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Abstract 

There is nowadays a stronger interest in ranking studies of tertiary institutions.  However, 

significant policy changes in most countries’ higher education sectors in recent times have led 

prospective students, academics, governments, employers and other stakeholders to scrutinise 

rankings and their methodological approaches more closely.  It is also true that studies of this 

nature are not universally appreciated or accepted.  Nevertheless, there is an acute awareness that 

they are rapidly being integrated and utilised as barometers for assessing prestige and the 

distribution of government research funds.  Rankings systems will no doubt form a cornerstone of 

policy for a significant period into the foreseeable future. 

 

The two major objectives of the series of five papers submitted as part of this PhD are (i) to 

develop a robust, credible and defensible ranking methodology, and (ii) to use this to rank 

economics teaching departments and/or individual academic teaching economists, with Australian 

and New Zealand universities being the initial case studies.  Although each paper makes a number 

of distinct and original contributions in its own right, it is clear that there are fundamental 

integrating themes underpinning the set of journal articles.  These chiefly relate to the two 

methodological and ranking objectives noted above. 

 

Paper 1, using journal articles listed in the EconLit database of the American Economic 

Association (AEA), examined and ranked the research output of twenty-seven Australian teaching 

economics departments on the basis of both citations-based and perceptions-based (peer-review) 

quality-adjusted journal weights.  In addition, this paper updated and corrected several 
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fundamental methodological flaws in the earlier seminal Towe and Wright (1995) study and, used 

a range of alternative measures to check for the robustness of the final rankings results. 

 

Paper 2 ranked the research performance of approximately 600 Australian university teaching 

economists, ranked lecturer and above, on the basis of approximately 400 quality-adjusted 

refereed EconLit listed journal articles.  This study was the first of its kind to employ two different 

journal rankings, one based on citations (Liebowitz and Palmer, 1984; Laband and Piette, 1994; 

and Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos, 2003) and the other on perception-based (peer-review) 

to rank individual academics (Mason, Steagall and Fabritius, 1997). 

 

Paper 3 addressed a broader range of objectives.  First, it presented a comprehensive review of the 

rankings methodologies commonly used in the literature.  Second, it was the first international 

rankings paper that examined the research productivity of teaching economics departments in both 

Australian and New Zealand Universities on a total and per capita basis and on the basis of a 

broad range of quality-adjusted journals.  Third, economics and econometrics departments and 

663 individual academic economists from Australian and New Zealand universities were ranked 

on the basis of quality-adjusted journals listed in the EconLit database.  Fourth, ‘Star Performers’ 

were identified and ranked on the basis of the quality-adjusted journal publications. 

 

Paper 4 focused on the research performance of Economics Professors in both Australian and 

New Zealand universities with the objective of establishing whether or not they had made a 

significant difference to the overall rankings of their respective teaching economics departments.  
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This paper concluded that Professors, particularly from top-ranked departments, had contributed 

significantly to both the quantity and quality of their department’s publications. 

 

Paper 5 evaluated the robustness of rankings of Australian and New Zealand economics teaching 

departments using previous alternative rankings methodologies, and compared these with the 

results obtained by Macri and Sinha (2006).  This paper found that the various methodologies that 

were benchmarked against the Macri and Sinha (2006) paper were quite robust when compared to 

citations, but were not as robust when compared to perceptions (peer-review) of journal quality. 

 

The integrating essay concludes by commenting on future areas of research in the area of 

departmental rankings and its methodologies. 
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1. Introduction 

A strong worldwide interest in rankings of institutions, schools, departments and individual 

academics has emerged in recent decades.  Significant policy changes across many countries’ 

higher education sectors, ranging from increased student participation rates, public funding 

contingent on ‘measurable outcomes’, and a movement towards more market-based approaches to 

education have led to a wider use of rankings by prospective students, academics, governments, 

employers and other stakeholders.1  This has led to closer scrutiny of rankings and their 

methodological underpinnings.  It is therefore not surprising, given the myriad of changes and 

challenges now facing higher education worldwide, that governments in pursuit of ‘world class 

excellence’ are seeking to extend the education profiles of their universities beyond national 

borders. 

 

Rankings published by bodies such as governments, higher education institutions, independent 

researchers, commercial organisations and media outlets are becoming an important tool in the 

competitive global higher education environment and are believed to affect the market for 

education in many and varied ways.  First, rankings can affect the demand for an institution’s 

educational services through their influence on where prospective students decide to enrol by 

providing information that may assist the decision-making process.  Second, they can also impact 

indirectly on the type of education that is supplied by an institution, through their effect on the 

decisions made by students and staff, all of whom are inputs into a university’s production of 

                                                 
1  Examples of country specific research assessment schemes include: Research Excellence Framework (REF; 

formerly Research Assessment Exercise, RAE), United Kingdom; Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA), 
Australia; Performance Based Research Fund, (PBRF), New Zealand and Valutazione Triennale Della Ricerca 
(VTR), Italy.  In Australia, the full ERA process began in 2010.  Its objective is to evaluate research in eight 
discipline clusters with Economics included in Cluster Four (Social, Behavioural and Economic Sciences) 
http://www.arc.gov.au/era/era_2010.htm. 
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research and teaching.  Third, it is commonly argued that rankings foster an environment that 

promotes competition across and within institutions, departments and amongst individual 

scholars, thereby creating an incentive for them to improve their rank, and by extension, their 

quality.2  Fourth, rankings may provide a signal to ‘educational consumers’ (students and 

employers) regarding the potential of qualifications for employment opportunities, salary levels 

and academic standards, among other factors.  Fifth, they provide governments with a range of 

metrics and proxies regarding international and national standards, which may be used in the 

development and implementation of national strategic education objectives. 

 

It follows that university administrators and other interested parties will have an incentive to 

improve their standing in the rankings, given that the allocation of scarce resources is likely to be 

increasingly linked across and within the higher education sector to rankings.  Hazelkorn (2007) 

surveyed 202 leaders, representing well-established and new institutions (both teaching and 

research-intensive) from 41 countries in the higher education sector, concerning rankings and their 

impact.  The study found that most leaders believed rankings assisted in maintaining and building 

institutional reputation; assisted ‘short-listing’ in student choice, particularly at post-graduate 

level; facilitated accreditation and helped employee recruitment; performance-based reviews and 

publicity.  The survey also revealed that relevant stakeholders indicated that rankings are a useful 

policy instrument for strategic, organisational, managerial and academic change.  Many 

governments and universities often herald their objective of establishing ‘world-class’ universities 

and their relevance to increasing the standard of living of their citizens.  Under the auspices of the 

                                                 
2  However, some have recently argued that there is no point in promoting competition if universities do not have 

sufficient autonomy (Aghion, Dewatripont, Hoxby, Mas-Colell and Sapir, 2009).  A further warning note may be 
sounded. When the criteria and weights used in university rankings are not directly related to academic quality or 
are obscure, it will not, from an academic quality viewpoint, be beneficial for universities to change their procedures 
to improve their rankings. 
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“results-based management” philosophy that has permeated public and private institutions since 

the early 1990s, and through constant demands for accountability and transparency, rankings will 

increasingly be utilised to monitor, measure and rank the productive performance of higher 

education institutions, departments and academics.  In this light, it is extremely important that 

ranking methodologies be as robust as possible, and that their strength and weaknesses are 

recognised. 

 

The series of papers associated with my PhD submission are concerned with discipline-specific 

rankings, the discipline under investigation being economics.  They generate rankings of 

economics teaching departments and individual academic teaching economists, with Australian 

and New Zealand universities being used as case studies.  This contrasts with global institutional 

rankings which combine a range of weighted data to deliver proposed rankings.  Although more 

popular and widely quoted, the latter are based on complex, arbitrary, subjective and controversial 

methodologies.  Nevertheless, many of the fundamental issues raised and addressed in our papers 

are also applicable to rankings studies at institutional levels as well as discipline-specific levels. 

 

The papers focus only on Australian and New Zealand universities for a number of reasons.  First, 

the implementation of both the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA; formerly RQF) and 

New Zealand’s Performance-Based Research Fund (PBRF) research schemes ensures our 

research is policy relevant.  Second, familiarity with the academic structure of Australian and 

New Zealand tertiary institutions minimises errors in the collection and construction of the data.  

A clear understanding and familiarity of the data also enables us to disseminate our results with 

confidence.  Third, focusing on only two countries ensures our rankings are both timely and 
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manageable; to undertake studies of this nature on a world-wide scale, particularly at a discipline-

specific level, would require extended periods and significant resources (research funds, large 

international and national research teams, etc.). 

 

The main contributions of the papers are: (i) to outline and provide a robust ranking methodology 

by correcting for a range of fundamental methodological flaws in previous discipline-specific 

rankings, (ii) to rank economics departments and individual economists on the basis of (a) 

citations-based journal quality weights, (b) perceptions-based journal quality weights, and (c) total 

and per capita calculations, and (iii) to provide consistent, explicit and verifiable rankings. 

 

This integrating document is structured as follows.  Section 2 outlines my motivation for 

undertaking rankings research.  Section 3 articulates the fundamental objectives that must be 

considered when conducting rankings research.  Section 4 outlines the conceptual and 

methodological issues that rankings studies need to consider and justify when constructing 

rankings tables.  Section 5 outlines the major rankings methodologies that have been adopted for a 

range of other disciplines, namely, accounting, finance, and marketing.  Section 6 articulates the 

relevance and original contributions the work has made to the literature, including the manner in 

which we have dealt with the serious methodological problems that have persisted in the 

literature.  Section 7 articulates the thematic overview which links the individual publications into 

an integrated whole.  Section 8 provides concluding comments and outlines a range of strategic 

plans for future research. 
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2. Motivation and Interest in Rankings 

My intellectual curiosity regarding research productivity and rankings began in 1998.  To date, 

this research has received significant citations in highly ranked journals, international 

conferences, working papers, domestic and international newspapers, university websites, 

university and department reports and invitations by newspaper editors to provide expert 

commentary.  Two researchers have also adopted, in part, our methodology to rank economics 

teaching departments and individual academics at New Zealand Universities (Anderson and 

Tressler, 2008, 2009, 2011). 

 

Four factors motivated my interest in exploring, developing and devising appropriate research 

productivity measures.  First, the Australian Government, along with those of other developed 

nations, has been keen to assess the quality, impact and excellence of university research by 

introducing metric-based systems of assessment.3  Second, I found many institutional, faculty and 

department-based rankings projected an image of scientific robustness but were methodologically 

weak.  This is a serious concern for public policymaking, particularly when the distribution of 

scarce public funding relies upon these specified metrics.  Several popular, influential and 

international institution-based rankings, notably the World-Class Universities Rankings compiled 

by Shangahai Jiao Tong University (SJTU) and the World Rankings compiled by The Times 

Higher Education Supplement (THES), rely on (i) data that may or may not be capable of 

validation, (ii) ‘expert’ opinion, which is likely to skew rankings given the strong likelihood of 

                                                 
3  There has been intense policy debate on the relevance, significance and use of rankings to measure academic 

performance in Australian Tertiary Institutions. For example, Senator Mason recently stated that “it is terribly 
important that universities can move up and down in the league tables — in other words, that an ambitious new 
university can become one of the top 10, or the top eight, and other universities, if they are not up to it, can fall 
down...” (Senator MASON - Senate, Parliament of Australia, February 2, 2010, p.3 
http://www.aph.gov.au/hansard/senate/dailys/ds020210.pdf,). 
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asymmetric information flows, and (iii) variables and arbitrary weighting mechanisms which may 

not have clear or direct connections to quality (such as the proportion of international students, 

Alumni, staff-student ratios, arbitrary weighting of specified journals, among other factors).  

Third, some European policymakers view world-wide institutional rankings as an important 

variable in explaining disappointing economic growth rates and vice versa (Saisana and 

D’Hombres, 2008; Aghion et al, 2009).  Other measures have also been constructed by individuals 

and organisations with the potential to promote specific vested interests.  Fourth, there is evidently 

an increased urgency to develop explicit, robust and credible measures capable of assessing the 

implementation and impact of government policies as accurately as possible.  Such work also 

needs to demonstrate self-awareness, since ranking exercises are often controversial. 

 

The two most influential institutional rankings, the World-Class Universities by the SJTU and the 

World Rankings by THES, have been the subject of intense debate.4  In a surprising admission, 

Phil Baty, the new editor of THES World University Rankings, recently stated that “the rankings 

of the world’s top universities that my magazine has been publishing for the past six years, and 

which have attracted enormous global attention, are not good enough.  In fact, the surveys of 

reputation, which made up 40 percent of scores and which Times Higher Education until recently 

defended, had serious weaknesses.  And it’s clear that our research measures favored the sciences 

                                                 
4  Both institutional rankings are largely based on research that is heavily weighted towards the natural sciences.  For 

example, Nature and Science are weekly-published journals that gather a large number of citations.  The THES 
relies primarily on reputation where academic peer review and employer review accounts for 50% of the total score.  
Some  have argued that these assessments use too small a number of academics, who may not be well informed 
about all the universities they are being asked to judge, and that there is a bias towards English-speaking countries 
(Woodhouse, 2008; Labi, 2010).  THES recently ended its partnership with Quacquarelli Symonds (QS), which 
supplied the data from 2004-09 and THES and Thomsons Reuter have recently released a revised set of indicators.  
Conversely, the SJTU predominantly relies on publications and citations (60% of the total score).  Florian (2007) 
has argued that the SJTU final league results, even after correspondence and robust discussions with its authors, are 
not reproducible. This contradicts a fundamental principle of good rankings studies. 



7 
 

over the humanities”.5  An interesting, but rather narrow, addition to the institutional rankings is 

the recently constructed Webometrics Rankings.6  However, despite being widely criticised, some 

argue that institutional rankings are nevertheless extremely useful, given the need to account for 

significant productivity differences between universities, departments and individuals. 

 

3. Major Objectives of Rankings 

Given that rankings are now a global phenomenon it is surprising that so little attention has been 

given in the literature to establishing a range of explicit core principles that researchers should 

consider and justify when constructing leagues tables.7  It is possible that earlier rankings studies 

may have downplayed the significance of these issues because the stakes were much lower.  

However, the academic landscape has changed dramatically over the past decade, which has 

resulted in rankings being integrated into the quality framework of national accountability and 

quality assurance processes of institutions.  Those that undertake work in this area need to be held 

accountable for the quality of their rankings, for the clear articulation of their methodological 

approaches, and for the determination and dissemination of their results.  In short, rankings must 

be based on a set of important principles and objectives.  At a minimum, good rankings must be: 

(i) able to measure quality as accurately as possible; 
(ii) able to provide comparative information and improve the understanding of 

academic productivity; 

                                                 
5  http://www.insidehighered.com/views/2010/03/15/baty 
6 The Webometrics ranking is based on a range of indicators that accounts for an institution’s web presence.  These 

include (i) the number of pages recovered from four search engines (Google, Yahoo, Live Search, Exalead), (ii) the 
total number of unique external links, (iii) the volume of different file formats (Adobe pdf, Adobe post script, 
Microsoft Word and Microsoft Powerpoint) and (iv) the number of publications and citations listed in Google 
Scholar. 

7 The one major exception is that the UNESCO European Centre for Higher Education (UNESCO-CEPES) and the 
Institute for Higher Education Policy in Washington, DC formed the International Ranking Expert Group (IREG) in 
Bucharest in 2004.  In 2006 the IREG convened to devise a set of core principles of quality and good practice when 
undertaking studies of this nature – the Berlin Principles on Ranking of Higher Education Institutions.  See 
http://www.ireg-observatory.org/. 
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(iii) able to assist universities, governments, individual academics and other interested 
parties in measuring academic productivity; 

(iv) transparent regarding the methodology  adopted; 
(v) verifiable and subject to independent peer review and credible audits; 

(vi) able to provide a clear understanding of all the factors involved in constructing 
rankings, including their limitations as well as their strengths; 

(vii) clear about their objectives and identification of target groups; 
(viii) able to pay attention to ethical standards and sound research practice; 

(ix) able to collect and collate data in a manner that detects, eliminates or minimises 
errors, and able to correct for errors; 

(x) robust in the face of alternative relevant methodologies adopted in the literature. 
 

If it is accepted that this set of objectives is fundamental when undertaking rankings research, then 

it is prudent to ask the following questions:  Do the rankings studies on which this essay is based 

meet the objectives above?  If so, how and why? 

 

The set of submitted published papers do, in my view, satisfy the rankings principles outlined 

above for the following reasons.  First, credibility is underpinned by trust, competence, experience 

and impartiality.  Our work has been cited in highly ranked journals, international conferences, 

working papers, international and domestic newspapers and a large number of international and 

national university websites, university and department reports.  I have also been invited to referee 

rankings manuscripts for publication in refereed journals (Agenda, Applied Economics, Australian 

Economic Papers, Australian Economic Review, Eastern Economic Journal, Economic Papers 

among others) and to provide expert commentary to media outlets (see citations section).  

Furthermore, several high ranking universities in Australia and New Zealand have adopted our 

methodologies in benchmarking staff academic output (see, for example, Anderson and Tressler, 

2008, 2009).8  I have also over a significant period of time received a large number of requests 

                                                 
8  A former Head of Department at UNSW requested information and data regarding the methodological approach 

adopted in Macri and Sinha (2006). He informed me that the Department of Economics at UNSW will be 
benchmarking all full-time academic staff on the basis of the methodology adopted in that paper. 
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from Australian-based academics to calculate their individual rankings scores for promotion 

applications.  A prominent professor at a highly ranked Australian university emailed me in April 

2009, stating that he was pleased that I was continuing my work in this area: “it's really helpful 

and serves as a more precise counterweight to the ERA exercise that we're all about to go 

through.  The methodology that you used in the last study [Macri and Sinha, 2006] was just about 

the best of any that I've seen anywhere”.9  This endorsement is significant given that this academic 

has also published widely in the area of rankings. 

 

Second, the set of studies satisfy the verifiability and transparency principles in a number of ways: 

(i) the data used in the  rankings papers are publicly available, being sourced directly from the 

Econlit database of the American Economic Association, (ii) the journal quality weights, which 

are calculated on the basis of both citations and perceptions (peer-review), are publicly available 

in Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos (2003, 2010) and Mason, Steagall and Fabritius (1997) 

respectively, and (iii) we meticulously examined every academic’s journal publications listed in 

the Econlit database and cross-checked this data with official university and personal websites.  

Moreover, where there were doubts, we contacted the academics directly and sought clarification.  

For example, it was necessary in a number of cases to contact individuals because their 

publications included more than one permutation of his or her name or because authors had 

identical names.  In the data collection and collating process, we were extremely careful, given the 

sensitivity of our studies, to thoroughly scrutinise our data for errors.  All errors detected were 

rectified prior to publication.  Third, all our published work is made transparent by clearly 

outlining the primary objectives and methodological approach, including thorough explanations of 

the collection and collation of the data, the target group, which academics are included and 
                                                 
9  This evidence is available on request and with the permission of the professor. 
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excluded, the journal quality weights, the justification of particular sample periods, conversions 

factors and choice of publication, among others.  Fourth, paper 5 satisfies the robustness 

objective, in particular, by evaluating 25 Australian and 7 New Zealand economics teaching 

departments for 1988-2002 and 1996-2002 using a wide range of adopted rankings methodologies 

and then comparing the results with the rankings obtained in Macri and Sinha (2006).  Fifth, in all 

our rankings research we have always, without fear or favour, discharged our responsibilities as 

researchers with the utmost integrity.  In undertaking our work in rankings, (which can be 

extremely sensitive), no financial grants or any benefits of any kind were exchanged with any 

interest groups.  The removal, or declaration of, any conflict of interest ensures that high levels of 

integrity, responsibility and ethical standards are maintained. 

 

4. General Methodological and Conceptual Issues 

There has been considerable debate in the economics literature and among other research 

evaluators regarding the usefulness and merit of ranking institutions, departments, schools and 

individual academics on the basis of a variety of ‘objective’ quality-based indicators.  In 

particular, many commentators often question whether rankings fully reflect, or are a valid 

representation of, relative quality.  Any attempt to ‘objectively’ rank departments, schools and 

institutions on the basis of a range of measurable quality outputs — number and type of 

publications, number of pages, citations, peer-review, reputation, number of Nobel Prizes etc — 

confront important, and at times, contentious issues that require serious consideration and 

justification where possible.  It is important to note that the methodological issues articulated 

below focus on the rankings of departments, not whole institutions.  However, many of these 

rankings issues are relevant to both levels. 
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The range of the most important methodological and conceptual issues that require explanation 

and justification are as follows: 

 

(i) Choice of Input and Output Variables 

The performance of individual academics, departments and universities can be measured using a 

broad range of input and output variables.  Input variables used in the research rankings literature 

includes competitive research grants, number of full-time and part-time academic staff, proportion 

of international students, visiting scholars, staff to student ratio, Nobel Prize recipients, Alumni, 

number of PhD completions, amongst others.  Output variables include journal papers, working 

papers, conference papers and proceedings, book chapters, books and textbooks.  The differences 

in quality may be reflected through citations, impact factors, number of publications in a “core” 

set of journals, number of web downloads, esteem factors and academic surveys. 

 

(ii) Choice of Publication 

The choice of the most appropriate form of scholarly publication to be used in rankings relies 

directly upon the most credible way of accounting for quality.  Research is disseminated in many 

and varied forms, whether through journals, books, book chapters, conferences, conference 

proceedings, workshops, working papers and the internet.  Most rankings studies since the 1980s 

have predominantly used journal publications to identify quality research.  There are primarily 

five reasons as to why this is the case. 

 

First, there is a broad consensus amongst researchers that journals articles are the only 

publications that undergo widely accepted peer-review processes.  Despite the imperfections of 
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this process, refereed journal articles are believed by many to provide the ‘fairest’ and most 

‘objective’ measure of quality.  Second, the heterogeneous nature of books and the fact that most 

books do not undergo a similar peer-review process as compared to refereed journals can make it 

difficult to derive an ‘objective’ quality measure.  A case can certainly be mounted that books 

enhance an academic’s reputation but quantifying an objective measure of quality from this 

particular medium is difficult.  Furthermore, there is an inherent difficulty stating on a priori 

grounds whether a book is of high or low quality, whereas it much easier to argue that a scholarly 

article has been published in a high or low quality journal.  Third, using databases such as 

EconLit, which is maintained by the American Economic Association and has indexed more than 

thirty years of economics literature from around the world, can simplify the process of measuring 

the quality and quantity of an academic’s journal publications.  Moreover, mechanisms and 

incentives are in place to ensure the accuracy of the data (Dusansky and Vernon, 1998).  Fourth, 

in order to measure intellectual influence within many disciplines, there has been an enormous 

amount of effort undertaken to rank journals on the basis of citations, peer-review assessment, 

impact factors and perceptions of journal quality.10  Fifth, many developed countries have 

established, or are in the process of establishing, research quality frameworks that use ranked 

refereed journals, in conjunction with other scholarly indicators, to assess research quality at an 

individual, department, school, institutional and national level.11  Studies of this nature may not be 

universally appreciated given the intense debate on the types of methodologies used to rank 

journals.  However, a large and growing body of studies provide valuable and quantifiable 
                                                 
10   See, for example, Di Vaio and Weisdorf, 2010; Soutar and Murphy, (2009); Kelly, Morris, Rowlinson and 

Harvey, 2010; Engemann and Wall, 2009; Kodrzycki and Yu 2006; Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos, 2003, 
Liner and Amin, 2003; Mason, Steagall and Fabritius, 1997; Liebowitz and Palmer, 1984. 

11   The Australian Government via the Australian Research Council (ARC) has recently released (9/2/10) its set of 
ranked journals that it will be using to measure the performance of tertiary institutions in Australia 
http://www.arc.gov.au/xls/ERA2010_journal_title_list.xls.  It is also interesting that the Australian Business 
Deans Council (ABDC) also ranked a  list of over 2300 journals in seven discipline areas and  quality rated each 
of the journals  http://www.abdc.edu.au/. 
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information for researchers, governments, universities and other stakeholders on the relative 

standing of journals. 

 

We decided that the appropriate choice of scholarly research to be used in the construction of our 

rankings, despite the noted imperfections of the peer-review process, were refereed journal 

publications listed in the Econlit database.  We are aware, however, that defining the relevant 

research output to consist of only refereed articles is contentious. 

 

(iii) Methodological Approaches for Assessing Journal Quality 

Once it has been decided which publications are to be employed in the rankings process, the next 

fundamental issue is how best to account for the quality of those publications.  The 

methodological approaches employed over the past 50 years to rank journals in terms of quality 

are many and varied, with citations being the main tool employed since the early 1980s.  

However, departments have also been ranked on the basis of the number of number of journal 

articles and pages published in a ‘core’ or ‘blue ribbon’ set of journals, which tend to be selected 

on the basis of either citations, perceptions of journal quality, previous published research lists, or 

simply arbitrary criteria (see, for example, Graves et al, 1982; Hall, 1987, 1990; Dusansky and 

Vernon, 1998; Scott and Mitias, 1996; Baltagi, 2003, 2007; Ritzberger, 2008). 

 

The importance of selecting the most appropriate quality-adjusted journal list to measure research 

performance should not be underestimated.  For example, the Australian Research Council (ARC) 

recently released its range of indicators, including discipline-tiered outlet journals that it will use 

to assess the research productivity in the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) scheme.  
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These journal rankings will play a crucial role in assessing university and discipline ratings, salary 

supplementation, promotions, tenure decisions, and other incentive schemes and awards. 

 

Researchers have endeavoured to rank the quality of journals in a variety of ways.  As distinct 

from simply adding up publications, some studies have applied quality weights to journals based 

on citations (see, for example, Leibowitz and Palmer, 1984; Laband and Piette, 1994; Conroy and 

Dusansky, 1995; Dusansky and Vernon, 1998; Kalaitzidakis et al., 2003).  The Social Science 

Citation Index (SSCI)12 has featured prominently as the source of citation data to rank journal 

publications, economists and economics departments.  In a seminal study, Leibowitz and Palmer 

(1984), using the SSCI, developed an iterative procedure to capture the relative importance of 108 

economics journals in terms of age, quality and size, which were applied to rank economics 

departments in the United States.  The number of SSCI citations listed in 1980 for articles 

published over the 1975-79 period was then calculated.  Leibowitz and Palmer (1984, p.83) 

argued that this impact-adjusted citation measure “probably comes closest to the ideal measure of 

the impact of the economic profession”.  Adopting the same iterative procedure, Laband and 

Piette (1994) updated the Liebowitz and Palmer (1984) journal rankings for the periods 1970, 

1980, 1990.  The Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) study updated the work of Laband and Piette (1994) 

to rank worldwide institutions.  These journal rankings are based on 1998 SSCI data for articles 

                                                 
12  Our work focused on citations of journal articles because they are often considered the “scientific community’s 

version of dollar voting by consumer’s for goods and services” (see Laband and Piette, 1994, p.641).  Morover, 
these journal weights are held in high regard by many influential economists and considered to be the “industry 
standard” (Henrekson and Waldenstrom, 2008).  It is important to note that the ERA refrained, as correctly  
indicated by one PhD examiner, from using citations for Commerce disciplines in the first round of the ERA.  I 
contacted the ERA Excellence Research Branch section seeking a justification(s) for its decision.  I was informed 
that “the development of the Discipline Matrix was informed by a number of broad sector consultations, and expert 
reviews and recommendations.  It was on this advice that Commerce Management and Tourism Services was 
evaluated by a number of indicators of peer review, rather than those of citation analysis” (email to me dated May 
11th, 2011).  It is not clear from this response as to the reason(s) for not employing citations.  It is important to note 
that the use of citations as a legitimate measure is not without its critics (see Davis, 1998; Klein and Chiang, 2004).  



15 
 

published during 1994-1998 and, importantly, are corrected for self-citations.  The quality-

adjusted journal weights from these studies have been used extensively in the literature to rank 

economics departments (see for example, Anderson and Tressler, 2008, 2009, 2010; Coupe, 2003, 

Macri and Sinha, 2002, 2006; Sinha and Macri, 2002, 2004).  Recently, Kalaitzidakis et al. (2010) 

updated the Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) study, which includes several important changes.  First, this 

new study adopts a ‘rolling window’ of ten years between the period 2003 and 2008 in which the 

number of citations of articles published in the previous ten years are counted.  The objective of 

this change is to smooth any potential ‘lumpiness’ in the data.  Second, the study has increased the 

number of ranked journals from 169 to 209 by including new journals that were not previously 

listed in the economics category of the Journal of Citations Reports (JCR). 

 

An alternative approach to journal quality is to ask academics to rank journals via a survey.  In a 

seminal US study, Mason et al (1997) asked Heads of Departments in 1992 and 1993 to rank a list 

of 142 journals, and to add additional journals that they considered worthy of inclusion.  The 

Economic Society of Australia (ESA) recently released the rankings of 890 journals on the basis of 

a survey of 137 economics and econometrics full-time professors currently employed by 

Australian universities.  Each professor was asked to rank a set of journals into four tiers (A*, A, 

B, C).  The A* journals were defined as the top 5 per cent, the A journals the next 15 per cent, the 

B journals the next 30 per cent and the C journals the remaining 50% (Abelson, 2009).  In 

practice, the selection of journal weights from various journal rankings studies can make a 

substantial difference to rankings (see, for example, Neary et al., 2003; Sinha and Macri, 2002, 

Kodrzycki and Yu, 2006). 
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We adopted the Leibowitz and Palmer (1984), Laband and Piette (1994), Kalaitzidakis et al 

(2003) citation-based quality weights and the Mason et al (1997) perceptions-based quality-

adjusted journal weights to rank teaching economics departments and individual academics.  

These journal weights are held in high regard by many influential economists and considered to be 

the “industry standard” (Henrekson and Waldenstrom, 2008). 

 

(iv) Assignment of Academic Scholarly Publications – Stock or Flow Method  

An issue of importance is where to assign the academic’s affiliation at the time of publication.  

The location of an academic’s published work can be determined by examining staff lists of 

member institutions, departments or schools, or by accepting the affiliation they provide when the 

article is published.  This issue cannot be understated as it is dependent upon whether we wish to 

measure current “human capital” at the institution or examine research in terms of a “historical” 

context.  This entails a decision between two different approaches, namely, the “stock “and “flow” 

approaches.  The “stock” approach assigns the current stock of human capital to an academic’s 

current affiliation, with each published scholarly article assumed to be the intellectual property of 

the author.  Conversely, the ‘flow’ approach assigns credit to the institution at the time of 

publication, that is, published scholarly works are considered the intellectual property of the 

institution. 

 

Many studies adopt the “stock” approach because it reflects the “current stock” of human capital 

of an institution, school or department (see, among others, Hogan, 1984; Towe and Wright, 1995; 

Conroy and Dusansky, 1995; Lucas, 1995; Scott and Mitias, 1996; Dusansky and Vernon, 1998; 

Gibson, 2000; Sinha and Macri, 2002, 2004, Macri and Sinha, 2006; Anderson and Tressler, 2008, 
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2009).  When an academic moves from one institution to another, it is generally argued that the 

academic moves with her/his human capital.  In other words, the current composition of the 

department is the central concern.  Furthermore, with the stock approach, an implied “productivity 

measure” can be calculated since the research output is divisible by the number of staff (Combes 

and Linnemer, 2003).  However, some have argued that a “flow” approach enables students, 

academics and administrators to examine the performance of a department over time and therefore 

is more informative from a historical point of view (see, among others, Neri and Rodgers, 2006; 

Graves et al., 1982; Hirsch et al., 1984).  The “flow” approach may say very little about the 

current skill set of a department, particularly if there has been a sudden loss of “star-performers”.  

In a small department, this may make a significant difference to rankings. 

 

A prime objective of our published rankings was to provide a snapshot of the current quality of 

teaching economics departments and individual economists.  Students choosing where to enrol in 

a PhD, or academics seeking employment, want to be informed about the current state of play.  

Therefore, we adopted the “stock approach” in the submitted papers since this methodology 

appropriately reflects the current and future research capabilities of teaching economics 

departments and individual economists.  However, it is far more difficult to measure as it involves 

a lot of additional work.  Dusansky and Vernon (1998) found, as we did, that simply extracting 

authors’ current affiliations from the published journal may not accurately reflect the current 

membership of departments, which may inadvertently distort the rankings. 

 

(v) Number of articles or the number of share and size-adjusted pages 

Does the length of a publication matter?  Is an article that is twice as long twice as important?  

Some argue that research on the basis of the length of an article or book may not be an appropriate 
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measure as there have been many notable contributions to the literature, such as short comment 

papers, which have been cited more often than ‘regular’ journal articles.  Conversely, it can be 

argued that using the number of articles as the criterion is methodologically weak, in that short 

and long papers are given the same weight.  While it may be true that length may not fully reflect 

quality, longer articles, on average, require more time and other resources.  Furthermore, longer 

articles in an ex-ante sense are usually correlated with importance for referees and editors (Neary 

et al, 2003; Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos, 2003). 

 

A related issue is that page numbers depend on the physical size of journals.  Formats vary widely 

among journals with some journals containing more characters per page and physically larger than 

others.  For example, one page of the American Economic Review (AER) typically contains more 

characters per page than other journals.  To remove this variation, it is necessary to convert all 

journals to a standardized unit.  We converted all journal pages, in which Australian and New 

Zealand academic economists published, to an AER page equivalent.  We also corrected for co-

authorship by dividing the total number of pages of a publication by the number of authors to 

calculate the share of size-adjusted pages.  This correction is the prevailing view in the literature.  

The following formula for each journal article was used to calculate the rankings: 

 
( ) ( )( )1AER Equivalent P n CF Q=     (1) 

 

where P denotes the number of pages, n is the number of authors, CF is the page size conversion 

factor (the AER has a CF of 1), and Q denotes the index of quality of the journal. 
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(vi) Per Capita and Total Measures 

Is departmental output best calculated on a total or per capita basis?  A measure on a total basis is 

indicative of the overall quality of a department’s research.  However, two problems arise with 

this measure.  First, it biases the results in favour of larger departments.  A small but high-quality 

department may not do as well on a total basis as it would on a per capita basis.  Second, a ‘star’ 

performer may strongly influence this result independently of his or her colleagues.  By contrast, 

it can be reasonably argued that measurement on a per capita basis is a better measure of the 

productivity of a department.  However, because both types of measures are useful, some studies, 

including our own, have found it prudent to provide both measures (see, among others, Graves et 

al., 1982; Conroy and Dusansky, 1995; Towe and Wright, 1995; Dusansky and Vernon, 1998; 

Sinha and Macri, 2002, 2004; Macri and Sinha, 2006, 2010; Macri, Sinha and McAleer, 2010). 

 

(vii) Why only full-time teaching academics? 

When undertaking studies of this nature, it is important that academic staff and departments are 

ranked on an equal basis.  If not, the results will have very little, if any credibility.  Full-time 

teaching academics usually have a variety of work-loaded activities that are assigned for each 

year.  These include various combinations of teaching, research, supervision and administration 

activities.  Conversely, the main objective of research-only staff is to produce research 

publications and do very little, if any, teaching or administration. 

