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Article

The importance of global trade and emergence of power-
ful non-Western trading nations such as the BRIC (Brazil, 
Russia, India, and China) countries (O’Neill, 2001) raises 
intriguing questions about the quality of higher education 
systems that serve as a catalyst for economic success. For 
example, at the high school level, Finland and South 
Korea are ranked first and second, respectively, with the 
United States ranked 17th (Economist Intelligence Unit, 
2012). When it comes to the world’s top 100 doctoral pro-
grams in business, the top 13 are U.S. schools, with 26 
schools located outside the United States (University of 
Texas at Dallas, 2013). This remarkable swing in U.S. 
educational ranking from high school to university is in 
part due to the contribution of well-educated non-U.S. 
students who eventually make up a sizable portion of the 
scholars driving the preeminence of U.S. doctoral pro-
grams in business. It therefore behooves marketing educa-
tors and potential doctoral program students to determine 
whether this holds true for U.S. doctoral programs in mar-
keting. A cursory review of the proportion of non-U.S.-
based scholars publishing in the top marketing journals 
adds fuel to this question. We believe that it is time to 
benchmark the competitiveness in marketing doctoral 
programs between U.S.- and non-U.S.-based scholars and 
institutions.

Existent studies highlight the dominance of U.S.-based 
marketing scholars publishing in top-tier journals (Elbeck & 

Vander Schee, 2012; Robinson & Adler, 1981). Evidence 
addressing marketing doctoral programs beyond the United 
States is scant, first addressed in the business-to-business 
subarea by Danneels and Lilien (1998). In spite of the sug-
gestion that the editorial makeup and research orientations 
of top-tier U.S. marketing journals favor U.S. scholars 
(Rosenstreich & Wooliscroft, 2006; Svensson, 2005), others 
suggest that the dominance of U.S. authorship in leading 
marketing journals is on the decline (Stremersch & Verhoef, 
2005; Wilkie & Moore, 2003). For example, in the area of 
innovation management (P. Yang & Tao, 2012), 3 of the 10 
top scholars were not located in the United States, and 2 of 
the top 10 institutions were non-U.S. For international mar-
keting, Polonsky and Ringer (2009) report that more than 
half of the highest ranked institutions based on publication 
in top international marketing journals are located outside of 
North America.

The purpose of this benchmarking study is to answer the 
question, “Just how competitive are non-U.S. marketing doc-
toral faculty and their institutions?”
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Background

The Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business 
(AACSB, 2011b) offers four criteria to help students evalu-
ate a doctoral program. They are (1) AACSB accreditation 
status, (2) faculty qualifications via posted vitas, (3) prior 
professor recommendations, and (4) faculty scholarship pro-
ductivity based on quantity and quality of journal article 
authorship. This article focuses on the fourth criterion of 
scholarship that is supported by seminal work by Bloom and 
Coan (1979) who recognize that many PhD programs rely on 
faculty publication materials.

A common practice used to judge a scholar’s excellence 
in marketing scholarship over time is to identify the journal 
title rank for each of scholar’s published articles. Most mar-
keting journal ranking studies capture data based on reputa-
tional (subjective) measures (Koojaroenprasit, Weinstein, 
Johnson, & Remin, 1998; Polonsky & Whitelaw, 2006; 
Theoharakis & Hirst, 2002) or citation (objective) measures 
(Bauerly & Johnson, 2005; Baumgartner & Pieters, 2003; 
Moussa & Touzani, 2010).

The dynamic nature of marketing journal ranking is 
reflected in an 8-year 241% growth in the number of journals 
devoted to the marketing discipline, from 261 journals in 
2006 to 630 journals in 2013 (Cabell, 2006, 2013). 
Nonetheless, this growth in journal titles has not compro-
mised the top four scholarly journals in marketing univer-
sally acknowledged as Journal of Marketing, Journal of 
Marketing Research, Journal of Consumer Research, and 
Marketing Science (Baumgartner & Pieters, 2003; Gorman, 
Kanet, & Christ, 2011; Kumar & Kwon, 2004; Yoo, 2009).

