pertaining to the influence of the explana-
tory factors is unclear. For example, our re-
spondents may represent primarily productive
faculty, while unproductive faculty having access
to similar option sets may have chosen not to re-
spond. However, given our previous observa-
tions about the frequency distributions of publi-
cations, we believe that any response bias is
small. Third, our data are somewhat dated (be-
ing solicited in 1992) and may not reflect the
possibly different option sets (i.e., additional re-
lease time, increased research support, etc.) that
characterize the academic environment today.
However, based on our personal experience and
on the results documented in Chow and Harri-
son, we do not believe that available option sets
or research facilitators have significantly
changed over the last six to eight vears even in
the face of increased research expectations. If
anything, these research facilitators may have
become more widespread in accounting acade-
mia, but they have not changed their essential
form. In this case, our results have some endur-
ing value in guiding the decisions of individual
faculty and administrators, Further, when com-
pared to the time periods represented in other re-
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cently published articles on faculty productivity,
there is a great deal of overlap (see, ¢.g., Fo-
garty and Ruhl 1997, Rama et al. 1997, Read et
al. 1998, and Chow and Harrison 1998), sug-
gesting some degree of comparability between
studies. Even though there are differences in the
faculty included in this diverse set of studies, we
suggest that our work complements these studies
and gives a broader view of the deferminants of
research productivity, In any case, even if time
periods are not strictly comparable, and even if
unproductive faculty are under-represented in
our respondents, identifying associations be-
tween specific factors and the types of research
ouiput is important to making an informed judg-
ment with respect to the tradeoffs necessary to
increase research productivity.

Suggestions for Future Research

The limitations identified above suggest sev-
eral potential areas for future research. First, as
Read et al, (1998) have noted, research expecta-
tions have increased at non-doctoral institutions
over the past decade. If these schools have in-
corporated option sets that facilitate the increased
research expectations, then there will be a con-
gruency between expectations and resources. I,
on the other hand, additional resources for re-
search support have not been forthcoming, these
schools may experience difficulty in recruiting
new faculty who are sufficiently trained to pub-
lish more and better research. Additional re-
search is therefore needed to determine the cur-
rently available option sets that characterize non-
doctoral schools and to assess the "resource
availability-publication return" relationship at
these schools. Second, option sets may have
significantly changed over the past decade in
ways that are not reflected in our survey. This
suggests that this study should be replicated us-
ing more recent data. Pinally, it might be useful
in a follow-up study to focus on specific sub-
groups of faculty to determine if the availability
of resources differentially impacts the productiv-
ity of these subgroups relative to the sample as a
whole, This implies estimating similar models
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separately for each group, which would relax the
existing constraint that the regression coefficients
for the faculty acticnable and individually ac-
tionable factors remain comstant across the sub-
groups. Richer insights into faculty publishing
success might be gained as a result.t2

We thank Austin Reitenga, Philip Reckers, David
Stout, Ronald C. Clute (the editor), and work-
shop participants at the 1998 AAA Annual Meet-
ing for comments on earlier versions of this pa-

per.

Endnotes

1. Cargile and Bublitz 's questionnaire (circa
1983) investigated the importance of 20 po-
tential "research facilitators." Computer ac-
cess, data base access, and typing support
were rated 1st, 6th, and Bth, respectively.
Fogarty and Ruhl (1997) examine only the
association between research output and the
quality of the doctoral-granting institution
and the research orientation of the employ-
ing institution.

2. While the information from our survey is
somewhat dated, it is obtained from a group
of faculty upon which a number of recently
published studies have focused (see, e.g.
PFogarty and Ruhl 1997, Collins et al. 1998).
While a specific comparison is noi possible,
many of the faculty surveyed in Chow and
Harrison (1998) and Fogarty and Ruhl are
likely to have begun their careers in the pe-
riod that we examine.

3. Analysis of the respondents and nonrespon-
dents suggested that facuity who were at a
doctoral-granting institution at the time of
the survey arc over-represented in the sam-
ple relative to the overall population of ac-
counting faculty (p < 0.01). The two
groups did not differ across year of PhD
award (p = 0.78). With respect to the re-
spondents who were deleted from the analy-
sis sample due to missing data, additional
analyses revealed no significant differences
in self-reported research output when com-
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pared to respondents included in the analysis
sample.