 

We considered only teaching economics departments, and only full-time academic staff of the 

rank of lecturer and above.  Comparing the research performance of research-only staff with full-

time teaching academics biases the results in favour of the research schools.  Moreover, ranking 



20 
 

teaching full-time staff provides a more accurate measure of the per-capita research output of a 

department because it minimises ‘strategic game playing’ by departments or universities in order 

to improve their rankings.  For this reason we also excluded Federation Fellows, Australian 

Professorial Fellows and Australian Research Fellows of the Australian Research Council because 

none have ongoing teaching obligations in their appointments and, more importantly, are not 

being funded by their respective universities.  It is important to note that their exclusion is not 

reflective of their undoubted quality.  However, our objective is to rank economics departments 

on an equal footing.  We also excluded Ph.D. students, adjunct faculty, visiting scholars, Level A 

and part-time academic staff. 

 

5. Rankings Studies Across a Range of Disciplines 

It is certainly the case that an enormous amount of research has been done in ranking economics 

departments/faculties and individual academic economists.  However, in recent times, an 

increased number of studies have ranked departments, faculties and individual academics in other 

disciplines.  Many of the methodological approaches adopted for other disciplines have been 

derived from the economics literature. 

 

The main objectives of this section are twofold.  First, to outline the major rankings 

methodologies that have been adopted for a sample of other disciplines, specifically, accounting, 

finance, and marketing.  Second, to clearly articulate why the methodological approaches adopted 

in other disciplines are methodologically weaker than our published studies.  
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(i) Accounting Rankings 

Researchers have typically used three methods to rank accounting faculties/departments and 

programs.  These include: (a) citation analysis, (b) faculty/department surveys, and (c) counting 

the number of publications in a “core” set of journals (publication approach), which may have 

been ranked on the basis of peer-review surveys, citations, and previous journal compilations.  

Many studies that have examined the research productivity of accounting departments/faculties 

have used the methodological approaches adopted from other disciplines, such as economics, 

business and marketing (Reinstein and Hasselback, 1997). 

 

(a) Rankings of Accounting Departments/Faculties by Journal Citations  

Sriram and Gopalakrishnan (1994) used citation analysis to rank thirty-four U.S. doctoral 

programmes and its high performing graduates.  Brown (1996) identified influential articles, 

individuals and institutions on the basis of cites per year in five “leading” accounting journals.  

Chan and Liano (2009) used a threshold citation approach, which counts the number of citations 

in a “core” set of journals, to rank influential articles, individuals, faculties and institutions.  In a 

recent study, Chan et al. (2009) ranked accounting journals using citations from doctoral 

dissertations that were written in a subset of speciality accounting areas.  However, Reinstein et 

al. (2011) have recently outlined the major pitfalls and “unintended consequences” of using 

citations for promotion, tenure and rating research productivity. 
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(b) Rankings of Accounting Departments/Faculties by Publication in “Leading” Journals 
Selected by Peer-Review and Compilation of Previous Studies 
 
 

Herron and Hall (2004) invited US accounting academics to rank one hundred and fifty-two 

accounting journals on quality, areas of specialisation and the feasibility of publishing in each 

journal.  Hasselback and Reinstein (1995) ranked seven hundred and sixteen accounting schools 

on the number of articles published in forty accounting journals.  Chan et al. (2005) used a “core” 

set of eighteen journals to rank accounting research productivity for one hundred and nineteen 

Asia-Pacific universities for the period 1991-2002.  The selected journals for Hasselback and 

Reinstein (1995) and Chan et al. (2005) were selected from a compilation of previously published 

peer-review surveys (see, for example, Hassleback and Reinstein, 1995; Hasselback, Reinstein 

and Schwan, 2000, 2003).  Stammerjohan and Hall (2002) ranked eighty US doctoral granting 

institutions on graduate placement to ‘top-tier’ universities that were identified in the US News 

and World Reports: America’s Best Colleges (1997)13 report.  This study also examined the 

research productivity of academics at doctoral granting faculties in a “core” set of journals that 

were compiled from Hasselback and Reinstein (1995) and Hasselback et al. (2000). 

 

The arguments for using peer-review surveys to rank accounting journal quality are twofold.  

First, expert opinions and perceptions of journal quality matter.  Second, the limited number of 

accounting journals in the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) limits the use of citations for 

promotion, tenure and research productivity.  Van Campenhout and Van Caneghem (2010) 

recently examined the citations of articles published in only one journal, European Accounting 

                                                 
13   U.S. News surveys Deans and senior faculty at each undergraduate business program accredited by the Association 

to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB). For graduate courses, U.S. News ranks professional-school 
programs in business, education, engineering, law, and medicine. These rankings are based on two types of data: 
(i) expert opinions regarding program excellence, and (ii) a range of statistical indicators that measure the quality 
of a school's faculty, research, and students http://www.usnews.com/rankings. 
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Review, to determine whether they serve as a “leading” indicator of an article’s contribution to its 

field.  This criticism is not usually levelled at the economics discipline because the SSCI 

economics journal listings are much larger in number than accounting journals.  It is also notable 

that traditional sources of citation data are increasingly being used in conjunction with other 

popular alternatives, such as Google Scholar and Scopus (Rosenstreich and Wooliscroft, 2009). 

 

(c) Rankings of Accounting Departments/Faculties by ‘Quantity’ Approach 

The publication-based or ‘quantity’ approach counts the number of published articles in a “core” 

set of accounting journals.  Zivney et al. (1995) ranked the research productivity of approximately 

five thousand U.S. based accounting academics by counting the number of publications in sixty-

six established accounting and finance journals.  Chan et al. (2007) ranked world-wide accounting 

research by counting the number of publications in a “core” set of twenty-four accounting 

journals.  This study also found that academics from elite PhD-granting institutions publish 

disproportionately more articles in “leading” accounting journals when compared to other authors.  

A serious drawback to this approach is that no adjustment for individual journal quality is made. 

There is increased world-wide interest in ranking accounting faculties, departments and individual 

accounting academics.  However, data limitations, notably (a) accounting for quality of journal 

publications, (b) limited accounting journals in the SSCI, and (c) the inherent problems with 

survey-based approaches, renders many accounting methodological approaches significantly 

inferior to the ones adopted in economic ranking studies.  
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(ii) Finance Rankings 

Three methods are used to rank finance faculties, departments, individual academics and finance 

programs.  First, a range of studies count the number of publications in a “core” set of “leading” 

finance journals, which have usually been adjusted for quality on the basis of citations and peer-

review surveys.  Second, representation on finance journal editorial boards is used as a proxy for 

quality to rank departments.  Third, rankings on a range of arbitrarily selected and weighted 

metrics, such as, peer-review, recruitment rates, mean starting salary, employment rates, grade 

point average, and student acceptance rates, among others.14  Many of the peer-review surveys 

rank business, rather than finance.  However, for the purposes of this addition to the integrating 

essay, the focus will be on single discipline rankings. 

 

The methodological approaches used to rank finance departments have remained relatively stable 

for a long period of time.  The dominant approach over the past forty years has been to rank 

finance departments, faculties and individual academics on the basis of publications in a “core” 

set of “leading” finance journals that have been selected on the basis of citations, peer-review 

surveys (see for example, Currie and Pandher, 2011; Oltheten et al., 2005) and membership of 

academic staff on finance journal editorial boards.  This is in stark contrast to our published 

studies that have ranked Australian and New Zealand economics teaching departments on (i) a 

large number of economics journals that have been indexed in the Econlit database and 

standardised to an American Economic Review (AER) equivalent, and (ii) quality-adjusted 

journals on the basis of a citations and perceptions of journal quality. 

 

                                                 
14   See for example, US News, and World Report (http://www.usnews.com/education); Business Week finance 

rankings (http://www.businessweek.com/); Financial Times Business Rankings 
http://rankings.ft.com/businessschoolrankings/global-mba-rankings, among others. 
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Rankings in finance began in the early 1970s.  However, many of the earlier studies, including 

several recent studies, are methodologically flawed for a number of reasons.  First, the earlier 

finance rankings were based on institutional rankings rather than faculty/department rankings, 

which may have skewed them in favour of larger institutions.  Second, many of the earlier studies 

were based on the flow approach rather than the stock approach, which may have incorrectly 

calculated the current human capital stock of an institution.  Third, per capita calculations for 

finance rankings may not be relevant given the strong likelihood that academics that have 

published in “leading” finance journals may reside in other disciplines (for example, economics, 

statistics, business, among others).  Fourth, there was very little, if any, quality differentiation 

among the “leading” financial journals that were used to rank many academic institutions. 

 

(a) Rankings of Finance Departments/Faculties and Institutions by Publications in “Leading” 
Journals  

 
 

Henry and Burch (1974) ranked the top 20 academic institutions on the basis of publications in the 

Journal of Finance and Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis for various sub-periods 

between 1961 and 1971.  Klemkosky and Tuttle (1977) ranked institutions on the basis of the 

number of pages, articles and notes published in three “leading” finance journals, namely, Journal 

of Finance, Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, Journal of Financial Economics, and 

8 business and economics journals that were designated as making significant contributions to 

finance.  Ederington (1979) ranked the top 20 institutions on the number of articles published by 

faculties in the Journal of Finance and Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis and 

citations extracted from the SSCI over the period 1967-1972.  The authors, like many in finance, 

argued that citations provide an objective measure of productivity that assists in generating 
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standards in financial research.  Niemi (1987) ranked the fifty “leading” finance programs 

(institutions) on total pages published in three “leading” finance journals, Journal of Finance, 

Journal of Quantitative Analysis, and Journal of Financial Economics for the period 1975-1986.  

Heck and Cooley (1988) ranked individual academics and institutions on papers published in 

fifteen finance journals.  Niemi (1987) and Heck and Cooley (1988) continued the tradition of 

ranking institutions on a small number of “leading” journals.  Borokhovich et al. (1995) ranked 

the research productivity of six hundred and sixty one academic institutions on their publications 

in sixteen “leading” finance journals.  This study also used the journal’s impact factor to adjust for 

quality among the journals.15  Chan et al. (2002) ranked and reported the top one hundred 

academic institutions on the number of articles published in sixteen finance journals and a sample 

of the top three journals.  However, the study recognised the importance of adjusting for 

characters per page and standardised all sixteen journals to the Journal of Finance equivalent.  

Chan et al. (2005) ranked one hundred and seventy institutions in the Asia-Pacific region by 

counting the number of publications in twenty one “leading” finance journals.  They also adjusted 

for characters per page by standardising all journals to the Journal of Finance equivalent. 

However, it is important to note that four of the twenty one journals were selected on the basis of 

‘popularity’ among Asian-Pacific authors.  The earlier studies did not adjust for the unequal 

number of characters per page for any journals, which may have biased the rankings unnecessarily 

upwards.  In our published work, we standardised all Econlit journals (approximately 500) to an 

American Economic Review equivalent, calculated total and per capita measures, and ranked 

economics teaching departments for both Australia and New Zealand universities.  Heck (2007) 

sought to remedy this weakness in the finance literature by ranking ninety one US finance 

                                                 
15   The impact factor of a journal is calculated by dividing the number of current year citations to the source items 

published in that journal during the previous two years (http://thomsonreuters.com/). 
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doctoral programs on productivity of current finance departments (stock approach) in four 

“leading” finance journals, graduates of those programs, and a survey of ninety-one doctoral 

programs where department chairs and/or finance doctoral program directors were asked to rate 

the quality of individual finance doctoral programs. 

 

(b) Rankings of Finance Departments by Editorial Board Representation 

An alternative approach used to rank the quality of a finance department is to examine its 

representation on editorial boards.  Kaufman (1984, p.1190) argued that editorial positions “are 

held by persons who have the confidence and trust of their colleagues in the journal's areas of 

coverage for the journal to be successful in attracting quality submissions and in building and 

maintaining a reputation for quality”.  Kaufman (1984) examined the membership of editorial 

boards of ten journals, which were divided into three groups on ‘perceived’ prestige.  Importantly, 

Kaufman (1984) recognised, as early as the 1980’s, the importance of adjusting for department 

size by reporting per capita numbers.  It is also well recognised, particularly in the economics 

rankings literature, that failure to calculate per capita numbers can distort the rankings in favour of 

larger institutions, which may render the final results meaningless.  Interestingly, this study did 

not report any per capita calculations.  Chan and Fok (2003), using Kaufman’s (1984) 

methodology, ranked finance departments on editorial board membership of sixteen “leading” 

finance journals.  However, Chan and Fok (2003) differentiated their study in two important ways.  

First, they accounted for differences in quality by adjusting all the journals by their impact factor.  

Second, and importantly, they calculated and reported per capita numbers on the basis of 

membership on the journal editorial boards.  Studies that have adopted this approach have 

recognised that ranking on the basis of editorial membership is not a substitute for ranking on 
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publications – rather a complementary approach.  Several factors can affect these types of 

rankings.  First, editorial membership can be skewed in favour of institutions that sponsor specific 

journals.  Second, cross-journal membership can distort the rankings due to the possibility that a 

range of authors may be associated with a number of “leading” journals.  Third, productive 

researchers may decide, due to time constraints, not to participate as an editor of a journal. 

 

(iii) Marketing Rankings 

Over the past 30 years marketing departments/faculties and individual academics have been 

ranked on the following criteria: (a) the number of publications or total pages published in a set of 

“leading” marketing journals, which have been selected on citations and perceptions of journal 

quality (see for example, Fry et al., 1985; Theoharakis and Hirst, 2002; Hult et al., 2009) and (b) 

editorial membership on “leading” marketing journal editorial boards that serves as a proxy for 

quality. 

 

(a) Rankings of Marketing Departments/Faculties/Institutions and Individual Academics by 
Publications in “Leading” Journals  

 
 
Marketing departments/institutions and individual academics in the 1980’s were ranked on the 

number of journal publications and total page numbers in a set of “leading” journals.  Marquardt 

and Murdock (1983) used the flow approach to rank academic institutions on the number of 

journal publications published in the prestigious Journal of Marketing for the period 1960-1981.  

This journal was selected on the basis of “its rigorous editorial standards” (Marquardt and 

Murdock, 1983, p. 54).  Clark (1985) ranked institutions on the number of publications produced 

by each school’s faculty in eight “leading” marketing journals, which were selected on the basis 
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of peer review, and represented a broader spectrum of the marketing discipline.  Clark’s (1985) 

study was criticised on a range of fronts.  First, journals were weighted equally in terms of quality.  

Second, only numbers of journal articles were counted, rather than pages published.  Third, no 

adjustment was made for the number of authors.  Fourth, per capita measures were not reported, 

which may inadvertently favour larger departments and institutions.  Niemi (1988) ranked the top 

marketing programs by calculating the number of pages published in four “leading” marketing 

journals for the period 1975-1985.  This study corrected for different journal formats by 

standardising the journals to the Journal of Marketing equivalent.  However, interestingly, no 

attempt was made to adjust for department size.  Bakir et al. (2000) examined the research 

productivity of academics and marketing departments by counting the number of published 

articles in six “leading” marketing journals, which were selected on the basis of previously 

published peer-review surveys, for the period 1991-1998.  Furthermore, if there were N authors 

for an article, each author received 1/N credit for the published article.  This study also corrected 

for a major drawback of many of the earlier studies by ranking output on a total and per capita 

basis.  Spake and Harmon’s (1998) study focused on the impact of a range of measures; in 

particular, research performance was ranked on the number of journal articles published in four 

“leading” marketing journals.  Cheng et al. (2003) ranked the research productivity of Asia-

Pacific universities by counting the total number of page-adjusted pages in twenty “leading” 

marketing journals for the period 1991-2000.  If there were N authors to an article, each author 

received 1/N of the credit for the published article.  This study also corrected for different journal 

formats by standardising the selected journals to the Journal of Marketing equivalent.  However, 

it is important to note that no per capita measures were reported and the journal quality of all the 

journals were weighted equally. 
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(b) Ranking Marketing Departments/Institutions by Editorial Board Representation 

An indicator that is considered important for the academic standing of departments is faculty 

representation on the editorial boards of “leading” journals.  It is argued that an appointment to an 

editorial board of a “leading” journal is prestigious and importantly, allows the academic staff 

member to exert influence over the type of research that is published. 

 

Kurtz and Boone (1988) examined the editorial boards of thirteen “leading” marketing journals 

for the year 1987 to rank marketing departments.  Urbancic (2005) updated the Kurtz and Boone 

study (1988) by examining the editorial boards of eight “leading” journals for the years 1993, 

1998 and 2003 to rank marketing departments.  Undertaking studies of this nature can be limiting 

for a variety of reasons.  First, the choice of the “leading” marketing journals in earlier studies, as 

acknowledged by Urbancic (2005), can be arbitrary.  Second, the results that rank on the basis of 

editorial boards may be misleading because institutional affiliations are reported, rather than 

department affiliation.  Third, marketing journals that form part of the “leading” journals are 

predominantly U.S based, which may bias the rankings results in favour of U.S. institutions.  

Fourth, limited participation in editorial boards does not necessarily imply that marketing 

departments/institutions are weaker.  It may simply reflect decisions by a range of high quality 

authors to allocate time for further research, rather than undertake additional administrative duties. 

 

In summary, there are a number of overriding methodological differences between our published 

work and the rankings of other disciples.  First, many studies in other disciplines rank institutions 

rather than departments.  Our published work ranks economics teaching departments by reporting 

total and per capita calculations that have utilised economics department staff lists.  Second, many 
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of the studies that have ranked other disciplines, institutions and individual academics have 

focused on a “core” set of journals.  We ranked economics departments on the basis of (a) 

citations-based journal quality weights and perception-based journal quality weights for over 500 

Econlit listed journal articles.  Third, our studies standardised all journals to an American 

Economic Review equivalent.  Many rankings studies in other disciplines have not adjusted for 

different journal formats, which may bias the results.  Fourth, many studies counted the number of 

publications, rather than total quality-adjusted pages.  We calculated the number of quality 

weighted pages in all published journal articles.  Fifth, many studies in other disciplines have used 

the flow approach, which assigns credit to the institution at the time of publication.  We have 

consistently used the stock approach because we argue that an academic moves with her/his 

human capital.  Sixth, many studies in other disciplines adopt either a citations-based or 

perception-based approach.  We ranked economics departments on the basis of both citations-

based and perception-based quality journal weights. 

 

6. Contemporary Relevance and Originality of the Submitted Publications 

Rankings studies have become part of a global discourse aiming to satisfy a diverse range of 

stakeholders.  Rankings will be a cornerstone of policy and administrators for a significant period 

into the foreseeable future.  For example, in 2008 the Australian Federal Government announced 

the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) initiative, which seeks to use a diverse range of 

indicators to support the evaluation of research excellence, one of these indicators being 

discipline-specific tiered rankings.  It is my view, and increasingly the view of many others, that 

institutional, faculty, department and individual-based rankings will change the way higher 

education institutions and their activities will conduct, assess and present their research output at 
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both national and international levels.  Moreover, current global competitive pressures will see 

universities worldwide utilise and promote the importance of their rankings to attract additional 

students and staff. 

 

The contemporary relevance and original scholarly contribution of each submitted paper will now 

be outlined. 

 

(i) Sinha, Dipendra and Macri, Joseph (2002), “Rankings of Australian Economics 
Departments, 1988-2000”, Economic Record, Vol. 78 (241), pp.136-146. 

 
 

(a) Contemporary Relevance 

While it is universally accepted that publications differ in quality, there is disagreement over how 

best to measure quality.  Generally, the assessment of quality relies on two methods: (i) citation 

counts and (ii) expert opinion surveys.  Both methodologies have their advantages and 

disadvantages.  In this paper, the research output of twenty-seven Australian teaching economics 

departments was examined and ranked on the basis of both citations and perceptions of journal 

quality.  The paper used a range of alternative measures to check for the robustness of the results 

since different quality weights generate significant differences in rankings. 

 

This paper is relevant for several reasons.  First, there is an increased demand to measure quality-

adjusted research output at the university level.  Second, there is increasing awareness that 

quality-adjusted research output can be beneficial in developing the productive capacity of a 

country.  Third, the distribution of scarce government funds needs to be allocated on the basis of 

sound metrics.  Fourth, it is often argued that potential students scrutinise institutional research 
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rankings and ‘vote with their feet’ in their search for a quality institution.  Fifth, rankings are used 

by academic staff seeking more information on the quality of an institution, faculty and or 

department for employment purposes.  Sixth, individual rankings are used as an input for 

promotion, salary supplementation, research status, performance development reviews etc.  

Seventh, the ERA Assessment Exercise will not rely on a single measure of research quality, but a 

diverse range of measures of which this paper explores two.  The approach adopted in the paper 

has been recognised through a large number of citations in a wide range of high ranking 

international journals and other notable publications (see citations below). 

 

(b) Original Scholarly Contribution to Knowledge 

This study made an original and innovative contribution to knowledge in several ways.  First, it 

was the only comprehensive Australian study that ranked the performance of Australian teaching 

economic departments for the period 1988-2000 on the basis of journal articles listed in the 

EconLit database and used both citations and perceptions of journal quality.  Second, it adjusted 

for the character and page lengths of approximately 400 EconLit journal articles so that journals 

with different formats are comparable.  No study previously undertook this task with so many 

journals.  The need to include as many journals as possible was due to the fact that the final results 

of Towe and Wright (1995), an often-cited seminal study, may contain a serious upward bias of 

approximately 30 per cent, primarily due to the admitted fact that they did not correct for all the 

journals in which Australian teaching economists have published.  Third, the results presented are 

on a total and per capita basis.  The per capita measure ensures individual staff productivity is 

measured, something which many other previous studies have not undertaken.  Fourth, it was the 

first Australian study that produced a ranking of the top five teaching economics departments on 
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an updated series of journal quality weights.  Fifth, it examined whether there was an inter-

temporal improvement in economics teaching departments by examining the research output for 

different sub-sample periods.  Sixth, we also adopted a ‘quasi’ flow approach by examining the 

research productivity of Australian economics departments using academic staff lists at two 

distinct points in time. 

 

(ii) Sinha, Dipendra and Joseph Macri, (2004), "Rankings of Economists in Teaching 
Economics Departments in Australia, 1988-2000", Economics Bulletin, Vol. 1 (4) 
pp. 1-19. 

 
 
(a) Contemporary Relevance 

This paper ranked the research performance of approximately 600 Australian university teaching 

economists of the rank of lecturer and above on the basis of approximately 400 quality-adjusted 

refereed EconLit journal articles.  It has contemporary relevance for a variety of reasons.  First, a 

range of academics (particularly from the Group of Eight) requested that I calculate individual 

rank scores (Australia-wide) for use in their promotion applications.  Second, the Head of 

Department of Economics from a leading Australian university requested data with the objective 

of updating the research quality-adjusted output of the teaching academics in his department.  

Third, several prominent economists (including Professor John Quiggin and Emeritus Professor 

Clem Tisdell) have cited this paper in their Wikipedia site.  Fourth, high ranking performers have 

incorporated their rankings in resumes, personal and university websites (see citations).  Fifth, 

Australian universities that fared well in this paper’s rankings were eager to publish and 

acknowledge their highly ranked economics departments and individuals on university websites, 

University Council minutes and Faculty Annual Reports to enhance their overall reputation. 
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(b) Original Scholarly Contribution to Knowledge 

The objective of this study was to recognise the importance of individual scholarly activity by 

ranking approximately six-hundred (600) individual Australian economists on the basis of (i) two 

different citation-based journal rankings and, (ii) perception-based journal rankings.  At the time 

of writing, no previous study had ranked individual Australian academic teaching economists on 

the basis of perception-based journal weights.  Furthermore, there were no previous rankings 

studies that used so many journal formats in ranking individual economists.  Coupe (2003), an 

often cited world study, accounted for 800 journals, but page adjustments were only undertaken 

for 71 journals, this being likely to distort the final results significantly. 

 

(iii) Macri, Joseph and Sinha, Dipendra (2006) “Rankings Methodology for 
International Comparisons of Institutions and Individuals: An Application to 
Economics in Australia and New Zealand”, Journal of Economic Surveys, Vol. 20 
(1), pp.111-56. 

 
 
(a) Contemporary Relevance 

This paper provides a comprehensive worldwide literature survey review on rankings 

methodologies undertaken in the past fifty years.  It is also important in being the first 

international rankings paper that has examined the research productivity of teaching economics 

departments in both Australian and New Zealand Universities on a total and per capita basis, and 

ranked them using citations and perceptions quality-adjusted articles.  A paper of this nature is 

timely in the current climate as it explicitly assesses the major benefits and pitfalls of all the 

previous major national and international ranking methodologies in the literature.  Moreover, after 

the demise of the Australian Research Quality Framework (RQF), there is currently a renewed 

urgency by the Australian government to assess research quality within Australia’ s higher 
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education institutions through the ERA assessment framework.  The ERA will use expert 

evaluation by leading international and national experts, informed by a range of discipline-specific 

indicators. 

 

(b) Original Scholarly Contribution to Knowledge 

This paper, building upon our previous rankings studies, made a significant contribution to the 

literature as follows.  First, it is important source of information on the various rankings 

methodologies that have been undertaken worldwide in the past 50 years.  Second, by adopting 

two different criteria, one based on citations and the other on perceptions, we (i) collectively 

ranked twenty-five  Australian and seven New Zealand teaching economics departments; (ii) 

ranked individual teaching academic economists in Australian and New Zealand economics 

departments; (iii) identified individual ‘Star Performers’ for the period 1988-2002.  Third, as far 

as we are aware, the period of study was the longest ever undertaken of any rankings study 

worldwide for both economics departments and individual academic economists on the basis of 

citations and perceptions-based rankings.  Fourth, no study, at the time of writing, has ever 

attempted to collectively rank Australian and New Zealand economics teaching departments and 

individual economists on the basis of citations-based and perceptions-based journal weights.  In 

fact, there are no rankings studies (of which we aware) that have ranked New Zealand economics 

departments on the basis of perceptions of journal quality.  The paper’s methodology thus 

demonstrated how international comparisons can be made on the basis of a variety of criteria.  

Fifth, this was the first international study that examined both total and per capita rankings for 

economics departments.  Previous multi-country studies have only provided total university-wide 

or institutional rankings, however, studies undertaken on this basis can be methodologically 

flawed because they include individuals who are not full-time or teaching faculty members.  
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Sixth, we examined the correlations between total and per capita rankings to determine whether 

the size of a department has any effect on productivity.  Seventh, in order to account for 

differences in journal formats, we standardized approximately 500 EconLit journals, in which 

Australian and New Zealand academic economists have published, to an AER page equivalent. 

 

(iv) Macri, Joseph and Sinha, Dipendra (2010) “How much influence do Economics 
Professors have on Rankings? The Case of Australia and New Zealand, Applied 
Economics, Vol. 42 (12), pp. 1559-1567. 

 
 
(a) Contemporary Relevance 

Given the increasing pressure upon universities worldwide, many universities are seeking to 

employ star performers, particularly at professorial level.  This paper, the first international study 

of its kind, examined whether Professors have been leading from the front in terms of research 

and whether they have made significant differences to the overall rankings of their Australian and 

New Zealand teaching economics departments.  It found that Professors, particularly from top-

ranked economics departments, contributed significantly to the quantity and quality of the 

research output of their departments.  However, there were some Professors at other university 

economics departments that lagged noticeably behind other academic staff of a lower rank in 

research output within their economics department across Australian and New Zealand. 

 

(b) Original Scholarly Contribution to Knowledge 

The important and distinguishing features of this study are as follows.  First, this was the only 

international study that ranked economics teaching departments on the basis of professors alone. 

No international study has previously focused on a single employment level for the ranking of a 

teaching economics department.  Professors hold a unique and important place in universities and 
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it was therefore not surprising, for the highly ranked universities at least, that professors made a 

significant contribution to their research output for economics departments.  Second, it was the 

only international study that ranked economics teaching departments on the basis of professors 

that used both citation and perceptions journal quality weights.  Third, its methodology enabled 

international comparisons to be made on the basis of quality adjusted journal weights, which is 

important given that New Zealand has already implemented its research assessment exercise. 

 

(v) Macri, Joseph, McAleer, Michael and Sinha, Dipendra, (2010) “On the Robustness 
of Alternative Rankings Methodologies: Australian and New Zealand Economics 
Departments, 1988-2002, Applied Economics, Vol. 42 (10), pp. 1257-1268. 

 
 
(a) Contemporary Relevance 

It is important to note that the quality and robustness of the conclusions reached in relation to 

university, faculty, department and individual rankings rely upon the choice of indicators used.  

Alternative rankings methodologies can, and do, lead to different rankings.  This paper evaluates the 

robustness of rankings of Australian and New Zealand economics teaching departments for 1988 to 

2002 and 1996 to 2002 using long-standing alternative rankings methodologies, and compares the 

results with the rankings calculated by Macri and Sinha (2006).  It was found that the various 

methodologies that were benchmarked against the Macri and Sinha (2006) paper were quite robust 

when compared to citations, but were not as robust when compared to perceptions of journal quality 

(peer-review).  Furthermore, Australian economics departments dominated the rankings compared to 

New Zealand university economics departments.  This result is interesting and surprising given that 

New Zealand prepared for the implementation of its research assessment exercise (PBRF) prior to the 

completion of the sample period of our paper.  One might have expected that Australia’s domination 

would not have been so significant given the stated objectives of research quality frameworks.  
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Surprisingly, this conclusion is also consistent with recent research regarding the effectiveness of 

implementing research quality exercises (see, for example, Gibson, Tressler and Anderson, 2008).  The 

relevance of this work will be important for Australia in future years as one of my objectives will 

be to assess the effectiveness of the new ERA policy framework. 

 

(b) Original Scholarly Contribution to Knowledge 

This paper has several novel features.  First, it evaluated the robustness of rankings of 25 

Australian and 7 New Zealand economics teaching departments for 1988-2002 and 1996-2002 

using a range of rankings methodologies, and compared the results with the rankings obtained in 

Macri and Sinha (2006).  Second, it was the first international rankings exercise that ranked 

economics departments on the basis of the Towe and Wright (1995) methodology but with an 

adjustment for the quality of journal articles based on Gibson (2000) weights.  Third, it was the 

first international comparison that used the Towe and Wright methodology to rank economics 

departments on a per capita and total basis.  Apart from Macri and Sinha (2006), previous multi-

country studies have typically provided only total university-wide or institutional rankings.  

Fourth, in order to account for differences in journal formats, it standardized all the EconLit 

journals in which Australian and New Zealand academic economists had published to an AER 

page equivalent.  Towe and Wright (1995) did not account for differences in journal formats for 

the majority of their sample in ranking Australian economics and econometrics departments, 

which they acknowledge could bias their results significantly upwards.  Gibson (2000) attempted 

to correct for this major shortcoming by accounting for differences in journal formats for 

approximately 84 per cent of the sample in ranking New Zealand economics departments.  For the 

remaining 16 per cent he used a mean correction factor.  In this paper, we adjusted all journals to 

their AER equivalent to ensure that robust comparisons could be undertaken. 
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7. Thematic Overview which links the Individual Publications into an Integrated Whole 

The five papers above represent a cohesive set of integrated contributions.  Although each paper 

makes a distinct and original contribution in its own right, it is clear that some important and 

fundamental threads run through the set of papers.  It is important to emphasise that the major 

theme of our research does not hinge in the assessment of universities generally, but in the 

evaluation of research outputs (i.e. refereed journal articles) and the rankings of individual 

academics and teaching economics departments that follow from our examination. The integrating 

themes that link the individual journal articles are as follows. 

 

First, the published journal articles rank economics departments and individuals on the basis of 

both citations and peer reviewed journal quality weights, which no study has previously done.  

A major strength that underpins all our published work is that we do not rely on a single 

definition in ranking research quality, but calculate and utilise a range of metrics to 

demonstrate how different journal quality weights impact on rankings.  Our papers also 

reinforce the notion that the search for a ‘perfect’ rankings measure is not likely to be achieved.  

It is also important to stress that our papers have employed the most recent journal weighting 

schemes available and present assessments that are consistent with best international practice.  

Second, all our journals articles rank economics departments and individual economists on the 

basis of (i) journal articles listed on the EconLit database and (ii) journal articles corrected to 

an AER equivalent.  Standardizing all the papers to an AER equivalent has ensured that the 

significant upward bias of previous seminal research has been addressed and minimised.  

Third, the journal articles are concerned with the development and application of appropriate 

ranking methodologies for economics departments and individual academic economists at both 
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national and international levels, which very few, if any studies have done at a discipline level.  

Fourth, three of the five listed papers have ranked economics departments on a total and per 

capita basis, which very few studies, if any, have done on an international level.  Further, two 

of the five papers have enabled us to make international comparisons on a total and per capita 

basis.  This is important because many previous rankings studies have opted for the more 

convenient aggregated approach of ranking institutions, rather than individual departments, 

which may significantly distort outcomes.  Ranking departments on a total and a per capita 

basis naturally requires far greater effort in terms of collecting, collating, cross-checking and 

analysing the data.  Fifth, all of the journal articles are related to the importance of measuring 

research output in the current contemporary environment where governments are seeking to 

establish or refine research quality frameworks.  The relevance of our work in the current 

Excellence for Research Australia scheme is not to be understated.  We adopted a multi-

dimensional approach (i.e. rank economics departments and individual academics) and 

accounted for a range of key methodological issues, which include, total and per capita 

calculations, accounting for research only staff, adjuncts, PhD students, journal quality 

weights, choice of publications and sample periods, the adoption of the “stock” or “flow” 

approach, and how to treat multiple authored papers, which are all pertinent issues in any 

rankings study.  Sixth, the journal articles are restricted to full-time teaching economists, 

excluding full-time research economists (for example, ARC Federation Fellows, Professorial 

Fellows, Adjunct Professors, etc.).  Seventh, all articles have examined and ranked economics 

teaching departments over a significant span of time, which has enabled us to provide robust 

conclusions regarding the research output of departments and individual teaching economists in 

both Australia and New Zealand. Underlying all our research is a detailed and significant 
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database of the journal based research publications of over 600 economists, publishing in over 

500 journals of a 15 year period, which is a significant research resource in its own right.  

Eighth, we made some important revisions, due to a range of idiosyncrasies of journals listed 

as “economics” journals in the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI), rather than apply the 

internationally recognised KMS journal weights to all journals.  We also made a quality-

adjusted distinction between the American Economic Review and American Economic Review 

Papers and Proceedings, given that they differ in the manner in which they are refereed. Ninth, 

we extended the range of comparisons evaluated by expanding on the earlier work of Towe and 

Wright (1995) by using weights that were constructed by Gibson (2000).  Tenth, the published 

work has strived to develop some of the key contributions in the literature and as a result, been 

recognised through well-cited publications in leading journals.  Eleventh, while the main 

contributions relate to the research productivity of departments of economics, it is important to 

note that an underlying theme throughout all our papers is that they are relevant in other 

academic areas.  