Ranking Journals and Doctoral Programs

To help improve studies addressing journal ranking on valid-
ity, reliability, and generalizability, Svensson (2008) argues 
for a multi-item approach in lieu of a single-item approach. 
For example, a single-item citations-based impact factor 
study attracts bias caused by the circulation of journals, self-
citations by the authors, as well as the fact that a large pro-
portion of citations occur more than 5 years postpublication 
(Rosenstreich & Wooliscroft, 2012). On the other hand, sin-
gle-item opinion surveys may suffer from sample bias and 
questionnaire design flaws, and respondents may have dif-
ferent perceptions about the meaning of quality (Theoharakis 
& Hirst, 2002). While no approach is likely to engender uni-
versal acceptance, a multi-item journal-ranking approach 
will help overcome the weaknesses and criticisms of single-
item approaches.

For doctoral program ranking, scholars have also dis-
covered various ways to rank PhD programs such as an 
institution’s accumulated research grants (Koshal, Koshal, 
& Gupta, 1996), graduate placement (Amir & Knauff, 
2008), and research productivity (Bakir, Vitell, & Rose, 

2000). However, historical methods to rank program qual-
ity based on counts of faculty authorships (Thieme, 2007; 
University of Texas at Dallas, 2011) have been question-
able due to concerns regarding the scholarly impact of such 
publications (Heesacker & Elliot, 2007). A solution is a 
citation count, which is often used to invite candidates to 
leading journal board membership (Rynes, 2006). The 
quality of marketing doctoral programs are, among other 
variables (e.g., graduate placement, graduate publication 
record, etc.), markedly influenced by the scholarly impact 
of faculty. The use of citations as a bibliometric measure to 
assess individual or group scholarly impact is not without 
criticism (Brumback, 2008; Smith, 1981), though the wide-
spread use of citations-based metrics (Mingers, 2009), such 
as the journal impact factor (Garfield, 1972), suggests 
“citations are the most persuasive single measure of schol-
arly productivity” (Oswald, 2007, p. 23). Consistent with 
the fourth criteria provided by AACSB to evaluate doctoral 
programs, this study assesses U.S. and non-U.S. marketing 
doctoral programs using citations as a measure of scholarly 
impact.

Citation Analysis

Citation analysis is often used as a quantitative measure to 
estimate the impact of a scholarly work on the literature 
(Neuhaus & Daniel, 2008). Citation analysis offers inves-
tigators a robust metric in its ability to isolate scholarly 
excellence. Though various citation providers exist, such 
as Thompson ISI Web of Science (WoS) and Elsevier 
Publishing’s Scopus, empirical evidence shows that cita-
tion count correlations between Google Scholar (GS) and 
WoS, and between GS and Scopus are .87 and .97, respec-
tively (Meho & Yang, 2007), offering confidence in GS 
citation results. Furthermore, GS will report higher cita-
tion counts because it is not limited to particular data-
bases, such as the case with WoS and Scopus (Belew, 
2005), and provides more global coverage (Touzani & 
Moussa, 2010).

Research Questions

Though the marketing discipline as a whole has its top-tier 
journals, there is a strong argument to rank top-tier market-
ing journals by doctoral program subareas because (a) most 
scholars specialize in one area or another, (b) institutions 
promote and position themselves in accordance to their supe-
rior (subarea) competencies, and (c) doctoral students do 
specialize in subareas. This need drives the goals of this 
study to identify and benchmark the top scholars and institu-
tions in various marketing doctoral program subareas in the 
United States and across the world. The end result is a bench-
mark offering insights into the global state of competiveness 
of marketing doctoral programs by subarea. Figure 1 shows 
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the flow of the study’s four phases, each with a unique 
Research Question as follows:

Research Question 1: What are the most popular and 
sustained U.S. marketing doctoral program subareas 
(specializations)?
Research Question 2: For each of the popular and sus-
tained marketing doctoral program subareas, which are 
the top-tier scholarly marketing journals?
Research Question 3: For each marketing doctoral pro-
gram subarea, who are the preeminent U.S.- and non-
U.S.-based scholars?
Research Question 4: For each marketing doctoral pro-
gram subarea, which are the preeminent U.S.- and non-
U.S.-based institutions?