We focused on research output at the first
institution in order to reduce noise in our
output measure. This could occur for at
least two interrelated reasons. First, subse-
quent employing institutions are likely fo
have different resources and expectations
than the initial institution. Second, faculty
moving to other schools are likely to have a
number of research projects in progress that
were actually begun at the first employing
institution.

We did not insist that the total number of
refereed publications provided by respon-
dents reconcile to the list of specific journals
they prodoced. In 79 percent of the re-
sponses, the total number of publications
reconciles to within one publication of the
number of listed journals (83 percent to
within two publications). To the extent that
respondents did not list quality journal pub-
lications (defined along the three dimensions
discussed in this section), our quality esti-
mates are downwardly biased. We do not
view this as a severe problem because (1) all
respondents with refereed publications listed
some specific journals; (2} it is unlikely that
authors would omit listing their quality pub-
lications; (3) the vast majority of affected
surveys were for respondents reporting six
or more total publications; and (4) our .ob-
served publications frequency distribution
for promoted faculty at doctoral schoois
publishing in the highest quality journals is
roughly similar to that reported in Panel A
of Table 3 in Read et al, (1998). This sug-
gests little error in self-reported number of
"top-3" journal publications, with potentially
greater error in the measure of the number
of "top-22" publications.

The top nine academic journals (in descend-
ing rank order) were The Accounting Re-
view; Journal of Accounting Research,
Journal of Accounting and Fconomics; Con-
temporary Accounting Research; Account-
ing, Organizations and Society; Accounting,
A Journal of Practice & Theory, The Journal
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10.

11.

12.

13.

of the American Taxation Association; Journal
of Accounting and Public Policy, and Journal
of Accounting, Auditing, and Finance.

Similar to Fogarty and Ruh! (1997), we do not
distinguish between single- and co-authored re-
search.

A complete copy of our survey is available
from the authors upon request.

The square-root transformation was used to
reduce the extreme skewness in the distribution
of reported consulting hours. Similar resnlts
are obtained using the un-transformed variable
in our model.

We adjusted respondents self-reported teaching
load from quarter-hours to semester-hours by
multiplying the quarter-hours by 2/3. This ad-
justs the different teaching loads to a more
comparable metric.

Schroeder and Saftner (1989) established "top
ten" rankings of institutions for academic re-
search productivity and for quality graduate in-
stitutions. As similarly used by Pirozzoli et al.
(1993), we considered the 18 institutions iden-
tified in these two rankings to be "prestige” in-
stitutions.

As a specification check on the use of the
nonlinear Poisson regression model in either
the full or reduced specifications, publication
frequency counts were subjected to a square-
root transformation and  the models re-
estimated using ordinary least squares with the
White (1980) correction for heteroskedasticity,
This transformation also has the result of re-
ducing the influence of any extraordinarily
productive faculty. Similar results as those re-
ported in the tables were obtained.

The estimated model is nonlinear, so that Efy,
] =e P = (ePyeePryeefrge. . o
(e By represents the functional form of the

model, where Bi represents the parameters and
Xi the explanatory variables. To illustrate quan-
tifying the effects, consider the impact of a
mentor at the employing institution on total re-
search output. Since the parameter estimate is
0.27 (see Table 5) and MENT is coded 1, the
effect on total research output, holding all
other factors constant, is given by e®* =
1.31, which suggests an increase in output of
31 percent.
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14, In this sitvation (TIMEALLOC = 60 - 40 =

i5.

20), where the parameter estimate is -0.02 (see
Table 5), the effect on total research output,
holding all other factors constant, is given by
el = (.67, which suggests a decrease in
ouiput of 33 percent.

A majority of the respondents included in our
analyses were initially employed at doctoral
schools, whereas other research suggests that
only about one in three initially begin their ca-
reers at doctoral schools (Collins et al. 2000),
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