 

8. Conclusion and Future Research Directions 

Significant policy changes across many countries’ higher education sectors have led to a wider 

use of rankings in measuring academic performance at institutional levels as well as discipline-

specific levels.  The series of papers submitted as part of my PhD use a range of quality-adjusted 

journals to examine, identify and rank the research productivity of teaching economics 

departments and full-time academics in both Australian and New Zealand universities.  The major 

contributions of the submitted papers are primarily threefold.  First, we outline and provide a 

robust ranking methodology by correcting for a range of fundamental flaws in previous discipline-
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specific rankings.  Second, we rank economics departments and individual economists on the 

basis of citations-based and perceptions based journal quality weights.  Third, we rank economics 

departments on the basis of total and per capita calculations.  This work has received significant 

recognition through citations in highly ranked journals, conferences, working papers, university 

websites, newspapers, university and department annual reports (see citation section). 

 

Where to from here?  The increased global interest and relevance of rankings will enable me, 

along with my selected colleagues, to make significant contributions to the literature and current 

policy debates as we embark on further research in this area.  There are a broad range of rankings 

projects, both international and national, that we will work towards in the short, medium and long-

term.  The benefit of collaborating with well established international-based academics is 

important for a number of reasons.  First, it will ensure effective use of individual talents.  Second, 

working with ‘locally-based’ academics will improve the familiarity with, and of, the data.  Third, 

it will involve partners of divergent backgrounds and improve the determination and 

dissemination of the final results.  The following projects are planned for in the short, medium and 

long terms. 

 

(a) Short-Term 

We plan to update the Macri and Sinha (2006) study for both Australian and New Zealand 

economics departments and teaching academics.  Here we will  also use a range of recently 

released and updated quality journal weights, since the publication of Macri and Sinha (2006), 

which includes, Kalaitzidakis, et al (2003), Kalaitzidakis, et al (2010), Kodrzycki and Yu (2006), 

ERA (2010), Economic Society of Australia (Abelson, 2009) and unweighted data.  We will also 
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be ranking departments and individuals on the basis of direct citations listed in the ISI Web of 

Science database and Google Scholar. 

 

(b) Medium Term 

It has been strongly argued worldwide that the introduction of research assessment exercises will 

raise the quality of research in the university sector and improve standards of living (see for 

example, Research Assessment Exercise, (RAE) in the United Kingdom, University Grants 

Committee (UGC), Hong Kong, Performance Based Research Fund (PBRF), New Zealand, 

among others).  We will use data from Australian Economics departments to examine how the 

rankings of departments and individual researchers may have been impacted by the new ERA 

weights compared to alternative journal weights employed in the literature.  We will also seek to 

explore the impact of the ERA scheme on departmental performance and rankings. 

 

(c) Long-Term 

First, I plan, along with other international collaborators, to undertake a larger international study.  

Initially these countries comprise Canada, France and the UK etc.  Canada is of particular interest 

as it will serve as a gateway into the US in order to collaborate with a team of researchers to 

undertake a long overdue discipline-specific (economics departments) ranking for the US.  A 

project of this size would be a prime candidate for an application for a range of competitive 

research grants (for example, ARC Competitive Linkage Grants, etc.). Second, I have been asked 

by Certified Practising Accountants (CPA) Australia through the Global Research Perspectives 

Program to investigate rankings of Accounting Departments for both Australian and New Zealand 
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Universities.  The expansion of our work beyond economic departments would certainly have a 

significant impact on the accounting profession and the rankings literature in general. 
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1. Introduction 
 
In this paper we rank the research performance of individual Australian economists in 
teaching Economics Departments for the periods 1988-2000 and 1995-2000.  There are 
important reasons for undertaking this type of study.  First, to recognize the importance of 
individual scholarly activity.  Second, to measure the performance of an individual’s 
academic research.  Third, to provide a valuable signal to potential students, academics and 
promotion committees on who are the ‘top’ ranked researchers.  Fourth, to determine whether 
the top researching economists are located at particular universities.  There are also a number 
of features that distinguish this study from all previous studies.  First, this is the only study of 
its kind that uses two different citation-based journal rankings, Laband and Piette (1994) and 
Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos (2003) and a perception-based journal rankings, 
Mason, Steagall and Fabritius (1997) to rank individual economists.  To our knowledge, no 
study has used perception-based journal weights to rank individual economists.  Second, 
there are no other studies for any country that have taken into account the page adjustments 
for as many journals as we do in ranking individuals.  We take into account 375 ECONLIT 
journals.  Coupe (2003) takes into account 800 journals. However, in his study, page 
adjustments are done for only 71 journals. 
 

 2. Review of Literature 
 

In terms of rankings, economists have mainly focused their attention on ranking Economics 
Departments.  We review the rankings of Australian Economics Departments by Harris 
(1988), Towe and Wright (1995) and Sinha and Macri (2002) and Harris (1990) and Macri 
and Sinha (2002). Harris (1990) ranks both Economics Departments and individuals. Harris 
(1988) provides a somewhat crude ranking of Australian Economics Departments on the 
basis of the publications of economists during 1974-83.  In this study, many types of research 
output are considered.  These include books, book chapters, working papers and “first and 
second rate” journal articles.  Harris’s effort is to be commended for two reasons.  First, it is 
the first ever attempt at ranking Economics Departments in Australia.  Second, the 
comprehensive nature of the dataset was a gallant effort in attempting to capture the research 
productivity of Economics Departments.  However, there are a number of serious 
shortcomings with his methodology.  First, his study does not take into account the length of 
the journal articles.  For example, a very short note is given the same weight as that of a full 
paper.  Similarly, books and monographs are given the same weights.  Second, given the 
large number of journals, classifying them into two groups (first rate and second rate) does 
not adequately distinguish between the journal quality.  Third, his method leads to double 
counting because many of the working papers that are initially included are later published as 
journal articles.  Fourth, one could argue that books are not subjected to the same screening 
process as refereed journals and therefore monitoring the quality of books may be difficult.  
In addition, Harris does not take into account the size of the books.  Harris (1990) updates the 
Harris (1988) study for the period 1984-88 but also provides a set of new types of rankings.  
This study also provides the rankings of the 12 leading economists on the basis of the number 
of publications, number of publication points and the publications of these economists as a 
proportion of their Departments’ publication points.  In addition, the Economics Departments 
and the 12 leading economists are ranked on the basis of citations during the period 1986-87. 
 The most often used and widely accepted database in the ranking of Economics 
Departments is the ECONLIT database.  Apart from Harris (1988) and Harris (1990), we are 
not aware of any other ranking studies for Australia that take books into account because of 
the inherent difficulties in accounting for quality.  Towe and Wright (1995) also address 



some of the problems associated with the studies by Harris.  Consequently, Towe and Wright 
only use ECONLIT journal articles in their study and categorize the published journals into 
four groups.  In groups 1, 2 and 3 there are 71 journals1, while the remainder of the journals 
are allocated to group 4.  However, there are two obvious problems with the Towe and 
Wright study.  First, they calculate the average number of words per page for the first three 
groups of journals only2.  Given that the vast majority of journals that Australian economists 
have published fall into the group 4 category this may bias their results upwards.  Thus, for 
the majority of journals, the average number of words per page is not taken into account.  
Second, adding up the departmental rankings belonging to different groups is far from 
satisfactory.  Furthermore, a finer gradation of journals needs to be considered when journal 
rankings are readily available. 

Sinha and Macri (2002) provide a comprehensive rankings of Australian Economics 
Departments for 1988-2000 using both citation and perception-based rankings of journal 
articles.  They take into account 375 journals in their study.  In addition, they update the 
Towe and Wright study.   

Apart from Harris (1990), there are no other studies that provide rankings of 
individual Australian economists.  However, there are a few recent studies that rank 
economists and econometricians worldwide.  Coupe (2003) ranks economists and universities 
in terms of productivity of economics research worldwide using the ECONLIT journal 
articles for the period 1969-2000.  To date, this is the most comprehensive study of rankings 
ever made. A variety of rankings are provided.  Coupe takes into account 800 ECONLIT 
journals in some of his rankings. However, journal conversion factors are limited to 71 
journals in his study. Baltagi (1998, 2003) provides rankings of institutions and individuals 
for econometrics worldwide.  He selects specific journals and computes the standardized 
pages published.  However, one important drawback in his study is that he does not 
distinguish between the quality of the journals. 

 
3. Data Collection 

 
The task of collecting and collating the data was enormous.  We examined the records of 
approximately 600 economists in teaching Economics Departments in Australia.  However, 
not all economists had publications in the ECONLIT.  Some economists used their first 
names for some publications but their middle names for some other publications.  This made 
the task of correctly allocating the journal to the correct person more time consuming.  In 
addition, calculating the average number of words per page for various journals was not an 
easy task.  For the 166 journals used in the Gibson (2000) study for New Zealand, we use the 
average number of words per page from his study.  For the remaining journals, the on-line 
journal facility, university libraries in the Sydney metropolitan area and inter-library loans 
were used.  However, there were other journals for which the average number of words per 
page had to be calculated.  In those specific cases, we contacted the authors who were, in 
most cases, prompt in supplying us with the copies of re-prints of their articles. 

                                                      
1  The group 1 journals include: American Economic Review, Econometrica, Economic 
Journal, International Economic Review, Journal of Economic Theory, Journal of Finance, 
Journal of Financial Economics, Journal of Political Economy, Quarterly Journal of 
Economics, Rand Journal of Economics, Review of Economics and Statistics and Review of 
Economic Studies 
2   Each journal was standardized to the American Economic Review. In other words, the 
AER was used as the page-size correction factor (CF). 
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 We included only full time academics holding the ranks of lecturers and above in 
teaching Economics Departments only.  Thus, visiting and part time position holders are not 
included.  Economists and econometricians in other Departments and research centers are not 
included.  For example, for the Australian National University, only economists in the 
Department of Economics in the Faculty of Economics and Commerce are considered. We 
include Economics Departments with 8 or more faculty members. Joint Departments such as 
Departments of Economics and Finance were included if there were at least 8 faculty 
members teaching economics/finance. The following university teaching Departments were 
included (with abbreviations given in parentheses). Adelaide, Australian Defence Force 
Academy (ADFA, the University College of the University of New South Wales), Australian 
National (ANU), Canberra, Curtin University of Technology (Curtin), Deakin, Edith Cowan, 
Flinders, Griffith, La Trobe, Macquarie, Melbourne, Monash (Clayton campus only), 
Murdoch, New England (UNE), New South Wales (UNSW), Newcastle, Queensland, 
Queensland University of Technology (QUT), Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology 
(RMIT), Sydney, Tasmania, University of Technology Sydney (UTS), Victoria University 
(VU), Western Australia (UWA), Western Sydney-Macarthur (UWS) and Wollongong. We 
need to also point out that in our study we exclude obituaries, conversations and conference 
reports. 
 

4. Methodology 
 

We now discuss the Laband and Piette (1994, LP hereinafter), Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and 
Stengos (2003, KMS hereinafter) and Mason, Steagall and Fabritius (1997, MSF hereinafter) 
journal rankings in some detail.  LP provide a variety of rankings based on citations.  They 
adopt the same methodology as the earlier study by Liebowitz and Palmer (1984).  In our 
study, we adopt the journal rankings based on impact adjusted citations per character in LP.  
Liebowitz and Palmer (1984, p. 83) are of the opinion that rankings based on impact adjusted 
citations per character “probably comes closest to an ideal measure of the impact on the 
Economics profession”.  The impact adjusted 1990 citations to articles published during 
1985-1989 are used to calculate the rankings of journals.  For journals that are not ranked in 
LP, we use the weights given to the lowest ranked journals.  However, the problem with the 
LP study is that the weights are now dated.  KMS provide the most up-to-date rankings based 
on citations by adopting the same methodology as LP.  Therefore, for comparison we also use 
the KMS weights.3  We find it necessary to use the KMS weights because the LP weights are 
biased against the newer journals.  The KMS rankings are based on citations of 1998 of 
articles published in 1994-1998.  Given the tendency of journals to cite their own articles, 
these citations bias the rankings and are, therefore, excluded in the KMS rankings.4  KMS 
also provide a number of rankings of journals.  In our study, the “size adjusted number of 
pages”, after making adjustments for impact, age, and self-citations are used.  Apart from 
providing the rankings of journals, KMS also provide the rankings of the top 200 university 
Economics Departments worldwide.  Some relatively new journals such as Econometric 
Theory, Economic Theory and Journal of Applied Econometrics improve their rankings in the 
KMS study.  One limitation of the KMS rankings of journals is that only the journals that are 
listed in the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) as “economics journals” are ranked.  In 
total, there are 166 such journals.  Unfortunately, the SSCI lists some journals that are 
considered to be important journals by economists under categories other than economics.  
                                                      
3   The rankings for all economists in the teaching Departments of Economics are available, 
on request, from the authors. 
4 However, another bias, that of a tendency for authors to cite themselves, remains. 
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For example, the Journal of Money, Credit and Banking is categorized under “finance”, the 
Journal of American Statistical Association is categorized under “statistics and probability” 
and the Industrial and Labor Relations Review is categorized under “industrial relations and 
labor.”  It is most surprising that a journal such as the Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 
is listed in the SSCI under the finance category only.  Therefore, the KMS study has omitted 
some important journals in their rankings.  Due to these important omissions in the KMS 
study, we use the LP weights for the Journal of American Statistical Association, Industrial 
and Labor Relations Review and Journal of Money, Credit and Banking. For American 
Economic Review, LP provide separate ranking weights for the regular issues and the papers 
and proceedings issues. Papers and proceedings issue has a lower weight. However, KMS do 
not distinguish between the regular issues and papers and proceedings issues. So, while using 
KMS weights, we do not distinguish between the two types of issues either.  

MSF provide the only perception-based journal rankings.  They survey 965 Heads of 
Economics Departments in the United States.  These Heads of Departments are asked to rank 
142 journals.  The Heads were given the option of adding other journals.  The average of the 
rankings of journals by the Heads is provided by MSF and is used in our study  

We apportion each article according to the number of authors.  If there are n authors, 
each author gets 1/n credit for the article.  In all three journal ranking studies that we use, 
namely, LP, MSF and KMS, the American Economic Review (AER) occupies the top 
position.  Therefore, for all economists, we calculate the AER equivalent pages published by 
them.  The following formula is used to calculate the AER equivalent pages for each journal 
article: 

 
American Economic Review Equivalent = (P)(1/n)(CF)(Q)    (1) 
 

In equation (1), P denotes the number of pages, n denotes the number of authors, CF denotes 
the conversion factor (as explained below) and Q denotes the index of quality (called weights 
in this paper).  AER, the highest ranked journal has a Q of 1 in both LP and KMS studies.  
However, in MSF, it has a Q of 3.73.  For comparison we divide the Q in MSF by 3.73.  We 
now explain how the CF is calculated.  The AER, with an average of 760 words per page has 
a CF of 1.  Thus, a journal with half as many words (i.e. 380 words) has a CF of 0.5.   
 For expositional purposes let us take now take a 20-page journal article in the 
Australian Economic Review with two authors and calculate the AER equivalent pages.  
Using the MSF index of quality, the AER page equivalent for one of the authors having P = 
20, 1/n = 0.5, CF = 0.84 and (standardized) Q = 0.53 will be 4.48 AER equivalent pages.  
There is an important difference between the index of quality (Q, let us call them weights) as 
measured by LP and KMS on the one hand and MSF on the other.  The weights show a much 
steeper decline (as we move from the highest to the lowest ranked journals) in the case of LP 
and KMS compared to the weights in MSF.  In other words, the decline in the weights in 
MSF is more gradual. 
 

5. The Results 
 

Table 1 shows the distribution of journals in different sub-fields of Economics in which 
economists in Australian teaching economists published during the period 1988-2000.  These 
sub-fields are as defined by the Journal of Economic Literature (JEL) of the American 
Economic Association. It also shows the percentage of journals in different sub-fields that are 
included in either the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) or the Science Citation Index 
(SCI). The SCI contains only some journals in which economists normally publish. The SSCI 
contains the bulk of them. Table 1 also shows that Australian economists have published 
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predominantly in journals in the areas of macroeconomics and monetary economics followed 
closely by journals in the areas of economic development, technical change and growth. All 
journals in which Australian economists published in the areas of health, education and 
welfare are included in SSCI. However, there are only two journals in this area in which 
Australian economists published. In the area of economic systems, only 19 percent of 
journals are included in the SSCI. 
 
Next, we provide rankings of individual economists for the periods 1988-2000 and 1995-
2000.  We examine the ‘top 25’ economists in Australia in each table.  All tables provide the 
affiliations of the economists in addition to their respective academic positions (in 
parentheses).  The following abbreviations are used for the academic positions: Professor (P), 
Associate Professor (AP), Reader (R), Senior Lecturer (SL) and Lecturer (L).  We begin with 
the rankings based on the number of journal articles.  This is the standard practice and has 
been followed recently by Baltagi (1998, 2003) amongst others.  There is an important 
justification for providing rankings on the basis of the number of journal articles.  In other 
words, two 10-page journal articles count the same as one 20-page journal article in the same 
journal.  One can argue that two 10-page journal articles should count for more because they 
have two distinct ideas that go through the refereeing process twice.  Other rankings that we 
will provide later do not take into account the number of journal articles. 

Table 2 provides the rankings on the basis of journal articles for the period 1988-
2000.  Melbourne tops the list with five individual economists and, with John Creedy clearly 
in first position.  Queensland have four economists and La Trobe have three economists in 
the list. Adelaide, Monash and UWA each have two economists in the top 25.  It is 
interesting to note that not all the economists in the table are senior faculty members (i.e. P, 
AP and R).  In fact, one of the economists is an SL.  

Table 3 provides individual rankings on the basis of the number of journal articles for 
the period 1995-2000.  Melbourne leads with five economists followed by Queensland with 
four economists. Adelaide, RMIT and UWA each have two economists in the top 25. Imad 
Moosa of La Trobe tops the list.  In Table 3, all faculty members are senior faculty members.  
 Table 4 provides the rankings citation-based LP weights for the period 1988-2000.  In 
this table, UNSW has seven economists and Melbourne has five economists. Sydney and 
UWA have three economists. Simon Grant of the ANU occupies the top spot.  What is 
striking from this table is that there are four SLs - Murali Agastya and Abhijit Sengupta from 
Sydney, Paul Chen from ANU and Minxian Yang from UNSW. How do these rankings 
compare to the rankings of the Economics Departments? Results from Sinha and Macri 
(2002) show that for rankings based on LP weights for 1988-2000, ANU occupied the top 
spot followed by UNSW, Melbourne, Sydney and UWA. On a per capita basis, ANU again 
occupied the top spot followed by Sydney, UWA, UNSW and Melbourne. However, the 
results of the present study are not strictly comparable because of the movement of several 
faculty members since the data were collected for Sinha and Macri (2002). Two very 
significant moves were that of John Quiggin from ANU to Queensland and of William 
Schworm from Sydney to UNSW.  Departure of a few other key faculty members to 
universities overseas and non-Economics Departments from ANU should also be noted in 
this context.  A number of economists from other countries have also moved to Australia in 
recent years.  
 As noted earlier, the LP weights are dated.  Therefore, Table 5 lists the top 25 
economists for 1988-2000 with KMS citation-based weights.  In this table Melbourne has 8 
economists, UNSW has 5 and Monash, Sydney and UWA have three economists each.  John 
Quiggin of Queensland occupies the number one position and is closely followed by Simon 
Grant and Steve Dowrick, both of ANU.  Given the small size of its department, UWA does 
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very well with Michael McAleer, Darrell Turkington and Paul Miller occupying 4th, 6th and 
9th positions respectively.  Others in the top 10 include William Schworm from UNSW at 5th, 
Chris Skeels from Melbourne at 8th and Yew-Kwang from Monash at 10th.  Once again, a 
number of SLs, Murali Agastya from Sydney, Minxian Yang from UNSW and David Harris 
and Chris Skeels, both from Melbourne, appear in the list. If we compare these results with 
the department rankings for the same period from Sinha and Macri (2002), we see that ANU 
occupied the top spot followed by Melbourne, UNSW, UWA and Sydney. However, as noted 
earlier, some key faculty members have now moved and the results are not strictly 
comparable. On a per capita basis, ANU occupied the top position followed by UWA, 
Sydney, Melbourne and UNSW.   
 Table 6 has the list of top 25 economists when perception-based MSF weights are 
employed.  Melbourne has six, ANU, La Trobe, Monash and Queensland each have three and  
UWA has two economists in the list.  John Creedy from Melbourne occupies the top position. 
The other Melbourne economist in the top ten is Jeff Borland at 5th position. Queensland and 
UWA have two economists in the top ten – John Quiggin and Clem Tisdell at 2nd and 3rd 
positions and Paul Miller at 4th and Michael McAleer at 9th positions respectively.  Others in 
the top ten include Imad Moosa from La Trobe at 6th, Kym Anderson from Adelaide at 7th 
and Yew-Kwang Ng from Monash in at 10th positions.  There is one SL in the list - Michael 
White from Monash. For departmental rankings for the same period, Melbourne is number 
one in terms of total and per capita rankings. For per capita rankings, Melbourne is followed 
by UWA, ANU, La Trobe and Queensland. 
 We now turn our attention to the sub-period, 1995-2000.  Table 7 lists the top 25 
economists for 1995-2000 when the LP weights are applied.  UNSW is represented by six 
economists, Melbourne by five, and ANU, Sydney and UWA each have three economists in 
the list.  Simon Grant from ANU tops the list followed by John Quiggin from Queensland 
and Murali Agastya from Sydney. There are four SLs in the list. These are Murali Agastya 
from Sydney, Minxian Yang from UNSW, Abhijit Sengupta from Sydney and Paul Chen 
from ANU. 
 Table 8 lists the top 25 economists for 1995-2000 on the basis of KMS citation-based 
weights.  UNSW has seven economists, Melbourne has six and UWA and Sydney each have 
three economists in the list.  Simon Grant from ANU followed by John Quiggin from 
Queensland and Murali Agastya from Sydney.  There are six SLs and one L in the list. 
 Table 9 lists the top 25 economists for 1995-2000 when perception-based MSF 
weights are applied.  Melbourne leads with five economists while Queensland has four 
economists and La Trobe has three economists in the top 25.  John Creedy occupies the top 
position followed by John Quiggin and Imad Moosa.  There are four SLs on the list. 
 How do Australian Economics Departments and economists compare in terms of 
research productivity with Economics Departments elsewhere?  Coupe (2003) ranks 200 top 
economists in the world and the only Australian economist in the list is John Quiggin. 
Borland (2003) provides some comparisons of the top Australian Economics Departments 
with that of universities in other parts of the world. Using data for 2002, he finds that if KMS 
journal quality weights are used, Melbourne does better than National University of 
Singapore and University of Tokyo but lags behind Hong Kong University of Science and 
Technology, Nottingham, Warwick, Iowa, Virginia and University of British Columbia. 
Borland notes the bias of journals based in Europe and North America. These journals are 
much more likely to publish studies relating to countries in Europe and North America. This 
bias makes it harder for Australian economists to publish in these journals.  
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6. Economists Hall of Fame 
 

It is also worthy to note that a number of economists appear in all or many of the tables. 
Michael McAleer, Paul Miller, John Quiggin and Yew-Kwang Ng appear in all the eight 
tables thereby achieving a rare distinction.  Jeff Borland appears in seven tables and Nanak 
Kakwani, John Creedy and Steve Dowrick appear in six tables.  It is clear that no matter what 
measurement criteria that are used, these economists are star performers. The mean ranks and 
the standard deviations of the eight different rankings for these economists are provided in 
table 10.  
 
 
 

7. Conclusion 
 

In this paper, we have ranked Australian economists in teaching Economics Departments for 
1988-2000 and 1995-2000 using journal rankings based on citations and perceptions.  We 
rank nearly 600 economists taking into account the rankings of 375 journals.  A Hall of Fame 
is developed for economists who are the clear star performers. 
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 Table 1. Distribution of Journals in Different Sub-Fields and the Percentage of Social 
Science Citation Index (SSCI) and Science Citation Index (SCI) Included Journals 
 
 Number SSCI and SCI Percentage 
General Economics and Teaching   4   50 
Schools of Econ Thought and Method 15   40 
Mathematical and Quantitative Methods 21   60 
Microeconomics 31   58 
Macroeconomics and Monetary 
Economics 

54   76 

International Economics 18   44 
Financial Economics 30   33 
Public Economics 17   41 
Health, Education and Welfare   2 100 
Labor and Demographic Economics 18   78 
Law and Economics   3   67 
Industrial Organization 11   64 
Business Administration & Business Ec 18   50 
Economic History   6   50 
Econ Dev, Tech Change and Growth 49   31 
Economic Systems 21   19 
Agricultural and Natural Resources 34   56 
Urban, Rural and Regional Economics 20   50 
Other Special Topics   3   38 
TOTAL 375   50 
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Table 2.  Rankings of the Top 25 Economists on the Basis of the Number of Journal 
Articles, 1988-2000 
 
Rank Name University Number 
1 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 71.67 
2 John Quiggin (P) Queensland 64.00 
3 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 48.00 
4 Clem Tisdell (P) Queensland 41.00 
5 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 32.83 
6 Robert Leeson (AP) Murdoch 29.00 
7 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide 26.25 
8 Robert Brooks (P) RMIT 26.00 
9 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 24.83 
10 Paul Miller (P) UWA 23.83 
11 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne 23.50 
12 Tony Makin (R) Queensland 23.00 
13 Harry Clarke (R) La Trobe 22.83 
14 Brian Dollery (P) UNE 21.33 
15 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 21.17 
16 N.D. Karunaratne (P) Queensland 20.67 
17 Dipendra Sinha (AP) Macquarie 20.50 
18 Richard Pomfret (P) Adelaide 18.00 
19 John King (P) La Trobe 17.33 
20 Stephen King (P) Melbourne 16.67 
21 Steve Dowrick (P) ANU 16.33 
22 Satya Paul (P) UWS 15.83 
23 Nanak Kakwani (P) UNSW 15.83 
24 Michael V. White (SL) Monash 15.50 
25 Guay C. Lim (P) Melbourne 15.08 
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Table 3.  Rankings of the Top 25 Economists on the Basis of the Number of Journal 
Articles, 1995-2000 
 
Rank  Name University Number 
1 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 42.50 
2 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 36.00 
3 John Quiggin (P) Queensland 32.50 
4 Clem Tisdell (P) Queensland 21.67 
5 Robert Leeson (AP) Murdoch 21.00 
6 Dipendra Sinha (AP) Macquarie 18.50 
7 Robert Brooks (P) RMIT 15.00 
7 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 15.00 
9 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide 14.75 
10 Tony Makin (R) Queensland 14.50 
11 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 13.83 
12 N.D. Karunaratne (AP) Queensland 13.67 
13 Robert Faff (P) RMIT 13.08 
14 Harry Clarke (R) La Trobe 13.00 
15 Stephen King (P) Melbourne 12.17 
16 Brian Dollery (P) UNE 11.83 
17 John King (P) La Trobe 11.50 
18 Paul Miller (P) UWA 11.33 
19 Andrew Worthington (AP)  QUT 10.75 
20 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne 10.5 
21 Gary Madden (P) Curtin 10.25 
22 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 10.17 
23 Chris Doucouliagos (P) Deakin   9.83 
24 Richard Damania (R) Adelaide   9.50 
24 Nilss Olekalns (AP) Melbourne   9.50 
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Table 4.  LP Rankings of The Top 25 Economists, 1988-2000 
 
Rank Name University LP 
1 Simon Grant (P) ANU 43.53 
2 John Quiggin (P) Queensland 39.22 
3 Steve Dowrick (P) ANU 38.01 
4 William Schworm (P) UNSW 24.02 
5 Murali Agastya (SL) Sydney 17.49 
6 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 14.76 
7 Darrell Turkington (AP) UWA 11.64 
8 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 11.58 
9 Paul Miller (P) UWA 11.24 
10 Rabee Tourky (P) Melbourne 11.11 
11 John Piggott (P) UNSW 10.68 
12 Tom Nguyen (P) Griffith 10.68 
13 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 10.58 
14 Peter Bardsley (P) Melbourne 10.17 
15 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash   7.80 
16 Glenn Otto (AP) UNSW   7.68 
17 Kunal Sengupta (P) Sydney   7.09 
18 Nanak Kakwani (P) UNSW   7.07 
19 Abhijit Sengupta (SL) Sydney   7.01 
20 Paul Chen (SL) ANU   6.86 
21 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne   6.71 
22 Minxian Yang (SL) UNSW   6.39 
23 John Creedy (P) Melbourne   6.19 
24 Geoffrey Kingston (AP) UNSW   6.10 
25 Denzil Feibig (P) UNSW   5.94 
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Table 5.  KMS Rankings of The Top 25 Economists, 1988-2000 
 
Rank Name University KMS 
1 John Quiggin (P) Queensland 52.03 
2 Simon Grant (P) ANU 50.85 
3 Steve Dowrick (P) ANU 41.58 
4 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 30.46 
5 William Schworm (P) UNSW 26.67 
6 Darrell Turkington (AP) UWA 23.85 
7 Murali Agastya (SL) Sydney 22.98 
8 Chris Skeels (SL) Melbourne 22.59 
9 Paul Miller (P) UWA 19.65 
10 Yew-Kwang  Ng (P) Monash 19.10 
11 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 18.55 
12 Minxian Yang (SL) UNSW 18.43 
13 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne 16.30 
14 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 15.04 
15 Nanak Kakwani (P) UNSW 14.21 
16 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 13.80 
17 Peter Bardsley (P) Melbourne 12.24 
18 Denzil Fiebig (P) UNSW 11.77 
19 Heling Shi (AP) Monash 11.75 
20 Kunal Sengupta (AP) Sydney 11.01 
21 Rabee Tourky (P) Melbourne 10.99 
22 David Harris (SL) Melbourne   9.44 
23 Joseph Hirschberg (AP) Melbourne   9.24 
24 Abhijit Sengupta (SL) Sydney   8.52 
25 Gautam Bose (SL) UNSW   8.23 
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Table 6.  MSF Rankings of The Top 25 Economists, 1988-2000 
 
Rank Name University MSF 
1 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 402.42 
2 John Quiggin (P) Queensland 317.01 
3 Clem Tisdell (P) Queensland 177.27 
4 Paul Miller (P) UWA 166.55 
5 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 163.34 
6 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 159.43 
7 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide 146.89 
8 Steve Dowrick (P) ANU 137.18 
9 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 128.37 
10 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 127.98 
11 Robert Leeson (AP) Murdoch 123.87 
12 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne 114.60 
13 Harry Clarke (R) La Trobe 111.93 
14 Mahinda Siriwardana (AP) UNE 111.05 
15 N.D. Karunaratne (P) Queensland 105.91 
16 Nanak Kakwani (P) UNSW 105.38 
17 Robert Brooks (P) RMIT 100.88 
18 Michael V. White (SL) Monash   98.12 
19 Simon Grant (P) ANU   93.64 
20 Stephen King (P) Melbourne   89.96 
21 John King (R) La Trobe   87.93 
22 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash   83.23 
23 Rod Tyers (P) ANU   82.41 
24 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne   78.37 
25 Ian McDonald (P) Melbourne   78.08 
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Table 7.  LP Rankings of The Top 25 Economists, 1995-2000 
 
Rank Name University LP 
1 Simon Grant (P) ANU 38.29 
2 John Quiggin (P) Queensland 19.48 
3 Murali Agastya (SL) Syndey 17.49 
4 Steve Dowrick (P) ANU 13.03 
5 Rabee Tourky (P) Melbourne 11.11 
6 John Piggott (P) UNSW 10.40 
7 Paul Miller (P) UWA   9.26 
8 Glenn Otto (AP) UNSW   7.45 
9 Michael McAleer (P) UWA   7.15 
10 Minxian Yang (SL) UNSW   6.39 
11 Darrell Turkington (AP) UWA   5.67 
12 Chris Skeels (SL) Melbourne   4.80 
13 James Ted McDonald (SL) Tasmania   4.44 
14 Kunal Sengupta (P) Sydney   4.26 
15 Abhijit Sengupta (SL) Sydney   4.25 
16 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne   3.89 
17 Nanak Kakwani (P) UNSW   3.24 
18 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash   3.07 
19 Chris Doucouliagos (P) Deakin   3.06 
20 Garry Barrett (AP) UNSW   2.93 
21 Paul Kofman (P) UTS   2.90 
22 Paul Chen (SL) ANU   2.56 
23 Nilss Olekalns (AP) Melbourne   2.45 
24 Peter Bardsley (P) Melbourne   2.27 
25 Robert Hill (AP) UNSW   2.27 
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Table 8.  KMS Rankings of The Top 25 Economists, 1995-2000 
 
Rank Name University  KMS 
1 Simon Grant (P) ANU 44.45 
2 John Quiggin (P) Queensland 25.95 
3 Murali Agastya (SL) Sydney 22.98 
4 Chris Skeels (SL) Melbourne 22.59 
5 Darrell Turkington (AP) UWA 21.24 
6 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 20.75 
7 Minxian Yang (SL) UNSW 18.43 
8 Paul Miller (P) UWA 15.77 
9 Steve Dowrick (P) ANU 13.79 
10 Rabee Tourky (P) Melbourne 10.99 
11 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne   9.47 
12 David Harris (SL) Melbourne   9.44 
13 Robert Hill (AP) UNSW   7.42 
14 Gautam Bose (SL) UNSW   7.24 
15 John Piggott (P) UNSW   7.10 
16 Kunal Sengupta (P) Sydney   6.50 
17 Nanak Kakwani (P) UNSW   6.37 
18 Garry Barrett (AP) UNSW   6.33 
19 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash   6.33 
20 Glenn Otto (AP) UNSW   5.92 
21 Abhijit Sengupta (SL) Sydney   5.13 
22 Raul Barreto (L) Adelaide   4.51 
23 Paul Kofman (P) UTS   4.38 
24 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne   4.28 
25 Stephen King (P) Melbourne   4.24 
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Table 9.  MSF Rankings of The Top 25 Economists, 1995-2000 
 
Rank Name University MSF 
1 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 194.50 
2 John Quiggin (P) Queensland 169.59 
3 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 139.34 
4 Mahinda Siriwardana (AP) UNE 109.29 
5 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 108.01 
6 Clem Tisdell (P) Queensland 100.87 
7 Robert Leeson (AP) Murdoch   98.38 
8 Paul Miller (P) UWA   81.95 
9 Simon Grant (P) ANU   81.54 
10 Stephen King (P) Melbourne   76.02 
11 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide   75.91 
12 N.D. Karunaratne (P) Queensland   73.61 
13 Michael McAleer (P) UWA   61.70 
14 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash   58.87 
15 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne   57.44 
16 Lisa Cameron (AP) Melbourne   57.43 
17 Craig Freedman (AP) Macquarie   56.03 
18 Chris Doucouliagos (P) Deakin   55.80 
19 Harry Clarke (R) La Trobe   54.30 
20 Andrew Worthington (AP) QUT   52.45 
21 Robert Brooks  (P) RMIT   51.80 
22 Robert Faff (P) RMIT   51.53 
23 Philip Bodman (AP) Queensland   50.07 
24 Ranjan Ray (P) Tasmania   40.21 
25 John King (P) La Trobe   47.98 
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Table 10. Means and Standard Deviations of Rankings of Economists in the Hall of 
Fame 
 
Name University  Mean Standard Deviation 
John Quiggin (P) Queensland   2.00    0.53 
Paul Miller (P) UWA   9.13    4.02 
Michael McAleer (P) UWA 10.75    5.75 
Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 12.25    5.06 
Simon Grant (P) ANU 12.25  14.07 
John Creedy (P) Melbourne 13.00  13.68 
Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 14.13    8.92 
Nanak Kakwani (P) UNSW 20.00    4.96 
Steve Dowrick (P) ANU 20.75  26.78 
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Abstract. The objectives of this paper are threefold. First, we critically survey
and analyse the different methodologies that have been adopted in the rank-
ings literature. Second, using journal articles included in the ECONLIT data-
base and on the basis of two criteria – one based on citations and the other on
perceptions of journal quality, we rank economics teaching departments in Australia
and New Zealand for 1988–2002 and 1996–2002 and for individual academic
economists for the periods 1988–2002, 1988–1995 and 1996–2002. Furthermore,
we identify individual star performers and recognize them in a designated ‘Hall of
Fame’ for 1988–2002. Third, our methodology enables us to make international
comparisons on total and per capita bases. Previous multi-country ranking studies
in economics do not rank economics departments. They provide rankings based on
total publications in economics in universities regardless of whether the economists
are in the economics departments or in other departments. Thus, no rankings on per
capita bases are provided. We correct this shortcoming by providing total and per
capita rankings and analysing the correlations between total and per capita rank-
ings. This is the first study to examine whether the size of the economics department
matters with regard to productivity.