The following sections details the methodology and 
results used to answer each of the four research questions in 
the order shown above.

Phase 1: What Are the Most Popular and 
Sustained U.S. Marketing Doctoral Program 
Subareas?

Procedure. The websites of all 108 U.S. institutions offering 
a doctoral program in marketing (American Marketing Asso-
ciation [AMA], 2011) were examined for the presence of a 
marketing doctoral program. Six institutions were removed 
as they no longer offer a marketing doctoral program, result-
ing in this study’s population of 102 institutions.

Data Collection. On May 10, 2012, each institution’s web-
site was examined to identify sustained subarea(s) offered 
in the marketing doctoral program. When the website was 
not clear, the program director was e-mailed (in some 
cases up to three successive attempts were made) and 
invited to list its institution’s marketing doctoral program 
subarea(s).

Results. Thirty-six institutions do not offer a sustained mar-
keting doctoral program subarea, and a further five offer sub-
areas that vary over time based on incumbent faculty interest. 
Of the remaining 61 institutions, the distribution of subareas 
is shown in Table 1. The most popular subarea is Consumer 
Behavior (50 institutions offer this subarea) followed by 
Modeling and Quantitative Analysis, Marketing Manage-
ment and Strategy, International Marketing, and Logistics 
and Supply Chain Management (SCM). The five most popu-
lar subareas are consistent with the five listed in the Market-
ing Faculty Directory (Hasselback, 2005). The decision to 
limit the scope of this article to the five most popular subar-
eas is because the fifth subarea (Logistics and SCM) is 
offered at 9 institutions, while the remaining subareas are 
offered at between 1 and 3 institutions.

Phase 2: For each of the Popular and Sustained 
Marketing Doctoral Program Subareas, Which 
Are the Top-Tier Scholarly Marketing Journals?

This phase identifies high-quality marketing journals for 
each marketing subarea discovered in Study 1.

Procedure. Creating top-tier scholarly journals for each of the 
five subareas of marketing followed a sequential solicitation 
of journal ranks from key informant groups. The first group 
was 61 marketing doctoral program directors (referred to as 
“program directors”), followed with editors of the journals 
cited by the program directors. The next data source was 
marketing subarea journal-ranking studies in the literature, 
resulting in two ranking studies for each subarea with the 
exception of Logistics and SCM that included three ranking 
studies. As there was only one study ranking international 
marketing journals, we used ranked journals in international 
business. Finally, citations per article per journal over the 
decade 2003 to 2012 were collected.

Data Collection. Of the 61 program directors invited to 
participate, 53 participated (87% response), and of the  

Phase 1:What
are the most
popular and
sustained US
marketing
doctoral program
subareas
(specializations)?

Phase 2:For
each of the
popular and
sustained
marketing
doctoral program
subareas, which
are the top-tier
scholarly
marketing
journals?

Phase 3:For
each marketing
doctoral program
subarea, who are
the preeminent
US and non US-
based scholars?

ForPhase 4:
each marketing
doctoral program
subarea, which
are the
preeminent US
and non US-
based
institutions?

Figure 1. Flow and goals of the study’s four phases.
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25 journal editors invited, 15 participated (60%). For both 
groups, the e-mailed request to participate required three 
weekly waves. Journal citation data capture using GS-
based software (Harzing, 2012) took place on June 15, 
2012. The data for each journal were cleaned by deleting 
entries from other similar sounding journals.

Results. Table 2 presents the top 10 journals for each sub-
area. Data for each of the four sources (i.e., program direc-
tors, editor, literature, citations) were ranked. The overall 
ranking score for each journal is the average of the unweighted 
normalized scores for the four source ranks. In the following 
section, the unweighted normalized scores for each measure 
are tested for consistency using the average measure of intra-
class correlation coefficient (ICC) at p = .05. Within-mea-
sures associations are captured using the Pearson correlation 
coefficient (r).