Keywords. Rankings; Citations; Economics Departments; Perception-Based
Rankings

1. Introduction

Over the last few years, there has been a great deal of worldwide interest and
research undertaken on the ranking of university economics departments. This
literature continues the long-standing tradition of ranking university economics
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departments in the USA. The ranking of economics departments, although at
times controversial,1 can be extremely useful for prospective students, academic
staff (or faculty members as they are known as in North America), universities
and governments.2 For example, students can use these rankings as a proxy for
university quality, academics to identify the most suitable environment for
employment and research and for governments in their quest to provide valuable
research funds to the most productive institutions. Moreover, these rankings
studies provide a measure of economic research activities across national as well
as international institutions. The importance of such research, particularly since
the 1990s, has assumed greater importance as governments in countries such as
Australia, New Zealand and the UK seek to allocate scarce research funds on the
basis of some form of ‘measurable’ output.3

The objectives of this paper are as follows. First, we critically survey and evaluate
the different methodologies adopted in the literature on the rankings of economics
and econometrics departments and individual academic economists. Second, by
adopting two different criteria, one based on citations and the other on perceptions
of journal quality, we (i) collectively rank 25 Australian and seven New Zealand
teaching economics departments; (ii) rank individual teaching academic economists
in Australian and New Zealand economics departments; (iii) identify individual
‘Star Performers’ for the period 1988–2002 and accord them the recognition that
they richly deserve by placing them into the designated ‘Hall of Fame’.

This study has several distinguishing features. As far as we are aware, the
period of study represents the longest period ever undertaken of any rankings
study for both economics departments and individual academic economists on the
basis of citations and perceptions-based rankings. Second, no study has ever
attempted to collectively rank Australian and New Zealand economics teaching
departments and individual economists on the basis of citations-based and per-
ceptions-based journal weights. In fact, there are no rankings studies of which we
aware that have ranked New Zealand economics departments on the basis of
perceptions of journal quality. Thus, this paper’s methodology enables interna-
tional comparisons to be made on the basis of a variety of criteria. Third, this is
the first international study which examines both total and per capita rankings for
economics departments. Previous multi-country studies have only provided total
university-wide or institutional rankings. Therefore, studies undertaken on this
basis are methodologically flawed because they may include individuals who are
not faculty members of economics departments. In other words, these studies do
not rank economics departments per se but institutions. Fourth, we analyse the
correlations between total and per capita rankings to determine whether the size
of a department has any effect on productivity. Fifth, in order to account for
differences in journal formats, we adjust and standardize approximately 500
ECONLIT [(the database of the American Economic Association (AEA)] jour-
nals, in which Australian and New Zealand academic economists have published,
to an American Economic Review (AER) page equivalent.4

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we outline key issues that
confront researchers when undertaking a study of this nature. In section 3, we
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critically survey the literature on the ranking of university economics departments
and individual teaching academic economists. In section 4, we detail the data and
methodology employed in ranking Australian and New Zealand economics
departments. In sections 5 and 6, by adopting the citations and perceptions
of journal quality criteria, we provide the results on the ranking of teaching
economics departments as well as individual academic economists for both
Australian and New Zealand universities. In section 7, we list the star performers
in an economists’ Hall of Fame. Section 8 provides concluding comments.

2. General Rankings Issues

Rankings studies which attempt to ‘objectively’ rank departments on the basis of
directly measurable outputs – number and type of publications, number of pages
published, citations and completing Ph.D. students – face important, and at
times, contentious issues that require serious discussion.

The first issue is on how to deal with publications other than peer-reviewed
journal articles. Research is disseminated in many and varied forms, whether it be
via books, journals, word of mouth or the Internet. However, journal articles are
the only publications that undergo the widely accepted rigorous peer-review
process. Therefore, most academics would agree, despite the imperfections of this
process, that this provides the ‘fairest’ measure of quality. It can be argued that
publishing a book can enhance an academic’s reputation. However, the hetero-
geneous nature of books and publishers makes it an extremely difficult task to
derive an objective quality measure. Therefore, virtually all studies since the 1980s
have ranked economics departments on the basis of refereed journal articles.

The second issue involves whether the lengths of journal articles matter. This
issue relates to whether rankings should be based on page counts or the number of
articles published. Some argue that rankings undertaken on the basis of the length
of an article may be an inappropriate way of accounting for quality as there have
been notable contributions to the literature, such as comment papers, which have
been cited more often than regular journal articles. However, ‘longer articles need
not be better, but length is correlated with importance, at least as perceived ex ante
by editors and referees. So, it makes sense to correct for the length of each paper’
(Neary et al., 2003, p. 1241). Furthermore, journals vary in page and character
sizes. Therefore, researchers have attempted to correct for larger page sizes and
characters by standardising journals, usually to an AER equivalent.

The third issue concerns whether research output for departments should be
calculated on a total or per capita basis. A measure on a total basis is indicative of
the overall and current quality of a department. However, an obvious problem with
this measure is that it biases the results in favour of larger departments.
Measurement on a per capita basis is a ‘suggestive’ measure of the productivity of
a department. A small but high-quality department may not do as well on a total
basis as it would on a per capita basis. However, the major difficulty with this
measure is that a ‘star’ performer may unduly influence this result by raising the
average. However, because both types of measures are useful, some studies have
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found it prudent to provide both measures (see, among others, Graves et al., 1982;
Conroy and Dusansky, 1995; Towe andWright, 1995; Dusansky and Vernon, 1998;
Sinha and Macri, 2002).

The fourth issue concerns how authors are allocated to institutions in terms of
publications. This task involves a decision between two approaches. The ‘stock’
approach involves assigning articles to an academic’s present affiliation. Conversely,
the ‘flow’ approach involves awarding credit to the institution at the time of pub-
lication of an article. Many studies argue that the ‘stock’ approach is more appro-
priate because it provides a snapshot as to the current quality of a department (see,
among others, Hogan, 1984; Conroy and Dusansky, 1995; Lucas, 1995; Towe and
Wright, 1995; Scott and Mitias, 1996; Dusansky and Vernon, 1998; Gibson, 2000).
Moreover, when an academic moves from one institution to another, the academic
moves with her/his human capital. However, some argue that a ‘flow’ approach
enables students, academics and administrators to examine the performance of a
department over time and, therefore, is a better indicator of the present quality of
a department (see, among others, Graves et al., 1982; Hirsch et al., 1984).

The fifth issue, and probably the most controversial, is how to account for the
quality of publications in order to rank departments. Researchers have attempted
to resolve this in a variety of ways. Some studies, apart from simply adding the
number of publications, have applied quality weights to journals based on citations
(see, among others, Laband and Piette, 1994; Conroy and Dusansky, 1995;
Dusansky and Vernon, 1998; Kalaitzidakis et al., 2003). The Social Science
Citation Index (SSCI)5 has featured prominently as a source of citation data to
rank journal publications, economists and economics departments. Another
approach has been to adjust journals for quality on the basis of perception-based
weights. These journal weights are determined on the basis of surveys of academics
(see Mason et al., 1997). In practice, the selection of journal weights can make a
substantial difference to rankings (see Sinha and Macri, 2002; Neary et al., 2003).

At times, and in tandem with the impact adjusted approach, departments and
individuals have been ranked on the basis of the number of journal articles and pages
published bymembers of their department in a ‘core’ set of journals (see, among others,
Graves et al., 1982; Hogan, 1984; Tschirhart, 1989; Smyth and Smyth, 2001; Baltagi,
2003). Furthermore, some studies have, apart from counting articles or pages, adjusted
the article pages in these ‘core’ journals in severalways. First, they have standardized the
pages to account for variations in different formats, usually to an AER equivalent.
Second, each ‘core’ journal is adjusted to account for variations in terms of its impact
factor (see Laband and Piette, 1994; Conroy and Dusansky, 1995; Dusansky and
Vernon, 1998). The controversial aspect with this approach is that the selection of
journals is, at times, based on surveys, citations or may simply be arbitrary.6

3. Survey of the Rankings Literature

Historically, the USA has been at the forefront of developing methods of ranking
economics departments and individual academic economists. Generally, the rank-
ings studies have employed criteria ranging from the origins of papers presented
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at the AEA, surveys7 that reflect the opinions of senior academic staff8 and ranking
economics departments on the basis of more ‘objective’ measures of research out-
put.9 Some of these ‘objective’ measures include, the number of journal publications
in ECONLIT10 (the database of the AEA), publications in top-tiered journals, the
number of citations attributed to authors and publications of books.

3.1. International Rankings Studies

This research can be traced back to the work of Fusfeld (1956), who ranked
departments on the basis of paper presentations at the AEA annual meetings for
the period 1950–1954. Since Fusfeld’s study, there have been several key studies
that have provided the impetus in the ranking of economics departments. Cleary
and Edwards (1960), for example, reviewed the institutional affiliation of the
contributors to the AER for the period 1950–1959 and identified the institutions
in which the contributors received their ‘terminal’ degree. Yotopoulos (1961)
added Quarterly Journal of Economics and Journal of Political Economy to the
list in order to correct for some perceived ‘parochial’ anomalies in previous
studies that solely examined the AER contributions. Siegfried (1972) updated
the Yotopoulos study but also expanded the number of journals by including
Econometrica, Review of Economics and Statistics and 13 regionally based jour-
nals to examine the potential bias of large schools.

During the 1970s, there was a move to fine tune the ranking measurements. Niemi
(1975) ranked the top 100 U.S. economics departments for the period 1970–1974 on
the basis of the ‘top 24’ journals11 that were selected from a survey of academics.
Moore (1973) ranked 94 departments on the basis of nine journals. Lovell (1973)
examined the annual output of journal publications,12 the growth rate and source of
Ph.D.s, membership of the AEA and the citations in four ‘leading’ journals13 as
measures of scholarly output.14 Hansen and Weisbrod (1972), by contrast, ranked
eminent academic economists, living and deceased, purely in terms of the quantity of
output produced.15 In a further study, Hansen et al. (1978), employing a multi-
equation framework, examined the research productivity of 863 academic econo-
mists by summing up the number of journals and books published.16

There have been many studies since the 1980s that have ranked economics
departments on the basis of publications in ‘core’ journals. Graves et al. (1982),
adopting the Niemi (1975) methodology, ranked 240 schools in the USA on the
basis of AER standardized pages published in the ‘top 24’ journals for the period
1974–1978 on total and per capita bases. Hirsch et al. (1984) updated the Graves
et al. (1982) rankings for the period 1978–1983 and also presented rankings of the
‘top 40’ non-U.S. economics departments. However, Davis and Papanek (1984)
argued that the ranking of departments on the basis of ‘core’ journals suffered
from methodological and conceptual flaws. Thus, Davis and Papanek presented
an alternative approach in which they ranked Ph.D. granting departments on the
basis of the number of citations. In order to accentuate the pitfalls of relying
solely on ‘core journals’, Laband (1985) re-evaluated the ‘top 50’ economics
departments, as reported by Graves et al. (1982), on the basis of the ‘top 27’
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journals, citations and placement of Ph.D. graduates. Hogan (1984) argued that,
apart from ranking U.S. departments on the basis of ‘four core’ journals, if the
interest is in evaluating the quality of current economics departments, then the
appropriate method to adopt in terms of affiliation is the stock approach. Many
studies agree and therefore adopt the stock approach (see Laband, 1985; Conroy
and Dusansky, 1995; Scott and Mitias, 1996; Dusansky and Vernon, 1998).

In an influential study, Liebowitz and Palmer (1984), using the SSCI, developed
an iterative weighting procedure to capture the relative importance of citations
and ranked more than 100 journals in terms of age, quality and size, which were
in turn used to rank economics departments in the USA. This study has provided
the framework of many rankings studies over the last decade for measuring the
quality of research on the basis of impact-adjusted citations per article. Liebowitz
and Palmer (1984, p. 83) have argued that this measure ‘probably comes closest to
the ideal measure of the impact of the economic profession’. Adopting the same
iterative procedure, Laband and Piette (1994) updated the journal rankings of
Liebowitz and Palmer (1984) for the periods 1970, 1980 and 1990. In a recent
study, Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) updated the Laband and Piette journal weights
to rank institutions worldwide. The Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) rankings are based
on 1998 citations of articles published during 1994–1998.17 The journals rankings
from these studies, which are based on citations and adjusted for age, quality and
size, have been used in a range of studies to rank economics departments (see for
example, Gibbons and Fish, 1991; Dusansky and Vernon, 1998; Macri and Sinha,
2002; Sinha and Macri, 2002, 2004; Coupe, 2003).

There have been numerous studies in the 1990s, both in the USA and outside,
as we will see, that have adopted the approaches, or variations, of previously
undertaken studies.

Conroy and Dusansky (1995) assessed the relative productivity of the ‘top 50’
U.S. economics departments on the basis of eight ‘blue-ribbon’ journals that were
standardized to AER page equivalents and adjusted for impact on the basis of
Laband and Piette (1994) weights, for the period 1987–1991. In order to test for
the sensitivity of their rankings, they also ranked departments on the basis of the ‘top
24’ journals from Graves et al. (1982), the ‘top 24’ journals from Liebowitz and
Palmer (1984) and a set of 34 journals that represented a combination of the two
studies. In order to match trends as closely as possible over the last two decades,
Scott and Mitias (1996) adopted as a starting base the same journals as Graves et al.
(1982) to produce rankings on the number of pages published, corrected for different
character and page sizes, for the ‘top 240’ U.S. economics departments for the period
1984–1993. However, their study also recognized that since the 1970s, the economics
profession has added several high-quality journals. As a result, they also modified
this approach by constructing a list of 36 journals in which to rank economics
departments and the ‘top 50’ individual economists. Furthermore, they produced
‘quality-based’ rankings of departments and individual economists on the basis of
pages published in the ‘top 5’ journals. This exercise was undertaken to counter
the criticism that rankings based on the 36 journals suffered from the weakness
that pages in the top journals were assigned the same quality weight as pages in the
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lower-ranked journals. Dusansky and Vernon (1998) updated both the Conroy and
Dusansky (1995) and Scott and Mitias (1996) studies.

The ranking studies outside the USA are a relatively new phenomenon.
However, the methodologies adopted are predominantly in the spirit of the
previous U.S. studies. Kalaitzidakis et al. (1999) produced rankings for
European economics on the basis of a group of ‘top 10’ journals for the period
1991–1996. They also adjusted for quality on the basis of ‘impact adjusted
citations per character’ index, which was taken from Laband and Piette (1994).
However, they did not rank economics departments. They ranked publications in
economics journals on a university-wide basis. In a recent study, Kalaitzidakis et al.
(2003), apart from updating the journal rankings on the basis of the Liebowitz
and Palmer (1984) and the Laband and Piette (1994) iterative procedure, ranked
academic institutions worldwide on the basis of publications in the ‘top 30’
journals for the period 1995–1999. It can be argued that the selection of the
core journals is also an update of the ‘Diamond List’ (see Diamond, 1989; Burton
and Phimister, 1995). Jin and Yau (1999), employing the Scott and Mitias (1996)
methodology, ranked publications in economics journals in East Asian universi-
ties. Lucas (1995) ranked economics departments in Canada for the period 1981–
1990 on the basis of publications in the ‘top 30’ journals, which were determined
on the basis of Liebowitz and Palmer (1984), Diamond (1989) and a survey of
academics. Using refereed publications and adjusting for journal quality on the
basis of the Laband and Piette (1994) and Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) journal
weights, Dolado et al. (2003) ranked Spanish economics departments for the
period 1990–1999. Coupe and Walsh (2003) combined the ECONLIT database
with the SSCI to produce three different quality-based rankings, which were on
the basis of citations, the Laband and Piette weights and arbitrary weights, of the
‘top 25’ Irish economists for the period between 1990–2000 and 1995–2000. Using
data for 1970–2001, Barrett and Lucey (2003) produced rankings of Irish econ-
omists on the basis of the ‘top 5’ journals from Scott and Mitias (1996) and the
‘top 10’ journals from Kalaitzidakis et al. (1999). Using the ECONLIT database,
Smyth and Smyth (2001) ranked the United Kingdom economics departments on
the basis of the number of articles published, a set of core journals derived from
Diamond (1989) and an arbitrary set of weights.

In terms of worldwide studies, Coupe (2003) employed a number of existing perfor-
mance measures from the literature to rank economic departments and individual
economists worldwide. Although Coupe (2003) accounted for 800 journals, a major
drawback of his study is that page adjustments are undertaken for only 71 journals.
This may bias the results upwards (see Towe andWright, 1995; Gibson, 2000). Bairam
(1994) ranked the ‘top 30’ institutions worldwide on the basis of the largest number of
pages published in the AER, Econometrica, Economic Journal, Journal of Political
Economy and Quarterly Journal of Economics, for the period 1985–1990.

It is important to note here that none of the international studies such as Jin and
Yau (1999), Kalaitzidakis et al. (1999), (2003) and Coupe (2003) ranked economics
departments. All these studies ranked economics publications on a university-wide
basis. Thus, none of these studies produced rankings on a per capita basis.
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The rankings methodologies adopted for rankings in econometrics have moved
along similar lines as in the field of economics. However, most existing rankings
in econometrics are not for any particular departments but for universities as a
whole. Hall (1987, 1990) ranked worldwide academic institutions on the basis of
the number of standardized pages published in the ‘top 15’ econometrics journals,
for the periods 1980–1985 and 1980–1988 respectively. Adopting the same meth-
odology, Baltagi (1998) updated the Hall (1987, 1990) rankings for the period
1989–1995. In a recent study, Baltagi (2003) updated the rankings of worldwide
academic institutions by Hall (1987, 1990) and Baltagi (1998). Furthermore,
Baltagi (2003) produced the ‘top 150’ individual econometricians and ‘top 100’
econometricians by standardized pages in three core econometric journals for the
period 1989–1999. Baltagi (1999) ranked the ‘top 150’ worldwide academic insti-
tutions on the basis of the ‘top 14’ journals and total standardized page count
publications in applied econometrics for the period 1989–1995. Cribari-Neto et al.
(1999) presented rankings of academic institutions and individual researchers on
the basis of publications in 11 theoretical econometrics journals for the period
1986–1996. The major difference between this study and the studies undertaken
by Hall and Baltagi is that Cribari-Neto et al. weight the standardized page count
of a publication by the journal’s ‘impact factor’.

As we provide rankings of both economics departments and individual econo-
mists for both Australian and New Zealand universities, it is important that we
now discuss the rankings studies that have been undertaken for both Australian
and New Zealand universities.

3.2. Australian and New Zealand Economics Departments Rankings Literature

The ranking of economics departments and individual academic economists in
Australian and New Zealand universities is relatively new. Most, if not all,
rankings studies have adopted variations on the methodologies from studies
undertaken in the USA.

In an important study, Harris (1988) ranked 18 Australian economics depart-
ments on the basis of research output of academic staff of lecturer and above for
the period 1974–1983.18 Harris constructed a comprehensive database that
included both first- and second-tiered journal articles, working papers, books
and book chapters. Harris formed eight categories in order to account for the
differences in quality between different forms of publications. Each category was
assigned a different point score, ranging from 35 points for a research book to one
point for any other articles not included in any category. Harris also produced
rankings on both total and per capita bases. However, his methodology, although
admirable, suffers from some inherent weaknesses. First, the allocation of points
to particular categories is arbitrary. In fact, the allocation was ‘devised with a
good discussion with colleagues’ (Harris, 1988, p. 104). Therefore, the rankings
are likely to be extremely sensitive to the weights being adopted. Second, cita-
tions, which are a measure of intellectual impact, were excluded because Harris
(1988, pp. 103–4) argued that ‘with a small number of exceptions, Australian
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academic economists, and therefore their departments, are quite inadequately
represented in the SSCI, mainly because Australian academics tend to publish
in journals which are not widely cited in other journals’. Third, Harris did not
adjust for page lengths, so that no account was made to adjust for larger page
sizes or minor refinements.19

Employing the same methodology as in Harris (1988), Harris (1990a) updated
the rankings of Australian economics departments for the period 1984–1988.
Furthermore, Harris (1990a, b) ranked Australian economics departments on
the basis of published citation counts and identified the ‘top dozen’ academic
researchers in terms of mean citations received for the period 1986–1987. It is
interesting to note that Harris (1990a), a reluctant advocate of ranking depart-
ments on the basis of citations,20 now argued, ‘the citation measure, it appears, is
picking up some different aspects of research performance and is a useful com-
plement to the publication points measure (Harris, 1990a, p. 256). The major
drawback of this study is that only 2 years of citations are included.21 Harris
(1990b) also extended his previous work by developing research performance
indicators on the basis of research grants and peer review.

In an interesting and controversial study,22 Anderson and Blandy (1992) iden-
tified and surveyed 81 teaching professors of economics, econometrics and eco-
nomic history and asked them to comment on a range of issues regarding teaching
of economics, economic beliefs, policy issues and economic ideas. They were also
asked to rank Australian economics departments on the basis of six criteria
(undergraduate programs, honours programs, postgraduate programs, research
output, contribution to public policy and quality of faculty).23 Generally, the key
findings of perception-type studies are criticised because it is argued that as the
surveyed academics or administrators do not know all the departments well,
survey responses are likely to reflect prejudgements, and imperfect information
regarding the weight of teaching vs. research activities influence the publication
record of teaching academics.

In an important study, Towe and Wright (1995) ranked Australian teaching
economics and econometrics departments on the basis of the number of pages
published in journals listed on the ECONLIT database for the period 1988–1993.24

The justification by Towe andWright for using only journal publications, other than
following the methodology of previous studies,25 was that Hill and Murphy (1994)
identified journals as the main form of publication outlet for Australian academics.
Towe and Wright classified journals into four groups to reflect their differing
impacts. Groups 1–3 consisted of 71 journals that constituted the core journals in
economics.26 Group 4 consisted of any other journal appearing in the ECONLIT
database. Towe andWright standardized the journals included in groups 1–3 accord-
ing to their AER equivalent lengths. However, for group 4 journals, in which most
Australian academics publish, page counts were not standardized. This, they
acknowledged, may have biased their results upwards. In terms of their overall
rankings, Towe and Wright summed the number of pages published across all of
the groups with equal weights. However, this procedure eliminated any premium for
quality. Furthermore, Towe and Wright included only per capita measures. A
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criticism of simply calculating pages per academic staff member is that several
productive or ‘star’ members of a department may unduly influence this measure.

Towe and Wright acknowledged this problem and attempted to address this issue
by calculating the median number of pages published by each department. For co-
authored work, it is often difficult to ascertain the relative contribution of an author.
Therefore, Towe and Wright followed the long-held tradition of other studies by
dividing the number of pages in a publication by the number of authors (1/n). Fox
and Milbourne (1999) adopted a similar methodology for Australian universities.
However, the main purpose of the study was to explain the determinants of research
output rather than to rank the performance of individual departments. Harris and
Kaine (1994) also examined similar issues but used the Harris weighting system.

Adopting the same methodology as Towe and Wright, Bairam (1996, 1997)
ranked seven New Zealand economics departments for the period 1988–1995. He
also restricted his study to journals that were included in the ECONLIT database.
He acknowledged, however, that ‘given that more than 65% of the Australian
output and 75% of the New Zealand output are in group 4 journals, using
unweighted page counts could cause ‘‘measurement error’’ problems’ (Bairam,
1996, p. 230, footnote 4). In fact, in a recently published study, Gibson (2000)
quantified this likely upward bias for New Zealand economics departments to be
in excess of 15% and unevenly distributed across economics departments.27 In terms
of overall rankings, Bairam also summed the number of pages across all groups and,
as a result, eliminated any premium for quality. In terms of co-authorship, Bairam
also followed the long-held tradition of dividing the number of pages in a publica-
tion by the number of authors (1/n). Gibson adopted a similar ranking methodology
as that of Towe and Wright (1995) and Bairam (1996, 1997). However, Gibson
adjusted for the page size of all the ECONLIT journals in all of the groups in which
academic economists at New Zealand universities published and employed regres-
sion analysis to calculate the weights of groups of journals for their perceived
quality, a feature that is missing in the Towe and Wright (1995) and Bairam (1996,
1997) studies. The quality weights Gibson (2000) calculated for groups 1–4 were 1,
0.64, 0.34 and 0.05, respectively. However, the calculated Gibson (2000) quality
weights are significantly different to the Laband and Piette (1994) weights, often
considered the ‘industry standard’ because of their preferred use in the rankings
literature. In fact, the Laband and Piette quality journal weights are more generous
than Gibson’s calculated weights.28 An additional limitation of Gibson’s study is
that only a 3-year period is considered, namely, 1996–1998.

Nevertheless, one has to be aware of the great divergence in the journal
weights. It may be illustrative to compare the weights for AER and Economic
Record in Laband and Piette (1994) and Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) studies. If the
weights in Kalaitzidakis et al. are normalized with respect to AER, AER would
have a weight of 1 in both cases. The Laband and Piette and Kalaitzidakis et al.
weights for Economic Record would be 0.002 and 0.0293 respectively. In other
words, other things (such as the number of words per page) being equal, to equal
one page of the AER, one has to publish 500 pages and 34.13 pages in Economic
Record using Laband and Piette and Kalaitzidakis et al. weights respectively.
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In a recent study, Sinha and Macri (2002) ranked 27 teaching economics
departments for the periods 1988–2000, 1988–1994 and 1994–2000 on the basis
of two different criteria: one based on citations and the other based on percep-
tions of journal quality. For citations-based rankings, the Laband and Piette
(1994) and Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) studies were used to account for journal
quality.29 For perceptions-based rankings, the Mason et al. (1997) study was used
to account for journal quality. The data for the Mason et al. study were obtained
from surveys in the USA in 1992 and 1993 in which Heads of departments were
asked to rank 142 journals.30 Sinha and Macri reported results on total and per
capita bases. Sinha and Macri also updated the Towe and Wright (1995) rankings
and, more importantly, corrected for the major weakness of the Towe and Wright
study by standardising approximately 400 of the ECONLIT journals in all of the
groups on the basis of their AER equivalent.31 To date, it is the only published
study that has ever standardized that number of journals in order to rank
economics departments on the basis of citations and perceptions of journal
quality. It is interesting to note that the Sinha and Macri results are relatively
robust, at least at the top end, irrespective of whether the citations or perception-
based approach is used.32 Using the same methodology, Sinha and Macri (2004)
ranked approximately 600 Australian teaching economists on total and per capita
bases for the periods 1988–2000 and 1995–2000 and also identified a group of star
performers in a Hall of Fame.

Macri and Sinha (2002), also employing the citations and perceptions-based
criteria, examined the research productivity of Australian economics professors
in teaching departments for the periods 1988–2000 and 1994–2000. Macri and
Sinha found that, on a per capita basis, economics professors were more
productive than economics academic staff as a whole (lecturers and above) at
most but not all universities in terms of both criteria. In terms of co-authorship,
Sinha and Macri (2002) and Macri and Sinha (2002) also followed the usual
tradition by dividing the number of pages in a publication by the number of
authors (1/n) because of the inherent difficulties of the contribution of each
author.

Using journals listed in the ECONLIT database and the quality weights from
the Laband and Piette (1994) study, King (2001) ranked the seven major econom-
ics departments in New Zealand for the period 1990–2000. King also ranked
economics departments on the basis of the ‘core five’ journals from Scott and
Mitias (1996), the eight ‘Blue Ribbon’ journals from Conroy and Dusansky
(1995) and Dusansky and Vernon (1998) and the ‘core nine’ journals from the
Laband and Piette (1994) study, with the addition of New Zealand Economic
Papers.33 King also followed the tradition of dividing the pages evenly in terms of
co-authorship and also calculated the total and per capita measures of research
productivity. King’s methodology was very similar to that of Sinha and Macri
(2002). However, King’s study did not rank economics departments on the basis
of perceptions of journal weights or adjust the journals pages to their AER
equivalent. However, King attempted to quantify the contribution of part-time
academic staff. Most studies generally take into account full-time academic staff
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only. King’s conclusions were strikingly different from Bairam (1996, 1997) and
Gibson (2000).34

These differences have sparked an intense debate in New Zealand on the
methodologies that should be adopted in ranking economics departments, parti-
cularly given that recent government policy has been directed at funding on the
basis of research performance.35 In a recent comment, Dalziel et al. (2002) argued
that King’s rankings study was an example of Whitehead’s (1953) ‘misplaced
concreteness’ because 60% of the total scores calculated by King can be attrib-
uted to only five academic stars, all of whom had their high-scoring papers
published in top journals before arriving in New Zealand. Furthermore, Dalziel
et al. argued that King’s abstraction is compounded because of the exclusion of
books, book chapters, discussion papers and reports, and the Laband and Piette
(1994) ‘weights are such that 80 per cent of the articles end up accounting for just
4 per cent of the aggregate values calculated, and so are effectively excluded’
(Dalziel et al., 2002, p. 115). In a spirited reply, King (2002) argued that
Whitehead’s fallacy of ‘misplaced concreteness’, as interpreted by Dalziel et al.
‘is an attack on almost all empirical science’ (King, 2002, p. 123). Furthermore,
King argued that the inability of New Zealand academic economists to publish in
the top international journals has been the result of poor incentive structures that
the government has designed for New Zealand academics. In particular, research
funding at the national level has encouraged an incentive for academics to adopt a
quantity rather than a quality-based approach.

In a recent study, Pomfret and Wang (2003) estimated the output of Australian
economics departments on the basis of the number of journal articles published in
the top 88 journals, as listed by Laband and Piette [(1994) Table A2, final column
and citation counts from the SSCI]. Their results have suggested that ‘there is not a
huge difference in the outcome from various methods’ (Pomfret and Wang, 2003,
p. 439). Furthermore, they have argued that Australian universities do not value
research output the same as other countries do, whether it is due to a lack of support,
or simply the fact that Australian academics are subject to different incentives in
producing lower quality output. Pomfret and Wang are critical of Australian rank-
ings studies that use the Laband and Piette (1994) quality weights. They have argued
that ‘in a setting like Australia’s where few researchers publish in the top 30 journals,
rankings based on Laband and Piette weights are hugely influenced by a publication
in a top ranked journal’ (Pomfret and Wang, 2003, p. 432).

While it is certainly true that the choice of weights is crucial in any rankings
analysis, Pomfret and Wang’s argument is far from convincing. First, the Laband
and Piette weights have been widely used and, therefore, can be viewed as the
‘industry standard’, particularly when comparing across national and interna-
tional institutions. Second, Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) recently updated the Laband
and Piette quality weights and, as a result, many journals, including Australian
journals, have improved in their rankings.36 Third, although Australian economists
undertake research on domestic issues, in which Australian journals may be more
appropriate, an argument is currently being made that in the interests of Australian
academics there should be incentives in place for researchers to strive to publish
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in top international journals. In fact, in both Australia and New Zealand, there
are proposals for tying funding of government universities to publications in
quality journals.

4. Data and the Methodology of Rankings

As noted earlier, we rank 25 teaching Australian economics departments and
seven New Zealand economics departments. The rankings are limited to econom-
ics departments having at least eight full time academic staff members. However,
virtually all teaching economics departments have at least eight academic staff
members. The omissions from the Sinha and Macri (2002) list here are Australian
Defence Force Academy (which has a joint department of economics and man-
agement with few economists) and Edith Cowan University (which has a school
of accounting, finance and economics with very few economists). No economics
department in universities in New Zealand is excluded from the study. Academic
staff members holding the rank of lecturer and above are considered. We consider
only teaching economics departments. However, we exclude three economists
in teaching departments, namely, John Quiggin (Federation Fellow of the Australian
Research Council, University of Queensland), Steve Dowrick (Australian
Professorial Fellow of the Australian Research Council, Australian National
University) and Murali Agastya (Australian Research Fellow of the Australian
Research Council, University of Sydney) because they do not have any teaching
obligations in their current appointments and, more importantly, are not being
funded by their respective universities. We also exclude Ph.D. students, adjunct
faculty, visiting scholars and part-time academic staff. For example, Peter C. B.
Phillips, an internationally recognized scholar and a part-time academic staff
member of the Department of Economics, University of Auckland, was excluded
because it would be inappropriate to apportion him on the basis of his time spent
in the Department of Economics, as it would not be an unbiased reflection of his
undoubted quality.

The following university economics departments (with abbreviations used in
parentheses) are ranked: Adelaide, Australian National University (ANU,
Department of Economics, Faculties only), Auckland, Canberra, Canterbury,
Curtin University of Technology (Curtin), Deakin (all campuses), Flinders,
Griffith, La Trobe, Lincoln, Macquarie, Massey, Melbourne, Monash (all cam-
puses), Murdoch, Newcastle, Otago, Queensland, Queensland University of
Technology (QUT), Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT), Sydney,
Tasmania, New England [University of New England (UNE)], New South Wales
[University of New South Wales (UNSW)], University of Technology, Sydney
(UTS), Western Australia [University of Western Australia (UWA)], Western
Sydney (all campuses) [University of Western Sydney (UWS)], Victoria,
Victoria University of Wellington (VUW), Waikato and Wollongong. The aca-
demic staff lists for these universities were collected in August 2003. For most
universities, the lists were collected from the departments’ home pages. In some
cases, additional information was sought from departmental heads and individual
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economists. The academic ranks listed in the tables for individual economists are
as of August 2003.

We use the ECONLIT database as of August 2003 to collect the publication
data. As information about journal articles are entered into the ECONLIT
database with a lag, some 2002 journal publications might not be included in
our database. Following the long tradition in the literature, we use only journal
articles in our rankings. We exclude the book reviews. We adopt the stock
approach. This approach involves collecting the publications data for the existing
academic staff members going back in time (in our case, 1988). As noted earlier,
the logic is that when an academic staff member moves to a different university,
the human capital is fully portable. In fact, the new university employs the
individual on the basis of the past academic achievements.

Some universities included in the study have multiple campuses. For any individ-
ual university, all campuses are considered. For the following universities, we use
data for the joint department of economics and finance: Curtin, La Trobe, QUT,
RMIT, UTS and UWS. For some universities, economics departments are categor-
ized under different names. These universities are as follows (with the names of the
departments in parentheses): Flinders (Business Economics), Massey (Applied and
International Economics) and Victoria (Applied Economics). We do not rank the
econometrics departments. At present, there are two Departments of Econometrics
and Business Statistics in Australia, namely at the University of Sydney andMonash
University. If all these academics were to be included as part of the economics
department, of which they are not members, this would leave open the possibility
of including anyone who publishes in an economics or econometrics journal (includ-
ing mathematicians, statisticians, political scientists, finance specialists, etc) in eco-
nomics departmental rankings. This would lead to rankings of economics in
universities rather than economics departments. As noted earlier, Coupe (2003)
and Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) have ranked economics in universities. Moreover, it
would be impossible to determine per capita rankings as it would be extremely
difficult to determine the appropriate denominator. Similarly, research centres and
research departments (for example, those at ANU) are excluded from the rankings.

As mentioned earlier, we take into account approximately 500 journals in
which that Australian and New Zealand academics have published. The task
and effort was enormous. We were meticulous in tracing the publication record
of academic staff in economics departments at 32 universities back to 1988. In
some cases, the authors published with first names, middle names or the initials of
first names. Careful checking resolved any problems. In total, we examined the
publication record of 663 academics. It is also important to note that 1988 was
selected as the starting date for our sample period because it was the year in which
the ECONLIT database began including the affiliation(s) of the author(s).

The methodologies used to compute the rankings for this paper are primarily
the same as those adopted in Sinha and Macri (2002). The main difference is that
we provide two types of rankings on the basis of citation-based weights of
journals. These weights are taken from Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) (KMS herein-
after), and Laband and Piette (1994) (LP hereinafter). The weights used for
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perception-based journal rankings are from Mason et al. (1997) (MSF herein-
after). KMS rankings include rankings of some new journals that are well cited.

We use the following formula for each journal article to calculate the rankings:
(P)(1/n)(CF)(Q) where P is the number of pages, n is the number of authors, CF is
the conversion factor as pointed out earlier and Q is the index of quality of the
journal. For each journal, there are three indexes of quality, based on the KMS,
LP and MSF weights. The journal weights are standardized to 1 in all cases. In
other words, the highest-ranked journal is allocated a weight of 1. Others weights
are scaled appropriately. However, not all of the 500 journals are ranked in KMS,
LP and MSF. For those journals that are not ranked, we use the weight of the
lowest ranked journal in which an Australian or New Zealand academic had
published. This is not entirely satisfactory. However, assigning arbitrary weights
for the unranked journals is, in our view, not a satisfactory option. KMS and LP
weights decline quite steeply, while MSF weights decline slowly when the weights
are ranked in a descending order. KMS ranked only those journals which were
classified as ‘economics’ journals in the SSCI. This leads to omission of several
journals which are of importance to the economics profession. Thus, when we
rank economics departments and economists using KMS weights, we use the LP
weights for the following journals: Industrial and Labor Relations Review, Journal
of the American Statistical Association and Journal of Money, Credit and Banking.
It is also important to note that KMS do not distinguish between AER and AER
Papers and Proceedings. But, LP do. We argue that different weights should be
applied as the AER and AER Papers and Proceedings do not undergo the same
refereeing process.37 Therefore, we apply the LP weights for AER Papers and
Proceedings even when we rank using KMS weights.

5. Rankings of Economics Departments of Australian and New Zealand
Universities

Table 1 presents the number of academic staff members, the number of
ECONLIT journal articles produced by the economics departments and the
rankings of economics departments, on total and per capita bases. In total,
2946.35 ECONLIT journal articles were produced during 1988–2002 by the 32
economics departments, giving an average of 196.42 articles per year. Queensland
had the highest number of academic staff at 41 followed by Melbourne with 39
and UNSW with 38. Melbourne was the largest producer of articles, followed by
Queensland, UNSW, La Trobe, Monash, UWA, UNE, Adelaide, Macquarie and
UWS, in that order. The highest-ranked New Zealand department in terms of
articles produced was Auckland, which is ranked at number 11.

The academic staff in these Australian and New Zealand university economics
departments produced an average of 4.44 articles during the 15-year period on
a per capita basis. Australian economists produced an average of 4.58, and New
Zealand economists produced 3.80 during the same period. Of course, not all
academic staff members produced ECONLIT journal articles during the period.
In terms of per capita rankings, Melbourne again occupies the top spot. It is
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followed by La Trobe, UWA, Queensland, Adelaide, Murdoch, UNE, Otago,
Tasmania and ANU, in that order. The correlation coefficient between total and
per capita rankings is 0.73. This relatively low correlation means that the size
matters. In other words, departments with high total rankings do not always have
high per capita rankings.

Table 1. Academic Staff Numbers and Total and Per Capita Rankings on the Basis of the
Number of ECONLIT Journal Articles, 1988–2002

Total articles Per capita articles

University Staff numbers Number Rank Number Rank

Adelaide 18 121.23 8 6.74 5
ANU 15 81.08 12 5.41 10
Auckland 25 90.33 11 3.61 21
Canberra 11 28.08 29 2.55 25
Canterbury 14 58.48 19 4.18 15
Curtin 20 78.63 13 3.93 19
Deakin 14 25.24 31 1.80 29
Flinders 13 26.82 30 2.06 28
Griffith 9 21 32 2.33 26
La Trobe 18 170.5 4 9.47 2
Lincoln 12 41.33 26 3.44 22
Macquarie 25 100.17 9 4.01 18
Massey 18 68.92 16 3.83 20
Melbourne 39 405.6 1 10.40 1
Monash 30 139.76 5 4.66 13
Murdoch 9 56.06 21 6.23 6
Newcastle 12 56.32 20 4.69 12
Otago 12 67.33 17 5.61 8
Queensland 41 310.57 2 7.57 4
QUT 23 51.58 22 2.24 27
RMIT 31 31.31 28 1.01 32
Sydney 19 77.75 14 4.10 17
Tasmania 9 50 23 5.56 9
UNE 20 123.54 7 6.18 7
UNSW 38 178.98 3 4.71 11
UTS 32 43.94 24 1.37 30
UWA 15 129.67 6 8.64 3
UWS 35 97.22 10 2.78 23
Victoria 36 38.5 27 1.07 31
VUW 24 64.94 18 2.71 24
Waikato 9 41.64 25 4.63 14
Wollongong 17 69.83 15 4.11 16

Total 663 2946.35 4.44

ANU, Australian National University; Curtin, Curtin University of Technology; RMIT, Royal
Melbourne Institute of Technology; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University
of New England; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney;
UWA, University of Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria
University of Wellington.
Note: The correlation between total and per capita rankings is 0.73.
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Table 2 presents the rankings based on LP weights, total and per capita (denoted
by LPTOT and LPPC, respectively). For LPTOT, the leader is Melbourne. The
other universities in the top ten in descending order are UNSW, Auckland, ANU,
UWA, Monash, Queensland, Sydney, Canterbury and VUW. For LPPC,
Melbourne is the leader, followed by ANU, UWA, UNSW, Auckland,
Canterbury, Sydney, Griffith, Monash and VUW. Except for Griffith and
Queensland, the other nine universities appear in the top ten in both total and per
capita rankings. In Sinha and Macri (2002), during 1988–2000, ANU occupied the
top spot for both LPTOT and LPPC. The LPTOT pages declined for ANU from
144.77 during 1988–2000 to 45.02 during 1988–2002, which can be attributed partly
to the departure of some highly productive academic staff from ANU. The correla-
tion coefficient between total and per capita rankings is 0.92. Thus, in this case,
departments with higher total rankings tend to have higher per capita rankings.

Table 3 presents the rankings based on KMS weights, total and per capita
(denoted by KMSTOT and KMSPC, respectively). For KMSTOT, Melbourne is
the leader, followed by UNSW, ANU, UWA, Auckland, Queensland, Monash,
Sydney, Canterbury and VUW. For KMSPC, ANU is the leader, followed by
UWA, Melbourne, UNSW, Auckland, Canterbury, Sydney, Monash, Griffith
and Queensland. The correlation coefficient between total and per capita rank-
ings is 0.95. Thus, the departments with higher total rankings tend to have higher
per capita rankings.

Table 4 presents the rankings based on MSF weights, total and per capita
(denoted by MSFTOT and MSFPC, respectively). For MSFTOT, Melbourne
is the leader, followed by Queensland, UNSW, La Trobe, Monash, UWA,
Adelaide, ANU, UNE and Auckland. If we compare these results with Sinha and
Macri (2002) for 1988–2000, we see that MSFTOT pages declined for a number of
Australian universities. This is possible under the stock approach to rankings. For
MSFPC rankings, Melbourne is followed by UWA, La Trobe, ANU, Queensland,
Murdoch, Adelaide, UNSW,UNE and Tasmania, in that order. Thus,Melbourne is
first in both total and per capita terms. Again, if we compare these results with Sinha
and Macri (2002) for 1988–2000, we see that Deakin, Sydney, Tasmania and
Victoria experienced a decline in MSFPC. A few other universities that are not in
the top ten when citation-based weights are used appear in the top ten here, namely,
Adelaide, La Trobe, UNE, Murdoch and Tasmania (for MSFPC only). The corre-
lation coefficient between total and per capita rankings is 0.77. This means that the
departments with higher total rankings are not necessarily the ones with higher per
capita rankings. In other words, size matters.

Rankings based on total pages are biased in favour of larger departments.
The following departments appear in the top ten per capita rankings based on
LP, KMS and MSF weights: ANU, Melbourne, UWA and UNSW. ANU,
Melbourne and UWA appear in the top three in all three per capita rankings.
In this sense, these are the top three economics departments in Australia and New
Zealand in per capita terms.

Now, we turn our attention to the period 1996–2002 for the same departments.
Table 5 presents the total and per capita rankings on the basis of the number of

RANKINGS METHODOLOGY 127

# 2006 The Authors
Journal compilation # 2006 Blackwell Publishing Ltd



ECONLIT articles for the same departments for 1996–2002. Melbourne tops the
total rankings, followed by Queensland, La Trobe, UNSW, UWA, Adelaide,
Monash, UWS, UNE and Macquarie. For per capita rankings, La Trobe is the
leader, followed by Melbourne, UWA, Queensland, Adelaide, Murdoch,

Table 2. Total and Per Capita Rankings Based on Laband and Piette Citation Weights,
1988–2002

LPTOT LPPC

University Pages Rank Pages Rank

Adelaide 9.509 12 0.528 13
ANU 45.402 4 3.027 2
Auckland 55.155 3 2.206 5
Canberra 0.662 32 0.060 31
Canterbury 27.421 9 1.959 6
Curtin 5.640 19 0.282 20
Deakin 3.838 23 0.274 21
Flinders 3.442 25 0.265 23
Griffith 12.133 11 1.348 8
La Trobe 9.407 13 0.523 14
Lincoln 1.119 30 0.093 30
Macquarie 8.632 15 0.345 18
Massey 4.601 20 0.256 24
Melbourne 121.95 1 3.127 1
Monash 38.356 6 1.279 9
Murdoch 2.941 28 0.327 19
Newcastle 2.191 29 0.183 27
Otago 8.712 14 0.726 12
Queensland 31.18 7 0.760 11
QUT 3.322 26 0.144 28
RMIT 3.584 24 0.116 29
Sydney 27.935 8 1.470 7
Tasmania 3.181 27 0.353 17
UNE 4.304 22 0.215 25
UNSW 102.041 2 2.685 4
UTS 8.525 16 0.266 22
UWA 40.630 5 2.708 3
UWS 6.515 18 0.186 26
Victoria 0.714 31 0.02 32
VUW 18.648 10 0.777 10
Waikato 4.305 21 0.478 15
Wollongong 7.308 17 0.43 16

Total 623.303 0.9401

ANU, Australian National University; Curtin, Curtin University of Technology; RMIT, Royal
Melbourne Institute of Technology; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University
of New England; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney;
UWA, University of Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria
University of Wellington.
Notes: LPTOT and LPPC denote total and per capita pages respectively based on Laband and Piette
(1994) citation-based journal weights. The correlation between total and per capita rankings is 0.92.
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Tasmania, UNE, Otago and Waikato. The correlation between total and per
capita rankings is 0.72 indicating that size does matter.

Table 6 presents the total and per capita rankings for 1996–2002 when LP weights
are used. In terms of total pages, Melbourne is the leader, followed by UNSW, ANU,
UWA, Auckland, Queensland, Sydney, Monash, VUW and Adelaide. For per capita

Table 3. Total and Per Capita Rankings Based on Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos
Citation Weights, 1988–2002

KMSTOT KMSPC

University Pages Rank Pages Rank

Adelaide 23.350 12 1.300 12
ANU 92.350 3 6.157 1
Auckland 74.437 5 2.977 5
Canberra 1.847 29 0.168 29
Canterbury 35.185 9 2.513 6
Curtin 6.201 24 0.310 27
Deakin 5.765 25 0.412 23
Flinders 4.505 27 0.347 25
Griffith 14.833 15 1.648 9
La Trobe 23.654 11 1.314 11
Lincoln 2.037 28 0.1698 28
Macquarie 14.152 16 0.566 20
Massey 10.240 19 0.569 19
Melbourne 207.429 1 5.318 3
Monash 48.025 7 2.187 8
Murdoch 4.571 26 0.508 21
Newcastle 1.804 30 0.150 30
Otago 11.437 18 0.953 16
Queensland 62.89 6 1.534 10
QUT 7.653 23 0.333 26
RMIT 0.634 32 0.02 32
Sydney 46.620 8 2.454 7
Tasmania 8.15 22 0.906 17
UNE 9.895 20 0.495 22
UNSW 158.539 2 4.172 4
UTS 22.568 13 0.705 18
UWA 80.240 4 5.349 2
UWS 12.358 17 0.353 24
Victoria 1.399 31 0.039 31
VUW 30.188 10 1.258 13
Waikato 8.907 21 0.990 15
Wollongong 17.645 14 1.038 14

Total 1049.51 1.583

ANU, Australian National University; Curtin, Curtin University of Technology; RMIT, Royal Melbourne
Institute of Technology; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University of New England;
UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney; UWA, University of
Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria University of Wellington.
Notes: KMSTOT and KMSPC denote total and per capita pages respectively based on Kalaitzidakis
et al. (2003) citation-based journal weights. The correlation between total and per capita rankings is 0.95.
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rankings, Melbourne is at the top, followed by ANU, UNSW, UWA, Sydney,
Auckland, VUW, Monash, Canterbury and Adelaide. The correlation coefficient
between total and per capita rankings is 0.92 indicating that size does not matter.

Table 7 presents the total and per capita rankings for 1996–2002whenKMSweights
are used. In terms of total pages, Melbourne is the leader followed by UNSW, UWA,

Table 4. Total and Per Capita Rankings Based on Mason, Steagall and Fabritius
Perception Weights, 1988–2002

MSFTOT MSFPC

University Pages Rank Pages Rank

Adelaide 582.618 7 32.368 7
ANU 553.882 8 36.925 4
Auckland 506.786 10 20.271 17
Canberra 114.629 32 10.421 27
Canterbury 309.052 17 22.075 15
Curtin 385.190 14 19.260 20
Deakin 132.24 31 9.446 29
Flinders 138.481 28 10.652 26
Griffith 133.21 30 14.802 22
La Trobe 747.09 4 41.505 3
Lincoln 167.531 26 13.961 23
Macquarie 498.445 11 19.938 18
Massey 302.71 18 16.82 21
Melbourne 2309.01 1 59.205 1
Monash 728.483 5 24.283 11
Murdoch 293.121 19 32.569 6
Newcastle 272.061 21 22.672 13
Otago 288.847 20 24.071 12
Queensland 1442.59 2 35.184 5
QUT 229.905 23 9.996 28
RMIT 135.57 29 4.373 32
Sydney 427.268 13 22.488 14
Tasmania 229.89 24 25.544 10
UNE 521.501 9 26.075 9
UNSW 1019.173 3 26.820 8
UTS 233.102 22 7.284 30
UWA 709.800 6 47.320 2
UWS 429.474 12 12.271 25
Victoria 160.57 27 4.460 31
VUW 311.617 16 12.984 24
Waikato 176.718 25 19.635 19
Wollongong 357.84 15 21.050 16

Total 14848.40 22.396

ANU,AustralianNational University; Curtin, CurtinUniversity of Technology; RMIT, RoyalMelbourne
Institute of Technology; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University of New England;
UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney; UWA, University of
Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria University of Wellington.
Notes: MSFTOT and MSFPC denote total and per capita pages respectively based on Mason et al.
(1997) perception-based journal weights. The correlation between total and per capita rankings is 0.77.

130 MACRI AND SINHA

# 2006 The Authors
Journal compilation # 2006 Blackwell Publishing Ltd



ANU, Queensland, Auckland, Monash, Sydney, Adelaide and VUW. For per
capita rankings, Melbourne is the leader again, followed by UWA, ANU,
UNSW, Auckland, Adelaide, Sydney, Canterbury, Waikato and La Trobe. The
correlation coefficient between total and per capita rankings is 0.95. Here, size
does not seem to matter.

Table 5. Total and Per Capita Rankings on the Basis of the Number of ECONLIT Journal
Articles, 1996–2002

Total articles Per capita articles

University Number Rank Number Rank

Adelaide 79.23 6 4.40 5
ANU 42.92 15 2.86 12
Auckland 48.83 13 1.95 22
Canberra 17.67 30 1.61 25
Canterbury 44.15 14 3.15 11
Curtin 54.63 11 2.73 16
Deakin 18.24 29 1.30 27
Flinders 11.49 31 0.88 30
Griffith 10.67 32 1.19 28
La Trobe 115.67 3 6.43 1
Lincoln 26.00 26 2.17 18
Macquarie 67.33 10 2.69 17
Massey 50.08 12 2.78 14
Melbourne 250.30 1 6.42 2
Monash 77.43 7 2.77 15
Murdoch 34.13 20 3.79 6
Newcastle 25.65 27 2.14 19
Otago 40.70 16 3.39 9
Queensland 198.17 2 4.72 4
QUT 36.58 19 1.59 26
RMIT 27.31 25 0.88 31
Sydney 40.58 17 2.14 20
Tasmania 33.67 22 3.74 7
UNE 68.55 9 3.43 8
UNSW 108.65 4 2.86 13
UTS 34.11 21 1.07 29
UWA 83.33 5 5.56 3
UWS 71.97 8 2.06 21
Victoria 24.20 28 0.67 32
VUW 39.64 18 1.65 23
Waikato 29.48 23 3.28 10
Wollongong 27.50 24 1.62 24

Total 1838.86 2.77

ANU, Australian National University; Curtin, Curtin University of Technology; RMIT, Royal Melbourne
Institute of Technology; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University of New England;
UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney; UWA, University of
Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria University of Wellington.
Note: The correlation between total and per capita rankings is 0.72.
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Table 8 presents the total and per capita rankings for 1996–2002 when MSF
weights are used. For total pages, Melbourne is the leader, followed by
Queensland, UNSW, La Trobe, UWA, Monash, Adelaide, UWS, UNE and
ANU. For per capita rankings, Melbourne is the leader again, followed by
UWA, La Trobe, Murdoch, Queensland, Adelaide, ANU, Tasmania,

Table 6. Total and Per Capita Rankings Based on Laband and Piette Citation Weights,
1996–2002

LPTOT LPPC

University Pages Rank Pages Rank

Adelaide 5.91 10 0.328 10
ANU 20.87 3 1.391 2
Auckland 12.00 5 0.480 6
Canberra 0.18 32 0.016 31
Canterbury 4.86 12 0.347 9
Curtin 4.37 13 0.219 14
Deakin 1.36 24 0.097 24
Flinders 0.51 29 0.040 29
Griffith 0.20 31 0.022 30
La Trobe 3.72 14 0.207 15
Lincoln 0.93 28 0.078 25
Macquarie 2.44 20 0.098 23
Massey 2.87 17 0.159 18
Melbourne 79.91 1 2.049 1
Monash 9.76 8 0.349 8
Murdoch 1.04 27 0.115 20
Newcastle 1.59 22 0.132 19
Otago 2.75 19 0.229 13
Queensland 11.96 6 0.291 12
QUT 1.70 21 0.074 26
RMIT 3.52 16 0.114 21
Sydney 11.08 7 0.583 5
Tasmania 1.58 23 0.175 16
UNE 1.33 25 0.066 28
UNSW 51.70 2 1.361 3
UTS 5.42 11 0.169 17
UWA 19.11 4 1.274 4
UWS 3.53 15 0.101 22
Victoria 0.35 30 0.010 32
VUW 8.74 9 0.364 7
Waikato 2.83 18 0.315 11
Wollongong 1.18 26 0.069 27

Total 279.30 0.421

ANU, Australian National University; Curtin, Curtin University of Technology; RMIT, Royal Melbourne
Institute of Technology; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University of New England;
UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney; UWA, University of
Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria University of Wellington.
Notes: LPTOT and LPPC denote total and per capita pages respectively based on Laband and Piette
(1994) citation-based journal weights. The correlation between total and per capita rankings is 0.92.
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Canterbury and UNSW. The correlation coefficient between total and per capita
rankings is relatively low at 0.79 indicating that size does matter.

The general conclusion is that if citation-based journal weights (KMS and LP)
are used, the correlations between total and per capita rankings are high. By
contrast, if perception-based journal weights (MSF) and the number of journal

Table 7. Total and Per Capita Rankings Based on Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos
Citation Weights, 1996–2002

KMSTOT KMSPC

University Pages Rank Pages Rank

Adelaide 15.13 9 0.841 6
ANU 40.82 4 2.721 3
Auckland 21.79 6 0.872 5
Canberra 0.61 30 0.056 29
Canterbury 10.52 12 0.751 8
Curtin 3.64 19 0.182 20
Deakin 3.25 20 0.232 18
Flinders 1.11 27 0.085 27
Griffith 0.62 29 0.068 28
La Trobe 11.68 11 0.649 10
Lincoln 1.59 25 0.133 25
Macquarie 2.98 23 0.119 26
Massey 6.65 14 0.369 16
Melbourne 125.02 1 3.206 1
Monash 16.52 7 0.590 11
Murdoch 1.21 26 0.135 24
Newcastle 0.06 32 0.005 32
Otago 4.45 17 0.371 15
Queensland 24.02 5 0.586 12
QUT 3.17 21 0.138 23
RMIT 0.53 31 0.017 31
Sydney 15.48 8 0.815 7
Tasmania 3.92 18 0.435 14
UNE 3.00 22 0.150 21
UNSW 86.73 2 2.282 4
UTS 9.73 13 0.304 17
UWA 43.16 3 2.87 2
UWS 6.47 15 0.185 19
Victoria 0.76 28 0.021 30
VUW 14.02 10 0.584 13
Waikato 6.41 16 0.712 9
Wollongong 2.38 24 0.140 22

Total 487.43 0.735

ANU, Australian National University; Curtin, Curtin University of Technology; RMIT, Royal Melbourne
Institute of Technology; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University of New England;
UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney; UWA, University of
Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria University of Wellington.
Notes: KMSTOT and KMSPC denote total and per capita pages respectively based on Kalaitzidakis
et al. (2003) citation-based journal weights.The correlation between total and per capita rankings is 0.95.
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articles are used, the correlations between total and per capita rankings are
relatively low. This seems to be true regardless of the sample period.

It is also instructive to rank all departments on the basis of mean rankings in
Tables 1–4. We can see from Table 9 that Melbourne occupies the top position on
the basis of total and per capita mean rankings. It is interesting to note that apart

Table 8. Total and Per Capita Rankings Based on Mason, Steagall and Fabritius
Perception Weights, 1996–2002

MSFTOT MSFPC

University Pages Rank Pages Rank

Adelaide 382.61 7 21.256 6
ANU 292.63 10 19.509 7
Auckland 236.97 13 9.479 19
Canberra 63.52 30 5.775 28
Canterbury 226.55 14 16.182 9
Curtin 253.58 12 12.679 15
Deakin 89.63 29 6.402 26
Flinders 55.83 31 4.295 30
Griffith 47.57 32 5.286 29
La Trobe 480.31 4 26.684 3
Lincoln 105.60 27 8.800 22
Macquarie 264.90 11 10.596 17
Massey 218.28 15 12.127 16
Melbourne 1443.63 1 37.026 1
Monash 388.83 6 13.887 14
Murdoch 204.98 16 22.776 4
Newcastle 110.31 26 9.192 20
Otago 188.68 18 15.723 11
Queensland 906.87 2 22.119 5
QUT 167.97 21 7.303 25
RMIT 120.11 25 3.875 31
Sydney 196.43 17 10.338 18
Tasmania 160.51 22 17.835 8
UNE 313.04 9 15.652 12
UNSW 600.72 3 15.808 10
UTS 187.40 19 5.856 27
UWA 415.00 5 27.670 2
UWS 313.85 8 8.967 21
Victoria 101.00 28 2.805 32
VUW 180.48 20 7.520 24
Waikato 126.23 24 14.026 13
Wollongong 143.89 23 8.464 23

Total 8987.91 13.556

ANU, Australian National University; Curtin, Curtin University of Technology; RMIT, Royal Melbourne
Institute of Technology; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University of New England;
UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney; UWA, University of
Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria University of Wellington.
Notes: MSFTOT and MSFPC stand for total and per capita pages respectively based on Mason et al.
(1997) perception-based journal weights. The correlation between total and per capita rankings is 0.79.
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Table 9. Total and Per Capita Mean Rankings, 1988–2002

Rank University Mean rank score

Total mean rank
1 Melbourne (1) 1.00
2 UNSW (2) 2.50
3 Queensland (3) 4.25
4 UWA (4) 5.25
5 Monash (5) 5.75
6 ANU (6) 6.75
7 Auckland (9) 7.75
8 La Trobe (6) 8.00
9 Adelaide (6) 9.75
10 Sydney (11) 10.75
11 Macquarie (16) 12.75
12 Canterbury (12) 13.50
12 VUW (14) 13.50
14 UWS (10) 14.25
15 UNE (18) 14.50
16 Wollongong (24) 15.25
17 Otago (19) 17.25
18 Curtin (13) 17.50
19 Massey (15) 18.25
20 UTS (16) 18.75
21 Griffith (32) 22.00
22 Waikato (20) 23.00
23 Murdoch (23) 23.50
23 QUT (21) 23.50
25 Tasmania (22) 24.00
26 Newcastle (28) 25.00
27 Deakin (26) 27.50
27 Flinders (30) 27.50
27 Lincoln (27) 27.50
30 RMIT (24) 28.25
31 Victoria (29) 29.00
32 Canberra (31) 30.50

Per capita mean rank
1 Melbourne (1) 1.50
2 UWA (2) 2.50
3 ANU (3) 4.25
4 UNSW (6) 6.75
5 Queensland (7) 7.50
5 La Trobe (5) 7.50
7 Adelaide (4) 9.25
8 Monash (15) 10.25
9 Canterbury (8) 10.50
10 Sydney (12) 11.25
11 Otago (11) 11.75
12 Auckland (13) 12.00
13 Murdoch (14) 13.00
14 Tasmania (10) 13.25
15 Wollongong (26) 15.50

(continued)
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from Auckland and Canterbury, the same universities are in the top 10 for both
total and per capita mean rankings. The correlation coefficient between total and
per capita mean rankings is 0.86.

6. Rankings of Individual Economists in Australia and New Zealand

In this section, we rank individual economists in Australia and New Zealand.
The rankings are restricted to full-time teaching economists of the rank of lecturer
and above in economics departments (or joint departments, as noted earlier).
Economists in research centres and other departments are not included. The data
sources are the same as for rankings of economics departments and the time
period under consideration is again 1988–2002. Rankings are constructed using
the publication record of 663 economists. Of these economists, 478 had published
in ECONLIT journals during 1988–2002. In the following tables, we list the top
30 economists (the full rankings of 478 economists are available from the authors
on request).

The following abbreviations are used for the academic ranks: P for Professor, AP
forAssociate Professor, R forReader, SL for Senior Lecturer, andL for Lecturer. It

Table 9. Continued.

Rank University Mean rank score

16 UNE (19) 15.75
16 Waikato (9) 15.75
18 Griffith (30) 16.25
19 VUW (18) 17.75
20 Macquarie (20) 18.50
21 Newcastle (22) 20.50
22 Massey (16) 21.00
23 Curtin (17) 21.50
24 UWS (20) 24.50
25 UTS (22) 25.00
26 Deakin (25) 25.50
26 Flinders (31) 25.50
28 Lincoln (22) 25.75
29 QUT (27) 27.25
30 Canberra (28) 28.00
31 RMIT (29) 31.25
31 Victoria (32) 31.25

ANU, Australian National University; Curtin, Curtin University of Technology; RMIT, Royal
Melbourne Institute of Technology; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University
of New England; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney;
UWA, University of Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria
University of Wellington.
Notes: Numbers in parentheses are the mean total and per capita rank for the sub-period, 1996–2002.
The correlation coefficients between total and per capita mean rankings for the periods 1996–2002 and
1988–2002 are 0.83 and 0.86, respectively.
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is instructive to note that Professor, Associate Professor/Reader in the British
system (which is used in Australia and New Zealand) is roughly equivalent to
a North American Professor, Senior Lecturer is a North American Associate
Professor and Lecturer is a North American Assistant Professor. Academic ranks
are those of August 2003 and are given in parentheses after the names.

Table 10 presents the rankings of the top 30 economists on the basis of the
number of ECONLIT articles. John Creedy of Melbourne tops the list, followed
by Imad Moosa of La Trobe and Clem Tisdell of Queensland. In the top 10,
Melbourne, Queensland and UWA have two economists each, and Adelaide, La
Trobe, Monash and Murdoch have one economist each.

Table 10. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Number of ECONLIT
Journal Articles, 1988–2002

Rank Name University Number

1 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 90.08
2 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 61.33
3 Clem Tisdell (P) Queensland 54.32
4 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 37.83
5 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 32.83
6 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide 32.41
7 Paul Miller (P) UWA 31.50
8 Robert Leeson (AP) Murdoch 30.50
9 Tony Makin (AP) Queensland 30.00
10 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne 28.33
11 Brian Dollery (P) UNE 27.49
12 Harry Clarke (R) La Trobe 27.33
13 Les Oxley (P) Canterbury 26.82
14 Dipendra Sinha (AP) Macquarie 26.50
15 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 26.17
16 John Gibson (SL) Waikato 25.66
17 Richard Pomfret (P) Adelaide 25.00
18 John King (P) La Trobe 23.83
19 Neil Dias Karunaratne (P) Queensland 23.67
20 Stephen King (P) Melbourne 23.50
21 Paul Dalziel (P) Lincoln 22.50
22 Ian McDonald (P) Melbourne 20.83
23 Hans-Jurgen Engelbrecht (AP) Massey 19.83
24 Satya Paul (AP) UWS 19.58
25 Richard Damania (SL) Adelaide 19.50
26 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 18.32
27 Nilss Olekalns (AP) Melbourne 17.67
28 V. Michael White (SL) Monash 17.50
29 Martin Richardson (P) ANU 17.00
30 Guay C. Lim (AP) Melbourne 16.92

ANU, Australian National University; AP, Associate Professor; P, Professor; R, Reader; SL, Senior
Lecturer; UNE, University of New England; UWA, University of Western Australia; UWS, University
of Western Sydney.
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Table 11 presents the rankings of the top 30 economists on the basis of Laband
and Piette journal citation weights. John Hillas of Auckland tops the list, fol-
lowed by Rabee Tourky of Melbourne and William Schworm of UNSW. In the
top 10, there are two economists each from Auckland, UNSW and UWA, and
one economist each from ANU, Canterbury, Melbourne and Monash.

Table 12 presents the rankings of the top 30 economists on the basis of the
KMS citation-based weights. Andrew Weiss of ANU occupies the top position,
followed by Michael McAleer of UWA and John Hillas of Auckland. In the top
10, Melbourne has three economists, UNSW and UWA have two economists
each and ANU, Auckland and Sydney have one economist each.

Table 11. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Laband and Piette Citation
Weights, 1988–2002

Rank Name University Pages

1 John Hillas (AP) Auckland 27.71
2 Rabee Tourky (P) Melbourne 25.80
3 William Schworm (P) UNSW 24.02
4 Andrew Weiss (R) ANU 18.32
5 John Piggott (P) UNSW 16.18
6 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 14.81
7 Ian King (AP) Auckland 13.62
8 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 12.94
9 Darrell Turkington (AP) UWA 11.65
10 Philip Meguire (SL) Canterbury 11.48
11 Paul Miller (P) UWA 11.47
12 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 10.59
13 Tom Nguyen (P) Griffith 10.51
14 Peter Bardsley (P) Melbourne 10.48
15 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 10.47
16 Seamus Hogan (SL) Canterbury 10.17
17 Paul Chen (SL) ANU 9.13
18 Minxian Yang (SL) UNSW 8.37
19 Lisa Farrell (SL) Melbourne 7.69
20 Glenn Otto (AP) UNSW 7.68
21 Roger Bowden (P) VUW 7.28
22 Ghanshyam Mehta (AP) Queensland 7.15
23 Kunal Sengupta (P) Sydney 7.09
24 Elie Appelbaum (P) Sydney 7.08
25 Abhijit Sengupta (SL) Sydney 7.01
26 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne 6.71
27 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 6.66
28 Robert Hill (AP) UNSW 6.45
29 Jie Zhang (SL) Queensland 6.43
30 Graeme Guthrie (SL) VUW 6.07

ANU, Australian National University; AP, Associate Professor; P, Professor; R, Reader; SL, Senior
Lecturer; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UWA, University of Western Australia; VUW,
Victoria University of Wellington.
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Table 13 presents the rankings of the top 30 economists on the basis of MSF
journal perception-based weights. John Creedy of Melbourne tops the list, fol-
lowed by Clem Tisdell of Queensland and Imad Moosa of La Trobe. Melbourne
has three economists, and UWA has two economists in the top ten, while
Adelaide, La Trobe, Monash, Murdoch, and Queensland have one economist
each in the top ten.

To see how the productivity of the economists has changed over time, we also
examined the two sub-periods, 1988–1995 and 1996–2002. Tables 14–17 present
the rankings for the period 1988–1995. Table 14 lists the top 30 economists on the
basis of the number of journal articles during 1988–1995. John Creedy of

Table 12. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas
and Stengos Citation Weights, 1988–2002

Rank Name University Pages

1 Andrew Weiss (R) ANU 47.74
2 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 33.85
3 John Hillas (AP) Auckland 30.77
4 William Schworm (P) UNSW 26.67
5 Rabee Tourky (P) Melbourne 24.87
6 Darrell Turkington (AP) UWA 23.85
7 Chris Skeels (SL) Melbourne 22.59
8 Minxian Yang (SL) UNSW 22.42
9 Elie Appelbaum (P) Sydney 16.70
10 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 16.46
11 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne 15.99
12 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 14.51
13 Robert Hill (AP) UNSW 14.32
14 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 13.79
15 Philip Meguire (SL) Canterbury 13.63
16 John Piggott (P) UNSW 13.22
17 Paul Miller (P) UWA 13.16
18 Peter Bardsley (P) Melbourne 13.06
19 Denzil Fiebig (P) UNSW 12.42
20 David Harris (SL) Melbourne 12.38
21 Paul Chen (SL) ANU 12.23
22 Jie Zhang (SL) Queensland 12.05
23 Ian King (AP) Auckland 12.01
24 Roger Bowden (P) VUW 11.94
25 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 11.60
26 Kunal Sengupta (P) Sydney 11.01
27 Anthony Hall (P) UTS 10.85
28 Denise Doiron (SL) UNSW 10.62
29 Tom Nguyen (P) Griffith 10.50
30 Joseph Hirschberg (AP) Melbourne 10.14

ANU, Australian National University; AP, Associate Professor; P, Professor; R, Reader; SL, Senior
Lecturer; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney; UWA,
University of Western Australia; VUW, Victoria University of Wellington.
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Melbourne occupies the top position, followed by Clem Tisdell of Queensland
and Yew-Kwang Ng of Monash. In the top 10, there are three economists from
Melbourne, two economists each from Monash and UWA, and one economist
each from Adelaide, La Trobe and Queensland.

Table 15 presents the rankings of the top 30 economists using LP weights for
1988–1995. John Hillas of Auckland tops the list, followed by William Schworm
of UNSW and Andrew Weiss of ANU. In the top ten, there are two economists
each from Canterbury and UWA. ANU, Auckland, Griffith, Melbourne,
Monash and UNSW have one economist each in the top 10.

Table 16 presents the rankings of the top 30 economists using KMS weights for
1988–1995. Andrew Weiss of ANU occupies the top position, followed by John

Table 13. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Mason, Steagall and
Fabritius Perception Weights, 1988–2002

Rank Name University Pages

1 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 500.06
2 Clem Tisdell(P) Queensland 235.85
3 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 213.73
4 Paul Miller (P) UWA 209.47
5 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide 183.61
6 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 176.31
7 Robert Leeson (AP) Murdoch 169.82
8 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 165.15
9 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 150.54
10 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne 135.14
11 Harry Clarke (R) La Trobe 125.60
12 Ian McDonald (P) Melbourne 123.17
13 Neil Dias Karunaratne (P) Queensland 119.55
14 John Gibson (SL) Waikato 115.90
15 Les Oxley (P) Canterbury 113.09
16 Stephen King (P) Melbourne 112.05
17 Michael V. White (SL) Monash 111.90
18 John King (P) La Trobe 110.91
19 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 104.38
20 Martin Richardson (P) ANU 103.14
21 Jie Zhang (SL) Queensland 99.12
22 Brian Dollery (P) UNE 98.98
23 Rod Tyers (P) ANU 96.67
24 Paul Dalziel (P) Lincoln 94.32
25 Ranjan Ray (P) Tasmania 93.66
26 Hans-Jurgen Engelbrecht (AP) Massey 93.41
27 Harry Bloch (P) Curtin 91.74
28 Craig Freedman (AP) Macquarie 90.88
29 Richard Pomfret (P) Adelaide 90.55
30 Andrew Weiss (R) ANU 89.36

ANU,AustralianNational University; AP, Associate Professor; Curtin, CurtinUniversity of Technology;
P, Professor; R, Reader; SL, Senior Lecturer; UNE, University of New England; UWA, University of
Western Australia.
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Hillas of Auckland and William Schworm of UNSW. In the top 10, there are two
economists each from Melbourne and UNSW, and one economist each from
ANU, Auckland, Canterbury, Monash, Sydney and UWA.

Table 17 lists the rankings of the top 30 economists for 1988–1995 when MSF
weights are used. John Creedy of Melbourne tops the list, followed by Paul Miller
of UWA and Clem Tisdell of Queensland. Melbourne, Monash and UWA have
two economists each, while ANU, Adelaide, La Trobe and Queensland have one
economist each in the top 10.

Finally, Tables 18–21 lists the rankings for 1996–2002. Table 18 presents the
rankings for 1996–2002 on the basis of the journal articles. Imad Moosa of La

Table 14. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Number of ECONLIT
Journal Articles, 1988–1995

Rank Name University Number

1 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 39.50
2 Clem Tisdell (P) Queensland 21.83
3 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 20.33
4 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide 16.00
4 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne 16.00
6 Paul Miller (P) UWA 14.83
7 Harry Clarke (R) La Trobe 13.83
8 V. Michael White (SL) Monash 13.50
9 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 12.50
9 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 12.50
11 Brian Dollery (P) UNE 12.00
12 Richard Pomfret (P) Adelaide 11.00
12 Martin Richardson (P) ANU 11.00
14 Anthony Endres (AP) Auckland 10.50
14 Rod Tyers (P) ANU 10.50
16 John King (P) La Trobe 10.33
17 Robert Leeson (AP) Murdoch 10.00
17 Akhtar Hossain (SL) Newcastle 10.00
17 Neil Dias Karunaratne (P) Queensland 10.00
17 Paul Dalziel (P) Lincoln 10.00
21 Tony Makin (AP) Queensland 9.50
21 Guay C. Lim (AP) Melbourne 9.50
23 Ian McDonald (P) Melbourne 9.33
23 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 9.33
25 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 8.50
26 Mohammed Alauddin (SL) Queensland 8.17
27 Satya Paul (AP) UWS 8.08
28 Hans-Jurgen Engelbrecht (AP) Massey 8.00
28 Mohamed Ohidul Haque (SL) Victoria 8.00
30 Ronald Bewley (P) UNSW 7.75

ANU, Australian National University; AP, Associate Professor; P, Professor; R, Reader; SL, Senior
Lecturer; UNE, University of New England; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UWA,
University of Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney.
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Trobe tops the list, followed by John Creedy of Melbourne and Clem Tisdell of
Queensland. Queensland has two economists, while Canterbury, La Trobe,
Macquarie, Melbourne, Monash, Queensland, UWA and Waikato have one
economist each, in the top 10.

Table 19 lists the top 30 economists for 1996–2002 when LP weights are used.
Rabee Tourky of Melbourne occupies the top position, followed by John Piggott
of UNSW and Darrell Turkington of UWA. UNSW has four economists,
Melbourne has two economists, and ANU, Auckland, UWA and VUW have
one economist each in the top 10.

Table 20 lists the top 30 economists for 1996–2002 when KMS weights are
used. Rabee Tourky of Melbourne is the leader followed by Darrell Turkington

Table 15. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Laband and Piette Citation
Weights, 1988–1995

Rank Name University Pages

1 John Hillas (AP) Auckland 27.71
2 William Schworm (P) UNSW 24.02
3 Andrew Weiss (R) ANU 14.45
4 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 14.29
5 Philip Meguire (SL) Canterbury 11.36
6 Tom Nguyen (P) Griffith 10.50
7 Seamus Hogan (SL) Canterbury 10.10
8 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 10.08
9 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 8.86
10 Paul Miller (P) UWA 8.61
11 Ian King (AP) Auckland 8.39
12 Peter Bardsley (P) Melbourne 8.19
13 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 7.63
14 Roger Bowden (P) VUW 6.28
15 Geoffrey Kingston (AP) UNSW 5.98
16 Denzil Fiebig (P) UNSW 5.95
17 Elie Appelbaum (P) Sydney 5.56
18 Dorian Owen (P) Otago 5.27
19 David Throsby (P) Macquarie 4.83
20 Denise Doiron (SL) UNSW 4.82
21 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 4.72
22 Joseph Hirschberg (AP) Melbourne 4.38
23 Paul Chen (SL) ANU 4.30
24 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne 4.04
25 Peter Earl (SL) Queensland 4.01
26 Ghanshyam Mehta (AP) Queensland 3.98
27 Kunal Sengupta (P) Sydney 3.63
28 John Foster (P) Queensland 3.57
29 Heling Shi (SL) Monash 3.41
30 Ronald Bewley (P) UNSW 3.18

ANU, Australian National University; AP, Associate Professor; P, Professor; R, Reader; SL, Senior
Lecturer; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UWA, University of Western Australia; VUW,
Victoria University of Wellington.
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of UWA and Minxian Yang of UNSW. Melbourne and UNSW have three
economists each, and ANU and UWA have two economists each in the top 10.

Table 21 lists the top 30 economists for 1996–2002 when MSF weights are used.
John Creedy of Melbourne occupies the top position, followed by Imad Moosa of
La Trobe and Robert Leeson of Murdoch. In the top 10, there are three econo-
mists from Melbourne and one economist each from Adelaide, Canterbury, La
Trobe, Murdoch, Queensland, UWA and Waikato.

7. Economists’ Hall of Fame

In constructing the Hall of Fame, we consider the research productivity of the
economists for the full period, namely, 1988–2002. To determine the economists

Table 16. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas
and Stengos Citation Weights, 1988–1995

Rank Name University Pages

1 Andrew Weiss (R) ANU 34.35
2 John Hillas (AP) Auckland 30.71
3 William Schworm (P) UNSW 26.67
4 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 22.20
5 Chris Skeels (SL) Melbourne 18.58
6 Elie Appelbaum (P) Sydney 12.93
7 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 12.89
8 Philip Meguire (SL) Canterbury 12.84
9 Denzil Fiebig (P) UNSW 12.13
10 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 11.42
11 Peter Bardsley (P) Melbourne 10.78
12 Anthony Hall (P) UTS 10.70
13 Tom Nguyen (P) Griffith 10.50
14 Seamus Hogan (SL) Canterbury 9.61
15 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 9.21
16 Paul Miller (P) UWA 8.99
16 Joseph Hirschberg (AP) Melbourne 8.99
18 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne 8.94
19 Roger Bowden (P) VUW 8.92
20 Denise Doiron (SL) UNSW 8.42
21 Jeff Borland Melbourne 7.34
22 Ian King (AP) Auckland 6.89
23 Peter Earl (SL) Queensland 6.49
24 Ronald Bewley (P) UNSW 6.10
25 Geoffrey Kingston (AP) UNSW 6.05
26 John Foster (P) Queensland 6.03
26 Rod Tyers (P) ANU 6.03
28 Kunal Sengupta (P) Sydney 5.96
29 Harry Clarke La Trobe 5.77
30 Dorian Owen (P) Otago 5.61

ANU, Australian National University; AP, Associate Professor; P, Professor; R, Reader; SL, Senior
Lecturer; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney; UWA,
University of Western Australia; VUW, Victoria University of Wellington.
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who are to be included in the Hall of Fame, we take the mean of the rankings of
the number of journal articles, KMS rankings, LP rankings and MSF rankings.
Table 22 lists the economists in the Hall of Fame. The Hall of Fame includes
30 economists with the highest mean ranks. The table also lists the highest and
the lowest of the 4 ranks of and the number of times the economists appear in the
top 30, that is, in Tables 10–13. Michael McAleer of UWA tops the list, followed
in equal second by John Creedy of Melbourne and Paul Miller of UWA,
Yew-Kwang Ng of Monash, Jeff Borland of Melbourne, Xiaokai Yang of
Monash, Harry Clarke of La Trobe, Stephen King of Melbourne, Martin
Richardson of ANU and Kym Anderson of Adelaide. Table 22 also provides

Table 17. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Mason, Steagall and
Fabritius Perception Weights, 1988–1995

Rank Name University Pages

1 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 220.57
2 Paul Miller (P) UWA 104.85
3 Clem Tisdell (P) Queensland 95.13
4 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 91.44
5 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide 89.05
6 Michael V. White (SL) Monash 83.88
7 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 77.50
8 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne 74.08
9 Rod Tyers (P) ANU 73.05
10 Harry Clarke (R) La Trobe 69.52
11 John King (P) La Trobe 66.01
12 Martin Richardson (P) ANU 63.61
13 Anthony Endres (AP) Auckland 62.34
14 Xiaokai Yang (P) Monash 61.84
15 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne 60.45
16 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 60.24
17 Rod O’Donnell (P) Macquarie 60.00
18 Andrew Weiss (R) ANU 58.73
19 Ian McDonald (P) Melbourne 56.49
20 Martin Watts (AP) Newcastle 54.64
21 Mohammed Alauddin (SL) Queensland 51.91
22 Akhtar Hossain (SL) Newcastle 48.69
23 Guay C. Lim (AP) Melbourne 48.39
24 Ian King (AP) Auckland 47.81
25 Neil Dias Karunaratne (P) Queensland 47.49
26 John Lodewijks (AP) UNSW 45.53
27 Paul Dalziel (P) Lincoln 42.44
28 Donald MacLaren (AP) Melbourne 40.69
29 Ronald Bewley (P) UNSW 40.16
30 William Schworm (P) UNSW 40.03

ANU, Australian National University; AP, Associate Professor; P, Professor; R, Reader;
SL, Senior Lecturer; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UWA, University of Western
Australia.
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the mean rankings for both sub-periods. Most of the economists in the Hall of
Fame are Professors. Since August 2003 when data for this study were collected, a
number of economists in the Hall of Fame such as John Gibson, now at
Canterbury, Guay C. Lim of Melbourne and Chris Doucouliagos of Deakin
have been appointed Professors. Jie Zhang of Queensland has been promoted
to the rank of Associate Professor. Hence, under current staff ranks, no econo-
mists in the Hall of Fame are below Associate Professors/Readers. Melbourne has
the highest number of economists, eight, in the Hall of Fame, followed by ANU
and UNSW with three each, Auckland, La Trobe, Monash, Queensland and
UWA with two each, and Adelaide, Canterbury, Deakin, Massey, Murdoch

Table 18. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Number of ECONLIT
Journal Articles, 1996–2002

Rank Name University Number

1 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 52.83
2 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 50.58
3 Clem Tisdell (P) Queensland 32.49
4 Dipendra Sinha (AP) Macquarie 24.50
5 John Gibson (SL) Waikato 22.16
6 Robert Leeson (AP) Murdoch 20.50
6 Tony Makin (AP) Queensland 20.50
8 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 20.33
9 Les Oxley (P) Canterbury 20.32
10 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 17.50
11 Stephen King (P) Melbourne 17.00
12 Paul Miller (P) UWA 16.67
13 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide 16.41
14 Brian Dollery (P) UNE 15.49
15 Richard Damania (SL) Adelaide 14.50
16 Andrew Worthington (AP) QUT 14.08
17 Richard Pomfret (P) Adelaide 14.00
18 Neil Dias Karunaratne (P) Queensland 13.67
18 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 13.67
18 Nilss Olekalns (AP) Melbourne 13.67
21 John King (P) La Trobe 13.50
21 Harry Clarke (R) La Trobe 13.50
23 Ranjan Ray (P) Tasmania 12.67
24 Paul Dalziel (P) Lincoln 12.50
25 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne 12.33
25 Ramkishen Rajan (SL) Adelaide 12.33
27 Garry Madden (P) Curtin 12.14
28 Renuka Mahadevan (L) Queensland 12.00
28 John Singleton (SL) VUW 12.00
28 Xiangkang Yin (SL) La Trobe 12.00

AP, Associate Professor; Curtin, Curtin University of Technology; P, Professor; R, Reader; SL, Senior
Lecturer; QUT, Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University of New England; UWA,
University of Western Australia; UWS, University of Western Sydney; VUW, Victoria University of
Wellington.
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and Waikato with one each. The economists in the Hall of Fame are the star
performers in research in terms of quality and quantity in Australia and New
Zealand. So far as Australian economists are concerned, economists from every
university in the ‘Group of 8’, except Sydney, are represented in the Hall of
Fame.

Honourable mentions may be made of the next 10 economists in terms of mean
rankings. These economists (with academic ranks in parentheses) are Mark
Crosby (SL) of Melbourne, Guillaume Rocheteau (SL) of ANU, Clem Tisdell
(P) of Queensland, Joseph Hirschberg (AP) of Melbourne, Michael A. Shields
(SL) of Melbourne, Glenn Otto (AP) of UNSW, John Piggott (P) of UNSW, Elie

Table 19. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Laband and Piette Citation
Weights, 1996–2002

Rank Name University Pages

1 Rabee Tourky (P) Melbourne 25.80
2 John Piggott (P) UNSW 15.88
3 Darrell Turkington (AP) UWA 10.38
4 Lisa Farrell (SL) Melbourne 7.69
5 Glenn Otto (AP) UNSW 7.33
6 Minxian Yang (SL) UNSW 6.54
7 Robert Hill (AP) UNSW 6.45
8 Graeme Guthrie (SL) VUW 6.07
9 Guillaume Rocheteau (SL) ANU 5.27
10 Ian King (AP) Auckland 5.23
11 Paul Chen (SL) ANU 4.83
12 Jie Zhang (SL) Queensland 4.40
13 Suren Basov (L) Melbourne 4.26
14 Abhijit Sengupta (SL) Sydney 4.25
15 Andrew Weiss (R) ANU 3.87
16 Kunal Sengupta (P) Sydney 3.47
17 Michael McKenzie (SL) RMIT 3.37
18 William Coleman (SL) ANU 3.29
19 Robert Dixon (Reader) Melbourne 3.23
20 Ghanshyam Mehta (AP) Queensland 3.16
20 Michael A. Shields (SL) Melbourne 3.16
22 Garry Barrett (AP) UNSW 3.07
23 Judith Rich (SL) Monash 2.92
24 Paul Miller (P) UWA 2.87
25 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 2.85
26 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 2.84
27 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne 2.67
28 Stephen King (P) Melbourne 2.64
28 Anthony Endres (AP) Auckland 2.64
30 Janice How (AP) Curtin 2.59

ANU,AustralianNational University; AP, Associate Professor; Curtin, CurtinUniversity of Technology;
P, Professor; R, Reader; RMIT, Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology; SL, Senior Lecturer; UNSW,
University of New South Wales; UWA, University of Western Australia; VUW, Victoria University of
Wellington.
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Appelbaum (P) of Sydney, William Coleman (SL) of ANU and Richard Pomfret
(P) of Adelaide.

8. Conclusions

The paper is one of the most comprehensive and thorough studies of rankings
in the literature. There are a number of distinguishing features of this study.
First, all previous international studies rank institutions, rather than depart-
ments. This is clearly unacceptable as it distorts the rankings. We provide

Table 20. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas
and Stengos Citation Weights, 1996–2002

Rank Name University Pages

1 Rabee Tourky (P) Melbourne 24.87
2 Darrell Turkington (AP) UWA 21.25
3 Minxian Yang (SL) UNSW 19.04
4 Robert Hill (AP) UNSW 14.32
5 Andrew Weiss (R) ANU 13.39
6 David Harris (SL) Melbourne 12.38
7 John Piggott (P) UNSW 12.32
8 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 11.65
9 Lisa Farrell (SL) Melbourne 9.83
10 Paul Chen (SL) ANU 8.07
11 Guillaume Rocheteau (SL) ANU 8.00
12 Garry Barrett (AP) UNSW 7.91
13 Jie Zhang (SL) Queensland 7.86
14 Michael A. Shields (SL) Melbourne 7.16
15 Vance Martin (P) Melbourne 7.05
16 Gautam Bose (SL) UNSW 6.32
17 Glenn Otto (AP) UNSW 5.78
18 John Gibson (SL) Waikato 5.33
19 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 5.30
20 Abhijit Sengupta (SL) Sydney 5.13
21 Ian King (AP) Auckland 5.12
22 Kunal Sengupta (P) Sydney 5.05
22 Jun Yu (SL) Auckland 5.05
24 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 5.04
25 Stephen King (P) Melbourne 4.86
26 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 4.84
27 Matthew Ryan (SL) Auckland 4.66
28 Raul Barreto (L) Adelaide 4.51
29 Richard Damania (SL) Adelaide 4.37
30 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 4.26

ANU, Australian National University; AP, Associate Professor; L, Lecturer; P, Professor; R, Reader;
SL, Senior Lecturer; UNSW, University of New South Wales; UWA, University of Western Australia;
VUW, Victoria University of Wellington.
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rankings for departments on total and per capita bases. Second, we critically
survey of the economics rankings literature. Third, we provide a variety of
rankings of 25 Australian and seven New Zealand teaching university econom-
ics departments and individual economists in these economics departments
using data for 1988–2002 and 1996–2002 for the departments, and 1988–2002,
1988–1995 and 1996–2002 for individuals. In ranking departments and individ-
uals, we use two types of citation-based journal weights and one perception-
based journal weights. Nearly, 500 journals are taken into account. Finally, we

Table 21. Rankings of Individual Economists on the Basis of Mason, Steagall and
Fabritius Perception Weights, 1996–2002

Rank Name University Pages

1 John Creedy (P) Melbourne 279.49
2 Imad Moosa (P) La Trobe 183.76
3 Robert Leeson (AP) Murdoch 140.92
4 Clem Tisdell (P) Queensland 140.73
5 Jeff Borland (P) Melbourne 104.91
6 Paul Miller (P) UWA 104.63
7 John Gibson (SL) Waikato 101.15
8 Kym Anderson (P) Adelaide 94.55
9 Les Oxley (P) Canterbury 87.88
10 Stephen King (P) Melbourne 87.03
11 Michael McAleer (P) UWA 84.87
12 Jie Zhang (SL) Queensland 83.20
13 Michael A. Shields (SL) Melbourne 79.79
14 Lisa Cameron (AP) Melbourne 76.43
15 Ranjan Ray (P) Tasmania 75.94
16 Brian Dollery (P) UNE 74.14
17 Yew-Kwang Ng (P) Monash 73.04
18 Neil Dias Karunaratne (P) Queensland 72.06
19 Garry Barrett (AP) UNSW 71.83
20 Andrew Worthington (AP) QUT 70.74
21 Guillaume Rocheteau (SL) ANU 69.56
22 Michael McKenzie (SL) RMIT 67.68
23 Richard Damania (SL) Adelaide 66.78
24 Ian McDonald (P) Melbourne 66.69
25 Carl Chiarella (P) UTS 63.06
26 Harry Bloch (P) Curtin 62.10
27 Robert Hill (AP) UNSW 61.30
28 John Freebairn (P) Melbourne 61.06
29 Craig Freedman (AP) Macquarie 60.56
30 Xiangkang Yin (SL) La Trobe 59.84

ANU, Australian National University; AP, Associate Professor; Curtin, Curtin University of Techn-
ology; P, Professor; RMIT, Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology; SL, Senior Lecturer; QUT,
Queensland University of Technology; UNE, University of New England; UNSW, University of New
South Wales; UTS, University of Technology Sydney; UWA, University of Western Australia; VUW,
Victoria University of Wellington.
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establish a Hall of Fame for individual economists in Australia and New
Zealand.
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Notes

1. Although some academics seriously question the usefulness of department or indivi-

dual rankings, it is interesting to note that many academics and universities thoroughly

scrutinize and report on them, particularly if the rankings are positive for their

departments or universities. For example, recently, the European University Institute

(EUI) on their website reported that on the basis of a recent study ‘the EUI Economics

Department is one of the best in Europe and in the world in terms of publication

record’ (see http://www.iue.it/ECO/).

2. See McAleer (2005), who provides an insightful and thought provoking list of Ten

Commandments on ranking university quality.

3. Robson (2004, p. 4), Vice Chancellor of the University of Western Australia, has stated

‘that rankings – and more and more of them – will be a part of our future’.

4. The AER equivalent is computed as follows: The average number of words per page of

AER is approximately 760. A journal with an average number of words per page of 380

is then given a weight of 0.5.

5. It is argued that citations are the ‘scientific community’s version of dollar voting by con-

sumer’s for goods and services’ (see Laband and Piette, 1994, p. 641). However, the use of

citations as a legitimate measure is not without its critics (see Davis, 1998; Klein and Chiang,

2004).

6. For example, Diamond (1989) and Burton and Phimister (1995) derive core journals

on the basis of citations.

7. For the USA, see US News and World Report for rankings of economics departments,

http://www.usnews.com/usnews/edu/grad/rankings/phdhum/brief/econ_brief.php.

These rankings are based on two types of data: expert opinion about program quality

and statistical indicators that measure the quality of a school’s faculty, research, and

students and the National Research Council Report (NRC) on US university depart-

ments. Thursby (2000) examines research in departments on the basis of the NRC

study. For Australia, see Harris (1990b) and Anderson and Blandy (1992).

8. Some of these studies have been criticized for being overly subjective. However, one

can argue that these types of studies are an additional indicator that can be used with

other ‘quantitative’ measures. Academics are not immune from developing measures

on how best to measure their output, given that they spend most of their working lives

measuring the output of others.

9. It is important to point out that no measure is totally ‘objective’. However, some

measures are more acceptable than others.

10. However, econometrics papers are published in a wide range of journals, many of

which are not included in the ECONLIT database. For example, Environmental

Modelling and Software, which is published by Elsevier, is ranked 48 of 151 journals
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in the disciplines of Statistics and Econometrics. Therefore, Environmental Modelling

and Software is ranked ahead of very well-known and long-established journals in

economics, econometrics, finance, statistics, time series analysis and forecasting, such

as Journal of Times Series Analysis, Journal of International Money and Finance,

Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control, International Journal of Forecasting,

Journal of Applied Statistics, Journal of Banking and Finance, Oxford Bulletin

of Economics and Statistics and Econometric Theory (see http://www.feweb.vu.nl/

econometriclinks/rankings/trendsgif.html).

11. These journals are AER, Econometrica, Economic Development and Cultural Change,

Economic Inquiry, Economic Journal, Economica, Industrial and Labor Relations

Review, International Economic Review, Journal of Business, Journal of Economic

History, Journal of Economic Theory, Journal of Finance, Journal of Human

Resources, Journal of Law and Economics, Journal of Money, Credit, and Banking,

Journal of Political Economy, Journal of Regional Science, Journal of the American

Statistical Association, National Tax Journal, Oxford Economic Papers, Quarterly

Journal of Economics, Review of Economic Studies, Review of Economics and

Statistics and Southern Economic Journal.

12. Lovell (1973) excluded books because he argued that there may be a tendency of

including information that has been previously published in professional journals.

This was to avoid double counting.

13. AER, Econometrica, Journal of Political Economy and the Quarterly Journal of

Economics were selected as the ‘leading journals’ on the basis of circulation.

14. In fact, Lovell ranked Milton Friedman as the star performer on the basis of citations.

The other star performers were Solow, Arrow, Hicks, Samuelson, Koopmans, Theil,

Johnson, Tobin, Griliches, Klein and Schultz.

15. The criteria included, for example, most articles published in a lifetime, most total

pages published in a lifetime, most articles of 25 pages of more, most articles of 10

pages or less, most total articles per year based on 21 or more lifetime articles, and so

on.

16. This study also examined the job quality and earnings profile of academic economists.

17. Given that the period covered in Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) is more recent, this has

had the effect of elevating the rankings of relatively newer journals when compared

with the Laband and Piette (1994) journal rankings. Most notable examples are

Econometric Theory, Economic Theory and the Journal of Applied Econometrics.

18. In an earlier study, Jonson and Brodie (1980) analysed the publication record of

Australian economists by examining the bibliographies of five surveys in Surveys of

Australian Economics [see Gruen (1978)]. The major drawback of this study is that it

has not taken into account the quality or length of publications.

19. Notes, replies and comments are generally excluded from most rankings studies as the

author(s) generally argue that they do not incorporate major contributions, although

some argue that there have been some major contributions that have been brief and

succinct (see Pomfret and Wang (2003, p. 3). In fact, Pomfret and Wang (2003) argue

that adjusting for length is a ‘faulty’ and ‘crude’ weighting procedure. However, it is

peculiar that in their study they also exclude comments, replies, obituaries and book

reviews when ranking Australian economics departments.

20. Some of these reasons include: (i) some publications with a strong impact may be missed

because they appear in journals not sampled; (ii) some researchers work in narrower

fields and therefore may not be cited a great deal; (iii) citation indexes do not distinguish

whether a citation is good, bad or indifferent and so on (Harris, 1990a, p. 253).
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21. It is important to stress that the use of citation counts from the SSCI does have its

practical difficulties. For example, only first authors were listed in earlier versions in

the SSCI; listing authors only by initials and the problem of dealing with authors with

identical names.

22. See Anderson and Blandy (1992, Appendix A), which provides a vigorous comment on

the construction and flaws of the questionnaire.

23. The Professors were asked to rank the top three according to each criterion and

provide an overall ranking of the top five departments in Australia. In terms of the

pecking order, Australian National University, University of Melbourne, University of

New South Wales and Monash University were the top ranked universities.

24. They examine the publication records of twenty-three economics and five econometrics

departments up to and including 1 March 1994.

25. See, for example, Graves et al. (1982) and Hirsch et al. (1984).

26. For example, according to Diamond (1989), group 1 journals are the most frequently

cited in the core journals of economics. The group 1 journals in Towe and Wright

(1995) are as follows: AER, Econometrica, Economic Journal, International Economic

Review, Journal of Economic Theory, Journal of Finance, Journal of Financial

Economics, Journal of Political Economy, Quarterly Journal of Economics, Rand

Journal of Economics, Review of Economics and Statistics and Review of Economic

Studies (Towe and Wright, 1995, Table 1, pp. 10–11).

27. In fact, he argued that Bairam’s method ‘favoured Massey and Waikato at the expense

of Canterbury’ (Gibson, 2000, p. 74).

28. See King (2001, p. 98) for a numerical comparison and its implications.

29. The Laband and Piette (1994) journal rankings are based on 1990 citations.

Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) update the Laband and Piette (1994) journal rankings by

using 1998 citations. Sinha and Macri (2002) compare the rankings of the top five

Australian universities based on Laband and Piette (1994) journal weights with those

based on the Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) journal weights. The Kalaitzidakis et al. (2001)

study was, at that time, available as a working paper.

30. Heads of Departments were also given a choice to add additional journals they felt

were worthy of inclusion. Therefore, in total, there were 157 journals ranked by the

Mason et al. (1997).

31. Towe and Wright (1995, p. 12) did not adjust the page lengths of any of the journals

that were included in their group 4 category, even though most of the research that

Australian academics published was included in this group. In fact, Towe and Wright

(1995) conceded that this may have biased their results upwards. Bairam (1996, 1997),

in ranking New Zealand economics departments, adopts the Towe and Wright (1995)

methodology, and therefore, his study also suffers from the same problem. In a

worldwide study, Coupe (2003) standardizes for only 71 journals.

32. However, the results suggest that for some of the previously middle- and lower-ranked

universities, the change in rankings has been quite dramatic.

33. The ‘core five’ from Scott and Mitias (1996) includes AER, Econometrica, Journal of

Political Economy, Quarterly Journal of Economics and Review of Economics and

Statistics. The ‘core eight’ or ‘Blue Ribbon’ journals from Conroy and Dusansky

(1995) include the ‘core five’ and, Journal of Economic Theory, Review of Economic

Studies and International Economic Review. The ‘core nine’ journals include the ‘core

eight’, but with the exclusion of International Economic Review, and the addition of

Journal of Monetary Economics and Economic Journal. It is argued that academics

make valuable contributions by publishing in domestic journals on domestic issues.
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Therefore, to take into account the importance of domestic issues, King (2002) adds

New Zealand Economic Papers to the ‘core nine’ journals.

34. The differences can be attributed to the journal weighting system being used, personnel

changes and the fact that the three major studies employ different time horizons.

35. See Maharey (2002, pp. 55–60) and Cullen (2002, p. 10).

36. For example, Australian Economic History Review and Australian Journal of Agricultural

Economics are journals that Pomfret and Wang (2003) argue disadvantage Australian

academic economists.

37. AERPapers and Proceedings do undergo a screening process by being invited by the AEA

Conference Program chair(s). However, it is not the same refereeing process as the AER.
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How much influence do economics

professors have on rankings? The

case of Australia and New Zealand

Joseph Macria,* and Dipendra Sinhaa,b

aDepartment of Economics, Macquarie University, Sydney, Australia
bDepartment of Economics, Ritsumeikan Asia Pacific University,

Beppu, Japan and Institute of Economic Growth, University of Delhi, India

This study ranks Australian and New Zealand economics teaching

departments on the basis of the research productivity of its economics

professors in economics teaching departments using quality adjusted

journal articles listed on the ECONLIT database for the periods 1988 to

2002 and for 1996 to 2002. The per capita research productivity of

professors is highest for University of Melbourne, University of Western

Australia and University of Canterbury. For a number of economics

departments, the per capita research productivity is lower than the

research productivity of all faculty members, using a number of criteria for

1988–2002 and 1996–2002. These universities are University of Auckland,

Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology University, Griffith University

and Macquarie University.

I. Introduction

The voice of Tina Turner energetically singing,

‘you’re simply the best better than all the rest,

better than any one any-one I’ve ever met’, in the

chorus of the classic song ‘Simply the Best’, is likely

to explain the jubilation universities feel when they

are ranked highly in various league tables. The

studies that rank universities, departments and

individuals have long been a topic of immense

interest and controversy, particularly if universities

do not rate well. These studies are closely scrutinized

by prospective students, existing and potential

faculty members, governments, administrators and,

are widely considered important for the scholarly

success and prestige of universities. Moreover,

governments of developed countries are increasingly

tying funding of government universities to

performance benchmarks. Invariably, and not

surprisingly, the position of universities and

departments in the various league tables usually

relies upon the quality and performance of the

senior faculty members, in particular, the professors.

Very few would disagree that professors hold

a unique and important place in universities, which

encompasses, (i) undertaking world class research;

(ii) fostering a research culture; (iii) improving the

quality of undergraduate and graduate students;

(iv) promoting free speech and academic freedom

and (v) defining and promoting professional values

and standards in higher education in ensuring the

advancement of knowledge.
The objective of this study, using journal articles

included in the ECONLIT database (the database

of the American Economic Association) and on the

basis of two criteria – one based on citations and the

other on perceptions of journal quality, is to rank 28

Australian and New Zealand economics teaching
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departments on the basis of the research productivity
of its professors. It is important to note that
professors in both Australia and New Zealand,
unlike the United States and Canada, are not usually
appointed by an internal promotion mechanism.
Established professorial positions are usually adver-
tised externally and are called ‘Chairs’. However, a
number of universities have created positions of
‘Personal Chairs’, which are usually awarded through
an internal process, and ‘Professorial Fellows’, which
are awarded on the basis of accomplishments of the
academic staff. In addition, a new phenomenon is
being seen in some economics departments. In these
departments, professors are being appointed through
internal promotion as it is done in North American
universities. Professors, personal chairs and profes-
sorial fellows represent approximately 13% of total
faculty members (lecturers and above) in Australian
and New Zealand economics departments (Macri and
Sinha, 2006). In contrast, professors in the United
States represent approximately 35% of total faculty
members (American Association of University
Professors, 2001). Professors in Australia and New
Zealand, just like in the UK, are expected to be
leading research in the departments. This leadership
role is much more pronounced in these countries than
in the United States. In fact, professors in these
countries often have a lower teaching load than other
faculty members so that they can concentrate more
on research. In the United States, the situation is
often the opposite. Newly appointed assistant pro-
fessors are given a lower teaching load so that they
can allocate more time on research. Do the professors
in the economics departments in Australia and New
Zealand fulfill their roles as leaders of research? The
issue has become critical in Australia and New
Zealand as both governments seek to recognize and
reward high quality and high impact research. The
New Zealand government adopted the Performance
Based Research Fund (PBRF) approach for the
higher education institutions a few years ago. The
Australian government is in the process of imple-
menting a similar approach. It is called the Research
Quality Framework (RQF)

This study has important and distinguishing
features. First, this is the only international study
that ranks economics teaching departments on the
basis of the academic rank of professors. Second, it is
the only international study that ranks economics
teaching departments, using citation and perceptions
journal quality weights, on the basis of professors.
Third, as far as we are aware, the period under study
represents the longest period ever undertaken in
ranking economics teaching departments on the basis
of the research output of professors. Fourth, in order

to account for differences in journal formats, we
standardize all of the ECONLIT journals in
which Australian and New Zealand professors have
published, to an American Economic Review (AER)
page equivalent. Fifth, this article’s methodology
enables international comparisons to be made on the
basis of quality adjusted journal weights.

The article is organized as follows. In Section II, we
provide a brief review of the literature. In Section III,
we detail the data and methodology employed in
ranking Australian and New Zealand economics
teaching departments on the basis of the quality
adjusted research output published by their pro-
fessors. In Section IV, we provide and discuss the
results. In Section V, we provide some concluding
comments.

II. Literature Review

It is somewhat surprising that very little research
has been undertaken in the ranking of economics
teaching departments on the basis of the research
productivity of its professors. Generally, most
rankings studies have focused on ranking institutions
and departments on the basis of all faculty members
and employed criteria ranging from the origins of
papers presented at American Economic Association
(AEA) meetings, surveys and more ‘objective’ mea-
sures of research output, which include, but are not
limited to, the number of journal publications in the
ECONLIT database, publications in top-tiered jour-
nals, citations and the publications of books (see, for
example, Fusfeld, 1956; Graves et al., 1982; Davis
and Papanek, 1984; Liebowitz and Palmer, 1984;
Harris, 1990; Laband and Piette, 1994; Towe and
Wright, 1995; Mason et al., 1997; Gibson, 2000;
Thursby, 2000; King, 2001; Garcia-Castrillo et al.,
2002; Macri and Sinha, 2002, 2006; Sinha and Macri,
2002, 2004; Coupe, 2003; Kalaitzidakis et al., 2003).
Brooks (2005) constructs rankings of countries and
universities on the basis of download of journal
articles from the ECONBASE database of Elsevier
Science Limited. The results are generally consistent
with those obtained by Garcia-Castrillo et al.. In the
context of this present study, as far as we are aware,
there are only two studies that have examined the
research productivity of economics professors in
relation to the rankings of economics teaching
departments. In an interesting and controversial
study, Anderson and Blandy (1992) identified
and surveyed 81 Australian teaching professors of
economics, econometrics and economic history and
asked them to rank Australian economics
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departments on a range of criteria. More recently,
Macri and Sinha (2002) examined the research
productivity of Australian economics professors in
teaching departments by employing citations and
perceptions-based criteria. Macri and Sinha found
that, on a per capita basis, economics professors were
generally more productive than economics faculty
members as a whole (lecturers and above).

III. Data and Methodology

By using journal articles collected from the ECONLIT
database and on the basis of two criteria – one based
on citations and the other on perceptions of journal
quality, we rank 28 Australian and New Zealand
teaching economics departments on the basis of the
quality adjusted output produced by economics
teaching professors for the periods 1988 to 2002 and
1996 to 2002.

The following university economics teaching
departments (with abbreviations used in parentheses
in relevant cases) are ranked: Adelaide, Australian
National University (ANU, Department of
Economics, Faculties only), Auckland, Canberra,
Canterbury, Curtin University of Technology
(Curtin), Flinders, Griffith, La Trobe, Lincoln,
Macquarie, Massey, Melbourne, Monash (all cam-
puses), Newcastle, Otago, Queensland, Queensland
University of Technology (QUT), Royal Melbourne
Institute of Technology University (RMIT), Sydney,
Tasmania, New England (UNE), New South
Wales (UNSW), University of Technology, Sydney
(UTS), Western Australia (UWA), Western
Sydney (all campuses) (UWS), Victoria University
of Wellington (VUW) and Wollongong. Deakin
(all campuses), Murdoch, Victoria and Waikato
economics teaching departments are excluded from
this study as they did not have any professors listed
on their faculty lists as of August 2003. The faculty

Table 1. Number of professors, non-professorial faculty

members and total number of faculty members

Institution Prof Nonprof Total

Adelaide 2 16 18
ANU 2 13 15
Auckland 2 23 25
Canberra 1 10 11
Canterbury 1 13 14
Curtin 3 17 20
Flinders 2 11 13
Griffith 1 8 9
La Trobe 2 16 18
Lincoln 2 10 12
Macquarie 5 20 25
Massey 3 15 18
Melbourne 9 30 39
Monash 3 27 30
Newcastle 1 11 12
Otago 1 11 12
Queensland 8 33 41
QUT 2 21 23
RMIT 1 29 30
Sydney 2 17 19
Tasmania 1 8 9
UNE 5 15 20
UNSW 4 34 38
UTS 4 28 32
UWA 3 12 15
UWS 4 31 35
VUW 2 22 24
Wollongong 3 14 17

Total 79 515 594

Note: PROF and NON-PROF stand for the number of
professors and nonprofessorial faculty members (lecturer,
senior lecturers and associate professors/readers),
respectively.

Table 2. Per capita research productivity of professors

and all faculty members by the number of journal articles,

1988–2002

Institution NOPCPROF Rank NOPC Rank

Adelaide 28.71 2 6.74 5
ANU 15.33 8 5.41 9
Auckland 4.67 24 3.61 19
Canberra 14.74 10 2.55 23
Canterbury 26.82 3 4.18 13
Curtin 10.91 13 3.93 17
Flinders 5.5 20 2.06 26
Griffith 1.67 27 2.33 24
La Trobe 42.58 1 9.47 2
Lincoln 11.5 11 3.44 20
Macquarie 5.47 21 4.01 16
Massey 3.22 26 3.83 18
Melbourne 24.8 4 10.4 1
Monash 20.55 6 4.66 12
Newcastle 8.25 15 4.69 11
Otago 7.5 17 5.61 7
Queensland 15.23 9 7.57 4
QUT 11.5 11 2.24 25
RMIT 1 28 1.01 28
Sydney 7.17 19 4.09 15
Tasmania 16.83 7 5.56 8
UNE 8.5 14 6.18 6
UNSW 7.94 16 4.71 10
UTS 5.29 22 1.37 27
UWA 23.72 5 8.64 3
UWS 7.41 18 2.78 21
VUW 5.08 23 2.71 22
Wollongong 3.5 25 4.11 14

Note: NOPCPROF and NOPC stand for the per capita
research productivity on the basis of the number of
journal articles of professors and the per capita research
productivity of all faculty members on the basis of the
number of journal articles, respectively.
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lists were collected from the websites of the depart-
ments in August 2003. We exclude adjunct professors,
part-time professorial staff and any professors that
do not have any teaching obligations and are not
being funded by their respective universities.

We use the ECONLIT database as of August 2003
to collect the journal publications data. The argu-
ments for focusing solely on journal publications are
two-fold. First, most academics would agree journal
articles are the only publications that undergo the
widely accepted rigorous peer review process in order
to account for quality. Second, the heterogeneous
nature of books and publishers make it an extremely
difficult task to derive an ‘objective’ measure of
quality. We exclude book reviews. We adopt the
‘stock’ approach, which involves collecting and
assigning articles to a professor’s present affiliation.
This seems a logical approach given that when
academics move from one institution to another
they transport their human capital with them (see, for

example, Conroy and Dusansky, 1995; Towe and
Wright, 1995; Scott and Mitias, 1996; Gibson, 2000).

As noted earlier, we standardized all the
ECONLIT journal articles that Australian and New
Zealand economics professors published to an AER
standardized equivalent. For example, based on our
calculations, AER is, on average, approximately 760
words per page. Therefore, a journal with an average
number of words per page of 380 is given a weight of
0.5. We calculated the AER standardized equivalent
for all the professorial published journals back to
1988. This was an extremely time-consuming task and
required meticulous attention, given that some
authors would use initials, middles names and first
names throughout this period. Generally, if there
were any doubts, we would contact the author(s) for
clarification. The reason for selecting 1988 as our
initial period was because it was the first year in
which ECONLIT database recorded the author(s)
affiliation.

Table 3. Per capita research productivity of professors and

per capita research productivity of all faculty members with

KMS weights, 1988–2002

Institution KMSPCPROF Rank KMSPC Rank

Adelaide 4.04 11 1.3 12
ANU 7.15 7 6.16 1
Auckland 0.36 27 2.98 5
Canberra 1.3 20 0.17 25
Canterbury 4.23 10 2.51 6
Curtin 1.18 21 0.31 24
Flinders 1.42 18 0.35 21
Griffith 10.5 5 1.65 8
La Trobe 2.82 16 1.31 11
Lincoln 0.4 26 0.17 25
Macquarie 1.97 17 0.57 18
Massey 0.75 22 0.57 18
Melbourne 11.18 4 5.32 3
Monash 9.48 6 1.6 9
Newcastle 0.5 24 0.15 27
Otago 6.44 8 0.95 15
Queensland 3.07 15 1.53 10
QUT 3.13 14 0.33 23
RMIT 0.002 28 0.02 28
Sydney 13.85 3 2.45 7
Tasmania 3.2 13 0.91 16
UNE 0.5 24 0.5 20
UNSW 14.86 2 4.17 4
UTS 3.79 12 0.71 17
UWA 15.99 1 5.35 2
UWS 1.41 19 0.35 21
VUW 6.1 9 1.18 13
Wollongong 0.55 23 1.04 14

Note: KMSPCPROF and KMSPC stand for the per capita
research productivity on the basis of KMS weights of
professors and the per capita research productivity of all
faculty members, respectively.

Table 4. Per capita research productivity of professors and

per capita research productivity of all faculty members with

LP weights, 1988–2002

Institution LPPCPROF Rank LPPC Rank

Adelaide 2.2 10 0.53 13
ANU 2.74 9 3.03 2
Auckland 0.06 27 2.21 5
Canberra 0.51 20 0.06 28
Canterbury 1.87 11 1.96 6
Curtin 0.51 20 0.28 18
Flinders 1.2 13 0.27 19
Griffith 10.51 2 1.35 8
La Trobe 1.17 14 0.52 14
Lincoln 0.13 26 0.09 27
Macquarie 1.13 17 0.35 16
Massey 0.4 22 0.26 21
Melbourne 7.17 5 3.13 1
Monash 8.45 3 1.28 9
Newcastle 0.17 25 0.18 24
Otago 5.46 7 0.73 12
Queensland 1.17 14 0.76 11
QUT 1.16 16 0.14 25
RMIT 0.02 28 0.12 26
Sydney 7.09 6 1.47 7
Tasmania 0.75 18 0.35 16
UNE 0.22 23 0.22 22
UNSW 12.53 1 2.69 4
UTS 1.3 12 0.27 19
UWA 8.23 4 2.71 3
UWS 0.68 19 0.19 23
VUW 3.67 8 0.78 10
Wollongong 0.18 24 0.43 15

Note: LPPCPROF and LPPC stand for the per capita
research productivity on the basis of the LP weights of
professors and the per capita research productivity of all
faculty members, respectively.
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The methodology used to compute the rankings for

this article is the same as that which was adopted in

Macri and Sinha (2006). These quality journal

weights are taken from Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003)

(KMS hereinafter) and Laband and Piette (1994) (LP

hereinafter). The quality weights used for the percep-

tion-based journal rankings are from Mason et al.

(1997) (MSF hereinafter). The following formula is

used to calculate the rankings:

Pð Þ
1

n

� �
CFð Þ Qð Þ ð1Þ

where P is the number of pages, n is the number of

authors, CF is the conversion factor as previously

mentioned in terms of the AER standardized page

equivalent and Q is the index of quality, based on

KMS, LP and MSF quality weights. The journal

quality weights are all standardized to one in all

cases. For all those journals that are not ranked in

KMS, LP and MSF, we use the weight of the lowest
ranked journal in which professors has published. We
followed the convention in terms of co-authorship by
dividing the pages evenly amongst authors (1/n).
Furthermore, KMS ranked only those journals,
which were classified as ‘economics’ journals in the
Social Science Citation Index (SSCI). As a result,
there were several notable omissions that were
considered important economics journals. In order
to account for these notable exclusions, we used the
LP weights for the following journals: Industrial and
Labor Relations Review, Journal of the American
Statistical Association and Journal of Money, Credit
and Banking. It is also important to note that we have
applied different weights to AER and AER Papers
and Proceedings. We argue that they do not undergo
the same refereeing process. Therefore, we apply the
LP weights to AER Papers and Proceedings, which

Table 5. Per capita research productivity of professors and

per capita research productivity of all faculty members with

MSF weights, 1988–2002

Institution MSFPCPROF Rank MSFPC Rank

Adelaide 135.87 4 32.37 6
ANU 99.9 6 36.93 4
Auckland 21.3 25 20.27 16
Canberra 59.17 10 10.42 25
Canterbury 113.09 5 22.08 14
Curtin 53.75 11 19.26 18
Flinders 27.77 22 10.66 24
Griffith 15.54 27 14.8 20
La Trobe 162.32 1 41.51 3
Lincoln 49.31 14 13.96 21
Macquarie 34.79 18 19.94 17
Massey 16.87 26 16.82 19
Melbourne 139.96 3 59.21 1
Monash 93.01 8 24.28 10
Newcastle 40.6 17 22.67 12
Otago 42.94 16 24.07 11
Queensland 73.11 9 35.18 5
QUT 51.98 12 9.99 26
RMIT 7.94 28 4.37 28
Sydney 48.21 15 22.49 13
Tasmania 93.66 7 25.54 9
UNE 33.25 19 26.08 8
UNSW 49.99 13 26.82 7
UTS 27.17 23 7.28 27
UWA 146.2 2 47.32 2
UWS 33.11 20 12.27 23
VUW 30.59 21 12.98 22
Wollongong 22.21 24 21.05 15

Note: MSFPCPROF and MSFPC stand for the per capita
research productivity on the basis of the MSF weights of
professors and the per capita research productivity of all
faculty members, respectively.

Table 6. Mean rankings of professors on the basis of number

of journal articles, KMS weights, LP weights and MSF

weights for 1988–2002

Institution
RNO
PCP

RMSF
PCP

RLP
PCP

RKMS
PCP RMEAN

Adelaide 2 4 10 11 4
ANU 8 6 9 7 6
Auckland 24 25 27 27 27
Canberra 10 10 20 20 14
Canterbury 3 5 11 10 5
Curtin 13 11 20 21 17
Flinders 20 22 13 18 19
Griffith 27 27 2 5 15
La Trobe 1 1 14 16 7
Lincoln 11 14 26 26 22
Macquarie 21 18 17 17 19
Massey 26 26 22 22 25
Melbourne 4 3 5 4 2
Monash 6 8 3 6 3
Newcastle 15 17 25 24 24
Otago 17 16 7 8 12
Queensland 9 9 14 15 11
QUT 11 12 16 14 13
RMIT 28 28 28 28 28
Sydney 19 15 6 3 9
Tasmania 7 7 18 13 10
UNE 14 19 23 24 23
UNSW 16 13 1 2 7
UTS 22 23 12 12 18
UWA 5 2 4 1 1
UWS 18 20 19 19 21
VUW 23 21 8 9 15
Wollongong 25 24 24 23 25

Note: RNOPCP, RMSFPCP, RLPPCP, RKMSPCP and
RMEAN stand for rankings based on the per capita
research productivity of professors based on the number of
journal articles, MSF weights, LP weights, KMS weights
and mean rank, respectively.
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does distinguish between AER and AER Papers and
Proceedings. We now discuss the results.

IV. Results

We have considered 79 professors in 28 economics
departments. Table 1 gives the numbers of professors,
non-professorial faculty members (lecturers, senior
lecturers and associate professors/readers) and the
total faculty members in these economics depart-
ments. While a number of universities had only one
professor, Melbourne had nine professors, which was
the highest number among these universities.

Table 2 show the per capita productivity of the
professors for 1988–2002 by the number of journal
articles, which is denoted by NOPCPROF. It also
shows the per capita productivity of all faculty
members. This is denoted by NOPC. For the

professors, La Trobe tops the list followed by
Adelaide, Canterbury, Melbourne and UWA in that
order. For Griffith and Wollongong, the per capita
productivity of professors is lower than the per capita
productivity of all faculty members.

Table 3 shows the per capita productivity of
professors for 1988–2002 when KMS weights are
used. It is denoted by KMSPCPROF. UWA has the
highest rank followed by UNSW, Sydney, Melbourne
and Griffith in that order. The productivity of all
faculty members is denoted by KMSPC. For
Auckland, RMIT and Wollongong, the per capita
research productivity of professors is lower than that
of all faculty members.

Table 4 shows the per capita productivity of
professors for 1988–2002 when LP weights are used.
It is denoted by LPPCPROF. UNSW tops the list
followed by Griffith, Monash, UWA and Melbourne
in that order. The per capita research productivity
of all faculty members is denoted by LPPC.

Table 7. Per capita research productivity of professors

and all faculty members by the number of journal articles,

1996–2002

Institution NOPCPROF Rank NOPC Rank

Adelaide 15.21 3 4.4 5
ANU 4.58 15 2.86 10
Auckland 1.67 25 1.95 20
Canberra 10.33 7 1.61 23
Canterbury 20.32 2 3.15 9
Curtin 7.93 10 2.73 14
Flinders 2.42 22 0.88 27
Griffith 0.66 27 1.19 25
La Trobe 33.17 1 6.43 1
Lincoln 6.5 11 2.17 16
Macquarie 1.9 24 2.69 15
Massey 2.94 20 2.78 12
Melbourne 13.78 5 6.42 2
Monash 10.33 7 2.77 13
Newcastle 4.25 16 2.14 17
Otago 3 18 3.39 8
Queensland 9.87 9 4.72 4
QUT 4.67 13 1.59 24
RMIT 0 28 0.88 27
Sydney 3 18 2.14 17
Tasmania 12.67 6 3.74 6
UNE 4.6 14 3.43 7
UNSW 2.75 21 2.86 10
UTS 3.99 17 1.07 26
UWA 14 4 5.56 3
UWS 5.12 12 2.06 19
VUW 1.67 25 1.65 21
Wollongong 2.17 23 1.62 22

Note: NOPCPROF and NOPC stand for the per capita
research productivity on the basis of number of journal
articles of professors and the per capita research produc-
tivity of all faculty members on the basis of the number of
journal articles, respectively.

Table 8. per capita research productivity of professors and

per capita research productivity of all faculty members with

KMS weights, 1996–2002

Institution KMSPCPROF Rank KMSPC Rank

Adelaide 1.49 12 0.84 6
ANU 1.72 10 2.72 3
Auckland 0.05 24 0.87 5
Canberra 0.27 22 0.06 26
Canterbury 2.75 5 0.75 8
Curtin 1 14 0.18 17
Flinders 0.26 23 0.09 24
Griffith 0.0008 27 0.07 25
La Trobe 2.5 6 0.65 9
Lincoln 0.28 21 0.13 22
Macquarie 0.006 26 0.12 23
Massey 0.7 18 0.37 14
Melbourne 5.91 1 3.07 1
Monash 2.11 8 0.59 10
Newcastle 0.03 25 0.005 28
Otago 0.84 15 0.37 14
Queensland 0.72 17 0.59 10
QUT 1.93 9 0.14 20
RMIT 0 28 0.02 27
Sydney 4.41 3 0.82 7
Tasmania 2.24 7 0.44 13
UNE 0.4 19 0.15 19
UNSW 3.48 4 2.28 4
UTS 1.1 13 0.3 16
UWA 5.52 2 2.88 2
UWS 0.75 16 0.18 17
VUW 1.53 11 0.58 12
Wollongong 0.38 20 0.14 20

Note: KMSPCPROF and KMSPC stand for the per capita
research productivity on the basis of the KMS weights of
professors and the per capita research productivity of all
faculty members, respectively.
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For Auckland, Canterbury, Newcastle, RMIT and
Wollongong, the per capita research productivity is
lower for professors than for all faculty members.

Table 5 shows the per capita research productivity
of professors for 1988–2002 when MSF weights are
used. It is denoted by MSFPCPROF. La Trobe is at
the number one position followed by UWA,
Melbourne, Adelaide and Canterbury in that order.
The per capita research productivity of all faculty
members is denoted by MSFPC.

Table 6 shows the mean rankings of per capita
research productivity of professors for 1988–2002.
This is denoted by RMEAN. The rankings based on
the number of journal articles, MSF weights, LP
weights and KMS weights are denoted by RNOPC,
RMSFPCP, RLPPCP and RKMSPCP, respectively.
For mean rankings, UWA occupies the number one
position followed by Melbourne, Monash, Adelaide
and Canterbury in that order.

Table 7 shows the per capita research productivity
of professors for 1996–2002 using the number of

journal articles. This is denoted by NOPCPROF. La
Trobe is at the number one position followed by
Canterbury, Adelaide, UWA and Melbourne in that
order. The per capita number of journal articles for
all faculty members is denoted by NOPC. For
Auckland, Griffith, Macquarie, Otago, RMIT and
UNSW, NOPC is higher than NOPCPROF.

Table 8 shows the per capita research productivity
of professors for 1996–2002 when KMS weights are
used. It is denoted by KMSPCPROF. Melbourne
occupies the first position followed by UWA, Sydney,
UNSW and Canterbury in that order. The per capita
research productivity of all faculty members is
denoted by KMSPC. For ANU, Auckland, Griffith,
Macquarie and RMIT, KMSPCPROF is lower than
KMSPC. Auckland has the 5th position by KMSPC
but 24th position by KMSPCPROF.

Table 9 shows the per capita research productivity
of professors for 1996–2002 when LP weights are
used. It is denoted by LPPCPROF. The first ranked
Melbourne is followed by UNSW, Sydney, UWA and

Table 9. Per capita research productivity of professors and

per capita research productivity of all faculty members with

LP weights, 1996–2002

Institution LPPCPROF Rank LPPC Rank

Adelaide 1.08 7 0.33 10
ANU 0.65 10 1.39 2
Auckland 0.02 25 0.48 6
Canberra 0.1 22 0.02 27
Canterbury 1.26 5 0.35 8
Curtin 0.47 12 0.22 13
Flinders 0.12 21 0.04 26
Griffith 0.008 27 0.02 27
La Trobe 1.03 8 0.21 14
Lincoln 0.07 23 0.08 22
Macquarie 0.02 25 0.1 20
Massey 0.39 15 0.16 17
Melbourne 4.41 1 2.05 1
Monash 1.14 6 0.35 8
Newcastle 0.05 24 0.13 18
Otago 0.19 17 0.23 12
Queensland 0.16 18 0.29 11
QUT 0.36 16 0.07 23
RMIT 0 28 0.11 19
Sydney 2.5 3 0.58 5
Tasmania 0.45 13 0.18 15
UNE 0.16 18 0.07 23
UNSW 4.17 2 1.36 3
UTS 0.69 9 0.17 16
UWA 1.96 4 1.27 4
UWS 0.4 14 0.1 20
VUW 0.52 11 0.36 7
Wollongong 0.15 20 0.07 23

Note: LPPCPROF and LPPC stand for the per capita
research productivity on the basis of the LP weights of
professors and the per capita research productivity of all
faculty members, respectively.

Table 10. Per capita research productivity of professors and

per capita research productivity of all faculty members with

MSF weights, 1996–2002

Institution MSFPCPROF Rank MSFPC Rank

Adelaide 75.9 6 21.26 5
ANU 31.57 11 19.51 6
Auckland 9.44 25 9.48 17
Canberra 33.38 10 5.77 25
Canterbury 87.88 2 16.18 8
Curtin 38.85 9 12.68 13
Flinders 10.79 23 4.3 27
Griffith 2.86 27 5.28 26
La Trobe 114.33 1 26.68 3
Lincoln 28.09 12 8.8 20
Macquarie 6.43 26 10.6 15
Massey 15.43 21 12.13 14
Melbourne 79.45 3 37.02 1
Monash 44.94 8 13.89 12
Newcastle 19.09 18 9.19 18
Otago 21.41 16 15.72 10
Queensland 47.44 7 22.12 4
QUT 23.76 13 7.3 23
RMIT 0 28 3.88 28
Sydney 16.91 19 10.34 16
Tasmania 75.94 5 17.83 7
UNE 21.68 15 15.65 11
UNSW 15.92 20 15.81 9
UTS 21.38 17 5.86 24
UWA 76.42 4 27.67 2
UWS 21.98 14 8.97 19
VUW 10.7 24 7.52 22
Wollongong 12.88 22 8.46 21

Note: MSFPCPROF and MSFPC stand for the per capita
research productivity on the basis of the MSF weights of
professors and the per capita research productivity of all
faculty members, respectively.
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Canterbury in that order. The per capita research
productivity of all faculty members is denoted by
LPPC. For ANU, Auckland, Griffith, Macquarie,
Newcastle, Otago and RMIT, LLPC is higher than
LPPCPROF. Again, for Auckland, per capita
research productivity for all faculty members is
much higher than that of professors.

Table 10 shows the per capita research of
professors for 1996–2002 when MSF weights are
used. It is denoted by MSFPCPROF. La Trobe
occupies the first position followed by Canterbury,
Melbourne, UWA and Tasmania in that order. The
per capita research productivity for all faculty
members is denoted by MSFPC. For Auckland,
Griffith, Macquarie and RMIT, MSFPCPROF is
lower than MSFPC.

Table 11 shows the mean rankings of per capita
research productivity of professors for 1996–2002.

This is denoted by RMEAN. The rankings based on

the number of journal articles, MSF weights, LP

weights and KMS weights are denoted by RNOPC,

RMSFPCP, RLPPCP and RKMSPCP, respectively.

For mean rankings, Melbourne occupies the number

one position followed by Canterbury and UWA

(both occupy the second position), La Trobe and

Adelaide in that order.

V. Conclusions

We compare the per capita research productivity of
professors of teaching economics departments using

a variety of criteria. We also compare the per capita

research productivity of the professors with the

productivity of all faculty members. The two depart-

ments that excel in terms of per capita research

productivity of professors are Melbourne and UWA.

These two departments are ranked in the top five in

all the tables. Canterbury appears in eight tables. For

Auckland and RMIT, the per capita research

productivity of professors is lower than the research

productivity of all faculty members in as many as six

tables. For Griffith and Macquarie, per capita

research productivity of professors is lower than the

research productivity of all faculty members in five

and four tables, respectively.
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Just as friendly arguments based on an ignorance of facts eventually led to

the creation of the definitive Guinness Book of World Records, any

argument about university rankings has seemingly been a problem without

a solution. To state the obvious, alternative rankings methodologies can

and do lead to different rankings. This article evaluates the robustness of

rankings of Australian and New Zealand economics teaching departments

for 1988 to 2002 and 1996 to 2002 using alternative rankings methodol-

ogies, and compares the results with the rankings obtained by Macri and

Sinha (2006). In the overall mean rankings for both 1988 to 2006 and 1996

to 2002, the University of Melbourne is ranked first, followed by UWA

and ANU.

I. Introduction

Records are made to be broken but rankings exercises

are made to be debated. For a variety of pecuniary

and nonpecuniary reasons, ranking economics

departments has a long-standing tradition, particu-

larly in the USA. However, in recent years there has

been a renewed interest in rankings worldwide. This is

not surprising given that in many countries signifi-

cant university funding is dependant upon research

output. Consequently, selecting appropriate and

consistent methods of assessing and quantifying this

output is required. The importance of such research,

particularly since the 1990s, has assumed greater

importance as governments in countries such as the

UK, Australia and New Zealand have sought to

allocate highly competitive and scarce research funds

on the basis of some form of ‘measurable’ output.1

Furthermore, the ranking of economics departments

can be extremely useful for prospective graduate

students and academic staff or faculty members, who

may be interested in the quality of the research

*Corresponding author. E-mail: jmacri@efs.mq.edu.au
1Quirke (2005) discusses the importance of research rankings for funding purposes. The UK, New Zealand, Hong Kong,
Germany and the Netherlands have developed research assessment exercises that allocate research funds on the basis of stated
criteria. Australia is currently developing the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) framework (previously the Research
Quality Framework). Its primary focus will be to assess research quality within Australia’s higher education institutions using
a range of indicators and expert review by committees comprising experienced, internationally-recognised experts.
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environment of a particular institution (see, for

example, McAleer, 2005).
There are three main objectives to this article. First,

using the Towe and Wright (1995) methodology

(which will be explained in Section III), 25 Australian

and seven New Zealand economics teaching depart-

ments are ranked on the basis of the number of pages

published in journal articles listed on the ECONLIT

database for the periods 1988 to 2002 and 1996 to

2002. Second, using the Towe and Wright (1995)

methodology, and adjusting for journal quality using

the Gibson (2000) weights, 25 Australian and seven

New Zealand economics teaching departments are

ranked for the periods 1988 to 2002 and 1996 to 2002.

Third, the robustness of these results are compared

for the periods 1988 to 2002 and 1996 to 2002 with

the rankings in Macri and Sinha (2006), which ranks

25 Australian and seven New Zealand economics

teaching departments on a total and per capita basis,

using journal articles included in the ECONLIT

database. In their rankings exercise, Macri and Sinha

(2006) use two criteria, one based on citations and the

other on perceptions of journal quality. The impor-

tant issue is whether a finer gradation of quality

weights, which are applied in Macri and Sinha (2006),

significantly alters the rankings of the Towe and

Wright (1995) and Gibson (2000) adjusted quality

rankings.
This article has several important and distinguish-

ing features. First, the data are for the longest period

for a study undertaken for economics departments on

the basis of the Towe and Wright (1995) methodol-

ogy. Second, this is the first international rankings

exercise that ranks economics departments on the

basis of the Towe and Wright (1995) methodology

and adjusts for the quality of journal articles

using the Gibson (2000) weights. Third, this is the

first international comparison that uses the Towe and

Wright methodology to rank economics departments

on a per capita basis. Apart from Macri and Sinha

(2006), previous multi-country studies have provided

only total university-wide or institutional rankings.

Fourth, in order to account for differences in

journal formats, we adjust and standardize all the

ECONLIT (the database of the American Economic

Association) journals in which Australian and New

Zealand academic economists have published to an

American Economic Review (AER) page equivalent.2

Towe and Wright (1995) do not account for

differences in journal formats for a large portion of

their sample in ranking Australian economics and

econometrics departments, which they acknowledge

may bias their results upwards. In adopting the Towe

and Wright’s methodology, Gibson (2000) attempts

to correct for this major shortcoming by accounting

for differences in journal formats for �84% of the

sample in ranking New Zealand economics depart-

ments. For the remaining 16% of journals, Gibson

(2000) uses a mean correction factor. In this article,

we adjust all journals in which Australian and

New Zealand academic economists have published

to their AER equivalent.
This article is organized as follows. Section II

provides an overview of the literature on rankings.3

Section III outlines the Towe and Wright (TW)

(1995) and Gibson (2000) methodologies, and

Section IV discusses the database used for the

rankings exercise. Section V presents the rankings

results and compares the rankings with those

reported in Macri and Sinha (2006) using different

criteria. Section VI gives some concluding comments.

II. Literature Review

The rankings research can be traced back to the work

of Fusfeld (1956), who ranked departments on the

basis of article presentations at the American

Economic Association annual meetings for the

period 1950 to 1954. In the 1960s, there were several

studies that provided the impetus in the ranking of

economics departments (see, for example, Cleary and

Edwards, 1960; Yotopoulos, 1961). Many studies

since then have ranked economics departments on the

basis of a ‘core’ number of journals (see, for example,

Moore, 1973; Niemi, 1975; Graves et al., 1982; Hirsch

et al., 1984; Conroy and Dusansky, 1995; Scott

and Mitias, 1996; Dusansky and Vernon, 1998;

Kalaitzidakis et al., 1999, 2003; Pomfret and Wang,

2003).
In order to draw attention to the pitfalls of relying

solely on ‘core journals’, Liebowitz and Palmer

(1984) use the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI)

to develop an iterative weighting procedure to

capture the relative importance of citations and

rank more than 100 journals in terms of age, quality

and size which are, in turn, used to rank economics

departments in the USA. The study has provided the

framework for many ranking exercises over the last

two decades for measuring the quality of research

on the basis of impact-adjusted citations per article

2 The AER equivalent is computed as follows: the average number of words per page of AER is �760. A journal with an
average number of words per page of 380 is then given a weight of 0.5.
3 See Macri and Sinha (2006) for a comprehensive survey on alternative rankings methodologies.
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(see, for example, Laband, 1985; Gibbons and Fish,
1991; Laband and Piette, 1994; Dusansky and
Vernon, 1998; King, 2001; Kalaitzidakis et al.,
2001, 2003; Sinha and Macri, 2002, 2004; Macri
and Sinha, 2002, 2006; Coupe, 2003). It is important
to note that the studies by Sinha and Macri (2002,
2004) and Macri and Sinha (2002, 2006) also rank
economics departments on the basis of perceptions
of journal quality.4

In terms of worldwide studies, Coupe (2003)
employs a number of existing performance measures
from the literature to rank economic departments and
individual economists worldwide. Bairam (1994)
ranks the ‘top 30’ worldwide institutions on the
basis of the largest number of pages published in the
‘top 5’ journals for the period 1985 to 1990. It is
important to note that none of the international
studies, such as Coupe (2003) and Kalaitzidakis et al.
(2003), ranks economics departments per se as they
rank economics publications on a university-wide
basis. Therefore, strictly speaking, none of these
studies has produced rankings on a per capita basis.
However, Macri and Sinha (2006) is the first
international study to rank economics departments
on a total and per capita basis. We will now discuss
the framework of Towe and Wright (1995) and
Gibson (2000).

III. Towe and Wright (1995) and Gibson
(2000) Methodologies

Towe and Wright (1995) rank Australian teaching
economics and econometrics departments on the basis
of the number of pages published in journals listed on
the ECONLIT database for the period 1988 to 1993.
Towe and Wright classify journals into four groups to
reflect their differing impacts. It can be seen from
Table 1, as reproduced from Towe andWright (1995),
that Groups 1–3 comprise 71 journals constituting the
‘core’ journals in economics. Group 4 consists of all
other journal articles appearing in the ECONLIT
database.5 Towe and Wright (1995) standardized the
journals included in Groups 1–3 according to their
AER equivalent lengths. However, for Group 4
journals, in whichmost Australian academics typically
publish, page counts were not standardized, which

may significantly influence the results. In terms of their

overall rankings, Towe and Wright summed the

number of pages published across all of the groups

with equal weights. The major disadvantage of this

procedure is that it eliminated any premium for

quality.
It is worth noting that there are some important

differences between the rankings of journals in Towe

and Wright (1995) and in Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003).

The Journal of Econometrics is in Group 2 in Towe

and Wright (1995), and hence is not in the leading

12 journals in Group 1, whereas Kalaitzidakis et al.

(2003) rank it at number six. Econometric Theory and

Journal of Business and Economic Statistics are in

Group 3 in Towe and Wright (1995), and hence are

not in the leading 35 journals in Groups 1 and 2,

whereas Kalaitzidakis et al. (2003) rank these two

journals at numbers seven and 11, respectively. There

are several other significant discrepancies between

these two sets of journal rankings.
Adopting the Towe and Wright (1995) methodol-

ogy, Bairam (1996, 1997) ranked seven New Zealand

economics departments for the period 1988 to 1995.

He also restricted his rankings exercise to journals

that were included in the ECONLIT database.

However, he acknowledged that ‘given that more

than 65% of the Australian output and 75% of the

New Zealand output are in Group 4 journals, using

unweighted page counts could cause ‘‘measurement

error’’ problems’ (Bairam, 1996, p. 230, footnote 4).

In terms of the overall rankings, Bairam, like Towe

and Wright, aggregated the number of pages across

all groups and also eliminated any premium for

quality.
In an important study, Gibson (2000) adopted a

similar rankings methodology to that of Towe and

Wright (1995) and Bairam (1996, 1997). However,

Gibson adjusted for the page size of the majority of

the ECONLIT journals in all of the groups in which

academic economists in New Zealand universities

published. Gibson also used regression analysis to

calculate the weights of the groups of journals for

their perceived quality, features that are missing

from Towe and Wright (1995) and Bairam (1996,

1997). The quality weights Gibson (2000) calculated

for Groups 1–4 were 1, 0.64, 0.34 and 0.05,

respectively.

4 The journals were ranked on the basis of a survey. Furthermore, surveys are used quite regularly to rank universities. For
example, for the USA the US News and World Report provides rankings of economics departments. These rankings are based
on two types of data: expert opinion about programme quality and statistical indicators that measure the quality of a school’s
faculty, research, and students and the National Research Council Report (NRC) on US university departments. Thursby
(2000) examines research in economics departments on the basis of the NRC study.
5 These journals are selected on the basis of Leibowitz and Palmer (1984), Diamond (1989), Hill and Murphy (1994) and
Laband and Piette (1994).
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IV. Data Collection

In this article, we rank 25 Australian economics
teaching departments and seven New Zealand eco-
nomics departments. The rankings are limited to
economics departments with at least eight full-time
academic staff members. However, virtually all
teaching economics departments have at least eight
academic staff members. The omissions from the list
are the Australian Defence Force Academy (which
has a joint Department of Economics and
Management, with few economists) and Edith
Cowan University (which has a School of
Accounting, Finance and Economics, with few
economists). No economics department in New
Zealand universities is excluded from this article.

Academic staff members holding the rank of
lecturer and above are considered. We consider only

teaching economics departments. However, we
exclude three economists in teaching departments,
namely John Quiggin (Federation Fellow of the
Australian Research Council, University of
Queensland), Steve Dowrick (Australian Professorial
Fellow of theAustralian Research Council, Australian
National University) and Murali Agastya (Australian
Research Fellow of the Australian Research Council,
University of Sydney) because they do not have any
teaching obligations in their current appointments and
more importantly, are not fully funded by their
respective universities. We also exclude visiting staff,
PhD students, adjunct faculty, visiting scholars and
part-time academic staff from the academic staff lists.

The following university economics departments
(with abbreviations used in parentheses) are included
in the rankings exercise: Adelaide, Australian
National University (ANU, Department of

Table 1. Towe and Wright (1995) journal groupings

Group 1 Group 3
1 American Economic Review 36 American J. of Agricultural Economics
2 Econometrica 37 Australian Economic Papers
3 Economic Journal 38 Cambridge J. of Economics
4 International Economic Review 39 Carnegie – Rochester C.S. on Public P.
5 J. of Economic Theory 40 Econometric Reviews
6 J. of Finance 41 Econometric Theory
7 J. of Financial Economics 42 Economic Dev. and Cultural Change
8 J. of Political Economy 43 Economic History Review
9 Quarterly J. of Economics 44 Economic Record
10 Rand J. of Economics 45 Explorations in Economic History
11 Review of Economics and Statistics 46 History of Political Economy
12 Review of Economic Studies 47 Industrial and Labor Relations Review

48 International J. of Industrial Org.
Group 2 49 IMF (UN) Staff Papers

13 American Economic Review P&P 50 J. of Business and Economic Statistics
14 Brookings Papers on Econ. Act. 51 J. of Comparative Economics
15 Canadian J. of Economics 52 J. of Economic Behav. and Organization
16 Economic Inquiry 53 J. of Economic History
17 Economica 54 J. of Economic Perspectives
18 Economic Letters 55 J. of Financial Intermediation
19 European Economic Review 56 J. of Health Economics
20 J. of American Statistical Assoc. 57 J. of Industrial Economics
21 Journal of Business 58 J. of International Money & Finance
22 Journal of Development Economics 59 J. of Post Keynesian Economics
23 J. of Econometrics 60 J. of Regional Science
24 J. of Economic Literature 61 J. of Urban Science
25 J. of Human Resources 62 Kyklos
26 J. of International Economics 63 Land Economics
27 J. of Labor Economics 64 Manchester School of Economics and S.S.
28 J. of Law and Economics 65 National Tax Journal
29 J. of Mathematical Economics 66 Oxford Bulletin of Econ. and Statistics
30 J. of Monetary Economics 67 Public Choice
31 J. of Money, Credit and Banking 68 Review of Income and Wealth
32 J. of Public Economics 69 Scottish J. of Political Economy
33 J. of the Royal Statistical Society 70 Southern Economic Journal
34 Oxford Economic Papers 71 Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv
35 Scandinavian J. of Economics

Group 4
All remaining ECONLIT journals
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Economics, Faculties only), Auckland, Canberra,

Canterbury, Curtin University of Technology

(Curtin), Deakin (all campuses), Flinders, Griffith,

La Trobe, Lincoln, Macquarie, Massey, Melbourne,

Monash (all campuses), Murdoch, Newcastle, Otago,

Queensland, Queensland University of Technology

(QUT), Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology

University (RMIT), Sydney, Tasmania, New England

(UNE), New South Wales (UNSW), University of

Technology, Sydney (UTS), Western Australia

(UWA), University of Western Sydney (all campuses)

(UWS), Victoria, Victoria University of Wellington

(VUW), Waikato and Wollongong. The academic

staff lists for these universities were obtained

in August 2003. For most universities, the lists were

collected from the relevant departments’ home pages.

In some cases, additional information was sought

from the Heads of Departments.
We use the ECONLIT database as of August 2003

to collect the publications data. As information

regarding journal articles is entered into the

ECONLIT database with a lag, some 2002 journal

publications might not be included in our database.

Following a long tradition in the literature, we use

only journal articles in our rankings. We exclude

book reviews. We adopt the stock approach, which

involves collecting the publications data for the

existing academic staff members going back in time

(in our case, 1988). The logic is that when an

academic staff member moves to a different

university, the human capital is fully portable.

In fact, the new university would typically employ

Table 2. Rankings of economics departments per capita for Australia and New Zealand using TW

weights, 1988 to 2002

University Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Groups 1–4

Adelaide (18)a 0.96b (12)c 3.37 (13)d 11.91 (10)e 61.66 (5)f 77.90 (5)g

ANU (15) 2.81 (3) 19.08 (1) 9.28 (17) 37.82 (11) 68.99 (7)
Auckland (25) 1.55 (8) 6.01 (6) 6.69 (20) 27.88 (18) 42.13 (19)
Canberra (11) 0 (22) 0.23 (27) 6.26 (21) 18.71 (26) 25.20 (27)
Canterbury (14) 2.81 (3) 4.40 (9) 12.98 (8) 25.25 (20) 45.44 (16)
Curtin (20) 0.17 (18) 0.68 (20) 9.23 (18) 34.70 (13) 44.78 (17)
Deakin (14) 0.31 (16) 0 (29) 5.81 (23) 16.78 (29) 22.90 (29)
Flinders (13) 0 (22) 0 (29) 9.45 (16) 17.00 (28) 26.45 (26)
Griffith (9) 2.13 (7) 0 (29) 5.82 (22) 25.02 (21) 32.97 (22)
La Trobe (18) 0.60 (14) 2.43 (15) 22.93 (3) 69.28 (1) 95.24 (3)
Lincoln (12) 0 (22) 0 (29) 10.88 (13) 21.28 (24) 32.16 (23)
Macquarie (25) 0 (22) 1.61 (19) 11.04 (12) 31.49 (17) 44.14 (18)
Massey (18) 0.24 (17) 1.81 (17) 1.22 (30) 38.11 (10) 41.38 (21)
Melbourne (39) 2.58 (5) 10.61 (2) 41.16 (1) 67.54 (2) 121.89 (1)
Monash (30) 1.42 (11) 3.29 (14) 15.52 (6) 31.82 (16) 52.05 (12)
Murdoch (9) 1.46 (10) 1.65 (18) 21.36 (4) 46.66 (8) 71.13 (6)
Newcastle (12) 0 (22) 0.37 (25) 5.45 (25) 49.43 (7) 55.25 (10)
Otago (12) 0 (22) 3.73 (11) 6.80 (19) 42.99 (9) 53.52 (11)
Queensland (41) 1.53 (9) 4.59 (8) 10.69 (14) 67.27 (3) 84.08 (4)
QUT (23) 0.17 (18) 0.34 (26) 5.10 (26) 17.66 (27) 23.27 (28)
RMIT (31) 0 (22) 0.38 (24) 0.91 (32) 23.96 (31) 11.49 (31)
Sydney (19) 3.01 (2) 6.60 (5) 11.58 (11) 26.22 (19) 47.41 (15)
Tasmania (9) 0 (22) 3.72 (12) 18.46 (5) 36.22 (12) 58.40 (9)
UNE (20) 0 (22) 0.49 (23) 12.31 (9) 51.72 (6) 64.52 (8)
UNSW (38) 3.50 (1) 9.88 (3) 15.38 (7) 22.25 (23) 51.03 (13)
UTS (32) 0.13 (20) 0.64 (22) 2.98 (29) 14.82 (30) 18.57 (30)
UWA (15) 2.44 (6) 7.72 (4) 29.38 (2) 64.14 (4) 103.68 (2)
UWS (35) 0.10 (21) 2.21 (16) 5.49 (24) 20.37 (25) 28.17 (25)
Victoria (36) 0 (22) 0.05 (28) 1.09 (31) 10.07 (32) 11.21 (32)
VUW (24) 0.36 (15) 0.66 (21) 5.07 (27) 23.96 (22) 30.05 (24)
Waikato (9) 0.78 (13) 5.04 (7) 4.11 (28) 32.18 (15) 42.11 (20)
Wollongong (17) 0 (22) 4.35 (10) 10.09 (15) 33.00 (14) 47.44 (14)

Notes: aNumbers in parentheses are academic staff numbers (from the rank of lecturer and above) in
each Australian and New Zealand economics department, August 2003.
bAER-adjusted pages per capita.
c,d,e,fNumbers in parentheses show the rankings for Groups 1, 2, 3 and 4, respectively.
gNumbers in parentheses show the rankings by total Groups 1–4 pages published per capita.
TW¼Towe and Wright weights.
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the individual on the basis of past academic
achievements.

Since Australian and New Zealand academic
economists have published in �500 ECONLIT
journals, adjusting for the journal formats was an
enormous task. We were meticulous in tracing the
publications record of academic staff in economics
departments at 32 universities back to 1988. In some
cases, the authors published with a combination of
first names, middle names or the initials of first
names. Careful checking resolved any problems.
In total, we examined the publication record of 663
academics. The year 1988 was selected as the starting
date for the sample period because it was the year in
which the ECONLIT database began including the
affiliation(s) of the author(s).

Some universities included in the article have
multiple campuses. For any individual university,
all campuses are considered. For the following
universities, we use data for the joint Department
of Economics and Finance: Curtin, La Trobe,
QUT, RMIT, UTS and UWS. For some univer-
sities, economics departments are categorized under
different names. These universities are as follows
(with the names of the departments in parentheses):
Flinders (Business Economics), Massey (Applied
and International Economics) and Victoria
(Applied Economics). We do not rank econometrics
departments. At present, there are two Departments
of Econometrics and Business Statistics in
Australia, namely at the University of Sydney and
Monash University. If all of these academics were

Table 3. Rankings of economics departments per capita for Australia and New Zealand using TW weights,

1996 to 2002

University Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Groups 1–4

Adelaide (18)a 0b (12)c 3.05 (6)d 6.02 (12)e 43.46 (3)f 52.51 (5)g

ANU (15) 2.10 (1) 8.53 (1) 5.84 (14) 22.56 (14) 39.02 (9)
Auckland (25) 0 (12) 1.73 (12) 3.14 (23) 17.32 (19) 22.17 (20)
Canberra (11) 0 (12) 0.23 (23) 2.84 (24) 11.73 (28) 14.79 (28)
Canterbury (14) 0.65 (7) 2.76 (7) 10.10 (6) 21.29 (16) 34.78 (10)
Curtin (20) 0.17 (10) 0.48 (19) 4.38 (15) 25.12 (11) 30.14 (15)
Deakin (14) 0.31 (9) 0 (26) 4.33 (16) 12.07 (27) 16.71 (26)
Flinders (13) 0 (12) 0 (26) 3.39 (21) 6.86 (31) 10.25 (30)
Griffith (9) 0 (12) 0 (26) 2.48 (25) 11.15 (29) 13.63 (29)
La Trobe (18) 0 (12) 2.09 (11) 14.82 (4) 46.21 (1) 63.12 (3)
Lincoln (12) 0 (12) 0 (26) 6.99 (8) 13.31 (25) 20.30 (22)
Macquarie (25) 0 (12) 0.11 (25) 4.07 (18) 21.8 (15) 25.96 (17)
Massey (18) 0 (12) 1.41 (14) 0.36 (30) 29.41 (7) 31.17 (12)
Melbourne(39) 1.27 (3) 7.07 (2) 26.38 (1) 42.15 (5) 76.86 (1)
Monash (30) 0.98 (4) 1.36 (15) 6.51 (9) 20.25 (17) 29.08 (16)
Murdoch (9) 0 (12) 1.65 (13) 19.06 (2) 27.22 (10) 47.92 (6)
Newcastle (12) 0 (12) 0.37 (21) 0 (32) 23.29 (13) 23.66 (19)
Otago (12) 0 (12) 2.60 (9) 3.76 (20) 27.56 (9) 33.91 (11)
Queensland (41) 0 (12) 2.76 (7) 6.00 (13) 44.86 (2) 53.61 (4)
QUT (23) 0 (12) 0.13 (24) 3.35 (22) 14.25 (22) 17.72 (25)
RMIT (31) 0 (12) 0.38 (20) 0.91 (29) 8.95 (30) 10.23 (31)
Sydney (19) 0.74 (6) 1.21 (16) 4.29 (17) 18.89 (18) 25.11 (18)
Tasmania (9) 0 (12) 2.14 (10) 10.44 (5) 28.32 (8) 40.88 (7)
UNE (20) 0 (12) 0 (26) 6.20 (11) 33.10 (6) 39.30 (8)
UNSW (38) 1.58 (2) 6.41 (3) 8.79 (7) 14.15 (23) 30.92 (13)
UTS (32) 0 (12) 0.51 (18) 1.56 (27) 13.42 (24) 15.48 (27)
UWA (15) 0.37 (8) 5.05 (4) 15.15 (3) 43.20 (4) 63.76 (2)
UWS (35) 0.10 (11) 0.36 (22) 3.94 (19) 16.79 (20) 21.17 (21)
Victoria (36) 0 (12) 0 (26) 0.31 (31) 6.60 (32) 6.90 (32)
VUW (24) 0 (12) 0.66 (17) 1.36 (28) 16.79 (20) 18.80 (24)
Waikato (9) 0.78 (5) 4.08 (5) 2.43 (26) 23.43 (12) 30.71 (14)
Wollongong (17) 0 (12) 0 (26) 6.39 (10) 12.74 (26) 19.13 (23)

Notes: aNumbers in parentheses are academic staff numbers (from the rank of lecturer and above) in each
Australian and New Zealand economics department, August 2003.
bAER-adjusted pages per capita.
c,d,e,fNumbers in parentheses show the rankings for Groups 1, 2, 3 and 4, respectively.
gNumbers in parentheses show the rankings by total Groups 1–4 pages published per capita.
TW¼Towe and Wright weights.
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to be included as part of an economics department,

of which they are not members, this would leave

open the possibility of including anyone who

publishes in an economics or econometrics journal

(including mathematicians, statisticians, political

scientists, finance specialists and so on) in econom-

ics departmental rankings. This would lead to

rankings of economics in universities rather than

economics departments. Moreover, it would be

impossible to determine per capita rankings as it

would be extremely difficult to determine the

appropriate denominator for the exercise.

Similarly, research centres and research departments

(for example, those at ANU) are excluded from the

rankings for similar reasons regarding per capita

rankings.

V. Rankings Results

In this section, we present the rankings of Australian

and New Zealand economics departments using

a variety of rankings methods. Table 1 contains a

list of journals considered in the Towe and Wright’s

(1995) study. AER Equivalent is calculated as follows:

AER equivalent ¼ ðPÞ
1

n
ðCFÞðQÞ

where P is the number of pages, n is the number of

authors for an article, CF is the conversion factor and

Q is an index of quality (otherwise referred to as

weights in this article).
Table 2 gives the results of applying the Towe and

Wright’s (1994) methodology for ranking Australian

Table 4. Rankings of economics departments per capita for Australia and New Zealand using TWAG weights,

1988 to 2002

University Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Groups 1–4

Adelaide (18)a 0.96b (12)c 2.16 (13)d 4.05 (10)e 3.09 (5)f 10.26 (12)g

ANU (15) 2.81 (3) 12.21 (1) 3.16 (17) 1.90 (11) 20.08 (3)
Auckland (25) 1.55 (8) 3.85 (6) 2.28 (20) 1.40 (18) 9.09 (13)
Canberra (11) 0 (22) 0.15 (27) 2.13 (21) 0.94 (26) 3.22 (27)
Canterbury (14) 2.81 (3) 2.82 (9) 4.42 (8) 1.27 (20) 11.32 (9)
Curtin (20) 0.17 (18) 0.44 (20) 3.14 (18) 1.74 (13) 5.49 (19)
Deakin (14) 0.31 (16) 0 (29) 1.98 (22) 0.84 (29) 3.13 (28)
Flinders (13) 0 (22) 0 (29) 3.22 (16) 0.85 (28) 4.07 (24)
Griffith (9) 2.13 (7) 0 (29) 1.98 (22) 1.26 (21) 5.37 (20)
La Trobe (18) 0.60 (14) 1.56 (15) 7.80 (3) 3.47 (1) 13.43 (5)
Lincoln (12) 0 (22) 0 (29) 3.70 (13) 1.07 (24) 4.77 (21)
Macquarie (25) 0 (22) 1.03 (19) 3.76 (12) 1.58 (17) 6.37 (18)
Massey (18) 0.24 (17) 1.16 (17) 0.42 (30) 1.91 (10) 3.73 (25)
Melbourne (39) 2.58 (5) 6.79 (2) 14.00 (1) 3.38 (2) 26.75 (1)
Monash (30) 1.42 (11) 2.11 (14) 5.28 (6) 1.60 (16) 10.41 (11)
Murdoch (9) 1.46 (10) 1.06 (18) 7.27 (4) 2.34 (8) 12.13 (7)
Newcastle (12) 0 (22) 0.24 (25) 1.86 (25) 2.48 (7) 4.58 (22)
Otago (12) 0 (22) 2.39 (11) 2.32 (19) 2.15 (9) 6.86 (17)
Queensland (41) 1.53 (9) 2.94 (8) 3.64 (14) 3.37 (3) 11.48 (8)
QUT (23) 0.17 (18) 0.22 (26) 1.74 (26) 0.89 (27) 3.02 (29)
RMIT (31) 0 (22) 0.25 (24) 0.31 (32) 0.51 (31) 1.07 (31)
Sydney (19) 3.01 (2) 4.23 (5) 3.94 (11) 1.32 (19) 12.50 (6)
Tasmania (9) 0 (22) 2.38 (12) 6.28 (5) 1.82 (12) 10.48 (10)
UNE (20) 0 (22) 0.31 (23) 4.19 (9) 2.59 (6) 7.09 (15)
UNSW (38) 3.50 (1) 6.33 (3) 5.23 (7) 1.12 (23) 16.18 (4)
UTS (32) 0.13 (20) 0.41 (22) 1.02 (29) 0.75 (30) 2.31 (30)
UWA (15) 2.44 (6) 4.94 (4) 9.99 (2) 3.21 (4) 20.58 (2)
UWS (35) 0.10 (21) 1.42 (16) 1.87 (24) 1.02 (25) 4.41 (23)
Victoria (36) 0 (22) 0.03 (28) 0.37 (31) 0.51 (31) 0.91 (32)
VUW (24) 0.36 (15) 0.42 (21) 1.73 (27) 1.20 (22) 3.71 (26)
Waikato (9) 0.78 (13) 3.23 (7) 1.4 (28) 1.61 (15) 7.02 (16)
Wollongong (17) 0 (22) 2.78 (10) 3.43 (15) 1.65 (14) 7.86 (14)

Notes: aNumbers in parentheses are academic staff numbers (from the rank of lecturer and above) in each
Australian and New Zealand economics department, August 2003.
bAER-adjusted pages per capita.
c,d,e,fNumbers in parentheses show the rankings for Groups 1, 2, 3 and 4, respectively.
gNumbers in parentheses show the rankings for the total in Groups 1–4.
TWAG¼Towe and Wright adjusted by Gibson weights.
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and New Zealand economics departments on a per
capita basis for 1988 to 2002. For Group 1 journals,
UNSW is the leader followed by Sydney, ANU and
Canterbury (equal third) and Melbourne, in that
order. For Group 2 journals, ANU is the leader,
followed by Melbourne, UNSW, UWA and Sydney.
For Group 3 journals, Melbourne is the leader,
followed by UWA, La Trobe, Murdoch and
Tasmania. For Group 4 journals, La Trobe is the
leader, followed by Melbourne, Queensland, UWA
and Adelaide. The results are somewhat different
when all four groups are aggregated, such that
Melbourne occupies the number one position, fol-
lowed by UWA, La Trobe, Queensland and Adelaide.

Table 3 gives the results of applying the Towe
and Wright (1995) methodology for ranking
Australian and New Zealand economics departments

on a per capita basis for 1996 to 2002. For Group 1
journals, ANU is the leader, followed by UNSW,
Melbourne, Monash and Waikato. For Group 2
journals, ANU is again the leader, followed by
Melbourne, UNSW, UWA and Waikato. For
Group 3 journals, Melbourne is the leader, followed
by Murdoch, UWA, La Trobe and Tasmania.
For Group 4 journals, La Trobe is the leader, followed
by Queensland, Adelaide, UWA and Melbourne.
When all four groups are combined, Melbourne is
the leader, followed by UWA, La Trobe, Queensland
and Adelaide. In this category, the top five depart-
ments are the same as for 1988 to 2002.

Table 4 gives the results of the per capita rankings
when the Towe and Wright methodology is adjusted
according to the Gibson journal quality weights for
1988 to 2002. For Group 1 journals, UNSW is at the

Table 5. Rankings of economics departments per capita for Australia and New Zealand using TWAG

weights, 1996 to 2002

University Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Groups 1–4

Adelaide (18)a 0b (12)c 1.95 (6)d 2.05 (12)e 2.18 (3)f 6.18 (9)g

ANU (15) 2.10 (1) 5.46 (1) 1.99 (14) 1.13 (14) 10.68 (3)
Auckland (25) 0 (12) 1.11 (12) 1.07 (23) 0.87 (19) 3.05 (17)
Canberra (11) 0 (12) 0.15 (23) 0.97 (24) 0.59 (28) 1.71 (26)
Canterbury (14) 0.65 (7) 1.77 (7) 3.44 (6) 1.07 (16) 6.93 (7)
Curtin (20) 0.17 (10) 0.31 (19) 1.49 (15) 1.26 (11) 3.23 (16)
Deakin (14) 0.31 (9) 0 (25) 1.48 (16) 0.61 (27) 2.40 (23)
Flinders (13) 0 (12) 0 (25) 1.16 (21) 0.35 (31) 1.51 (28)
Griffith (9) 0 (12) 0 (25) 0.85 (25) 0.56 (29) 1.41 (29)
La Trobe (18) 0 (12) 1.34 (11) 5.04 (4) 2.32 (1) 8.70 (6)
Lincoln (12) 0 (12) 0 (25) 2.38 (8) 0.67 (25) 3.05 (17)
Macquarie (25) 0 (12) 0.07 (25) 1.39 (18) 1.09 (15) 2.55 (20)
Massey (18) 0 (12) 0.90 (14) 0.13 (30) 1.48 (7) 2.51 (21)
Melbourne (39) 1.27 (3) 4.53 (2) 8.97 (1) 2.11 (5) 16.88 (1)
Monash (30) 0.98 (4) 0.87 (15) 2.22 (9) 1.02 (17) 5.09 (12)
Murdoch (9) 0 (12) 1.06 (13) 6.48 (2) 1.37 (10) 8.91 (5)
Newcastle (12) 0 (12) 0.24 (21) 0 (32) 1.17 (13) 1.41 (29)
Otago (12) 0 (12) 1.67 (9) 1.28 (20) 1.38 (9) 4.33 (13)
Queensland (41) 0 (12) 1.77 (7) 2.04 (13) 2.25 (2) 6.06 (10)
QUT (23) 0 (12) 0.09 (24) 1.14 (22) 0.72 (22) 1.95 (24)
RMIT (31) 0 (12) 0.25 (20) 0.31 (29) 0.45 (30) 1.01 (31)
Sydney (19) 0.74 (6) 0.78 (16) 1.46 (17) 0.95 (18) 3.93 (14)
Tasmania (9) 0 (12) 1.37 (10) 3.55 (5) 1.42 (8) 6.34 (8)
UNE (20) 0 (12) 0 (25) 2.11 (11) 1.66 (6) 3.77 (15)
UNSW (38) 1.58 (2) 4.10 (3) 2.99 (7) 0.71 (23) 9.38 (4)
UTS (32) 0 (12) 0.33 (18) 0.53 (27) 0.68 (24) 1.54 (27)
UWA (15) 0.37 (8) 3.23 (4) 5.15 (3) 2.16 (4) 10.91 (2)
UWS (35) 0.10 (11) 0.23 (22) 1.34 (19) 0.84 (20) 2.51 (21)
Victoria (36) 0 (12) 0 (25) 0.11 (31) 0.33 (32) 0.44 (32)
VUW (24) 0 (12) 0.42 (17) 0.47 (28) 0.84 (20) 1.73 (25)
Waikato (9) 0.78 (5) 2.62 (5) 0.83 (26) 1.18 (12) 5.41 (11)
Wollongong (17) 0 (12) 0 (25) 2.18 (10) 0.64 (26) 2.82 (19)

Notes: aNumbers in parentheses are academic staff numbers (from the rank of lecturer and above) in each
Australian and New Zealand economics department, August 2003.
bAER-adjusted pages per capita.
c,d,e,fNumbers in parentheses show the rankings for Groups 1, 2, 3 and 4, respectively.
gNumbers in parentheses show the rankings for the total in Groups 1–4.
TWAG¼Towe and Wright adjusted by Gibson weights.
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top, followed by Sydney, ANU and Canterbury (equal
third) and Melbourne. For Group 2 journals, ANU
occupies the lead position, followed by Melbourne,
UNSW, UWA and Sydney. For Group 3 journals,
Melbourne is the leader, followed byUWA, La Trobe,
Murdoch and Tasmania. For Group 4 journals, La
Trobe moves to the number one position, followed by
Melbourne, Queensland, UWA and Adelaide. For the
combined category, Melbourne tops the list, followed
by UWA, ANU, UNSW and La Trobe.

The rankings on the basis of the Towe and Wright
methodology andGibson weights on a per capita basis
for 1996 to 2002 are given in Table 5. For Group 1
journals, ANU is in the number one position, followed
by UNSW, Melbourne, Monash and Waikato. For
Group 2 journals, ANU again tops the list, followed
by Melbourne, UNSW, UWA and Waikato. For
Group 3 journals, Melbourne is in the number one
position, followed by Murdoch, UWA, La Trobe and

Tasmania. For Group 4 journals, La Trobe occupies
the lead position, followed by Queensland, Adelaide,
UWA and Melbourne. In the combined category,
Melbourne occupies the first place, followed byUWA,
ANU, UNSW and Murdoch.

In Table 6, we compare the results of the per capita
rankings in Macri and Sinha (2006) with those using
the Towe and Wright methodology with and without
Gibson weights for the combined category for 1988 to
2002. Taking the mean of these rankings, we find that
Melbourne occupies the lead position, followed by
UWA, ANU, La Trobe and Queensland.

In Table 7, we compare the results of the per capita
rankings in Macri and Sinha (2006) with those using
the Towe and Wright methodology with and without
Gibson weights for the combined category for
1996 to 2002. Again, taking the mean of these
rankings, we find Melbourne to be in first place,
followed by UWA, ANU, La Trobe and Adelaide.

Table 6. Macri and Sinha (2006), TW and TWAG per capita rankings, 1988 to 2002

University Number LP KMS MSF TWa TWAGb

Adelaide 5 13 12 7 5 12
ANU 10 2 1 4 7 3
Auckland 21 5 5 17 19 13
Canberra 25 31 29 27 27 27
Canterbury 15 6 6 15 16 9
Curtin 19 20 27 20 17 19
Deakin 29 21 23 29 29 28
Flinders 28 23 25 26 26 24
Griffith 26 8 9 22 22 20
La Trobe 2 14 11 3 3 5
Lincoln 22 30 28 23 23 21
Macquarie 18 18 20 18 18 18
Massey 20 24 19 21 21 25
Melbourne 1 1 3 1 1 1
Monash 13 9 8 11 12 11
Murdoch 6 19 21 6 6 7
Newcastle 12 27 30 13 10 22
Otago 8 12 16 12 11 17
Queensland 4 11 10 5 4 8
QUT 27 28 26 28 28 29
RMIT 32 29 32 32 31 31
Sydney 17 7 7 14 15 6
Tasmania 9 17 17 10 9 10
UNE 7 25 22 9 8 15
UNSW 11 4 4 8 13 4
UTS 30 22 18 30 30 30
UWA 3 3 2 2 2 2
UWS 23 26 24 25 25 23
Victoria 31 32 31 31 32 32
VUW 24 10 13 24 24 26
Waikato 14 15 15 19 20 16
Wollongong 16 16 14 16 14 14

Notes: a,bThe rankings are for Groups 1–4 from Tables 2 and 4, respectively.
Number denotes number of publications.
LP¼Laband and Piette, KMS¼Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos, MSF¼Mason, Steagall
and Fabritius, TW¼Towe and Wright and TWAG¼Towe and Wright adjusted by Gibson weights,
respectively.
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Queensland now occupies the sixth position, having
been displaced by Adelaide, which had a mean
ranking of seven in Table 6. Overall, from Tables 6
and 7 it is clear that Melbourne, UWA and ANU are

the three leading economics departments in Australia
and New Zealand in terms of per capita rankings.

Finally, Tables 8 and 9 give the correlation matrix
for the alternative rankings for 1988 to 2002 and 1996

Table 7. Macri and Sinha (2006), TW and TWAG per capita rankings, 1996 to 2002

University Number LP KMS MSF TWa TWAGb

Adelaide 5 10 6 6 5 9
ANU 12 2 3 7 9 3
Auckland 22 6 5 19 20 17
Canberra 25 31 29 28 28 26
Canterbury 11 9 8 9 10 7
Curtin 16 14 20 15 15 16
Deakin 27 24 18 26 26 23
Flinders 30 29 27 30 30 28
Griffith 28 30 28 29 29 29
La Trobe 1 15 10 3 3 6
Lincoln 18 25 25 22 22 17
Macquarie 17 23 26 17 17 20
Massey 14 18 16 16 12 21
Melbourne 2 1 1 1 1 1
Monash 15 8 11 14 16 12
Murdoch 6 20 24 4 6 5
Newcastle 19 19 32 20 19 29
Otago 9 13 15 11 11 13
Queensland 4 12 12 5 4 10
QUT 26 26 23 25 25 24
RMIT 31 21 31 31 31 31
Sydney 20 5 7 18 18 14
Tasmania 7 16 14 8 7 8
UNE 8 28 21 12 8 15
UNSW 13 3 4 10 13 4
UTS 29 17 17 27 27 27
UWA 3 4 2 2 2 2
UWS 21 22 19 21 21 21
Victoria 32 32 30 32 32 32
VUW 23 7 13 24 24 25
Waikato 10 11 9 13 14 11
Wollongong 24 27 22 23 23 19

Notes: a,bThe rankings are for Groups 1–4 from Tables 3 and 5, respectively.
Number denotes number of publications.
LP¼Laband and Piette, KMS¼Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos, MSF¼Mason, Steagall
and Fabritius, TW¼Towe and Wright and TWAG¼Towe and Wright adjusted by Gibson weights,
respectively.

Table 8. Correlation matrix for rankings, 1988 to 2002

Number LP KMS MSF TW TWAG

Number 1
LP 0.554 1
KMS 0.562 0.964 1
MSF 0.971 0.672 0.678 1
TW 0.979 0.603 0.598 0.986 1
TWAG 0.863 0.790 0.795 0.933 0.886 1

Notes: Number denotes number of publications.
LP¼Laband and Piette, KMS¼Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos, MSF¼Mason, Steagall
and Fabritius, TW¼Towe and Wright and TWAG¼Towe and Wright adjusted by Gibson weights,
respectively.
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to 2002, respectively. For both periods, rankings
based on the numbers of publications (denoted as
Number) are very highly correlated with the rankings
based on Mason et al. (1997) (MSF) and Towe and
Wright (TW). The rankings based on MSF weights
are also highly correlated with rankings based on TW
weights and TW adjusted by Gibson weights. For the
period 1988 to 2002, but not 1996 to 2002, the KMS
rankings are highly correlated with the rankings using
the LP weights.

VI. Conclusion

This article evaluated the robustness of rankings of
25 Australian and seven New Zealand economics
teaching departments for 1988 to 2002 and 1996 to
2002 using different rankings methodologies, and
compared the results with the rankings obtained in
Macri and Sinha (2006). Australian universities were
generally found to dominate the rankings, regardless
of which methodologies were used. In the overall
mean rankings for both 1988 to 2006 and 1996 to
2002, the University of Melbourne was ranked first,
followed by UWA and ANU.
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