For consumer behavior journals, the rankings show ade-
quate consistency (ICC = .69). Interitem correlations are 
>.65 with the exception of editors and literature (r = .57) and 
r < .07 between citations/article and the three other variables. 
For Modeling and Quantitative Analytics journals, the rank-
ings show adequate consistency (ICC = .74). A strong cor-
relation exists between program directors and editors (r = 
.96), though weak among the other measures (r < .40). For 
Marketing Management and Strategy journals, the rankings 
show adequate consistency (ICC = .66). As with Modeling 
and Quantitative Analysis journals, a strong correlation 
exists between program directors and editors (r = .95), 
though weak among the other measures (r < .46) and very 
weak between citations/article and the other measures (r < 
.25). For International Marketing1 journals, the rankings 
show marginal consistency (ICC = .55). As with the preced-
ing two journal collections, a strong correlation exists 
between program directors and editors (r = .99), though 

nominal among the other measures (r < .50) and very weak 
between citations/article and the other measures (r < −.16). 
For Logistics and SCM journals, the rankings show minimal 
consistency (ICC = .33). All interitem correlations are < .49 
as was the case with the preceding three journal collections, 
very weak interitem correlations between citations/article 
and the other measures (r < .20). In summary, the journal 
collections show reasonable consistency (ICC ranges from 
.74 to .33), strong interitem correlations between program 
directors and editors (r ranges from .99 to .95) and poor int-
eritem correlations between citations/article and the other 
three measures (r ranges from .25 to −.16).

The weak relationship between reputational (program 
directors and editors, and less so with the literature) and 
quantitative (citations/article) measures is perhaps a result of 
boundary spanning of some journals that are represented in 
more than one subarea such as Journal of Marketing and 
Journal of Marketing Research for all subareas with the 
exception of Logistics and SCM, or Management Science in 
all subareas with the exception of Consumer Behavior. 
However the importance of citations/article (used by most 
editors to rank their journal and critical to constructing the 
journal impact factor) remains and to assess the similarity of 
the journal collections across subareas by scholarly impact 
(citations/article), a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
was conducted. The average citations/article for each journal 
from 2003 to 2012 was compared between subareas 
(Consumer Behavior: M = 36.9, SD = 21.2; Modeling and 
Quantitative Analysis: M = 41.1, SD = 20.4; Marketing 
Management and Strategy: M = 59.4, SD = 20.6; International 
Marketing: M = 39.7, SD = 21.2; Logistics and SCM: M = 
28.7, SD = 21.2). The ANOVA, F(4, 46) = 3.55, p = .01, 
reveals significant difference in citations/article between the 
five subarea journal collections. Tukey’s honestly significant 
difference (HSD) test reveals significant differences in 

Table 1. U.S. Marketing Doctoral Programs With Sustained Subarea Offering (n = 61).

Marketing subarea Number offering subarea Percentage offering subareaa

Consumer Behavior 50 81.9
Modeling and Quantitative Analysis 37 60.6
Marketing Management and Strategy 30 49.2
International Marketing 10 16.4
Logistics and Supply Chain Management 9 14.7
Business-to-Business Marketing 3 4.9
Promotion 2 3.3
Services Marketing 2 3.3
Digital Marketing 1 1.6
Innovation 1 1.6
Neuro-Marketing 1 1.6
Social Marketing 1 1.6
Sports Marketing 1 1.6
Sustainability 1 1.6

a. The percentages do not sum to 100% as 51 institutions offer more than one sustained subarea.
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Table 2. Ranking Marketing Journals by Subarea Using Unweighted Normalized Scores.

Rank Marketing subarea
Overall 
score

Program 
directors Editors Literature

Citations/
article

Consumer Behaviora

 1 Journal of Consumer Research 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.44
 2 Journal of Consumer Psychology 0.50 0.58 0.81 0.38 0.22
 3 Journal of Marketing 0.45 0.09 0.05 0.68 1.00
 4 Journal of Marketing Research 0.40 0.36 0.24 0.71 0.31
 5 Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 0.25 0.21 0.0 0.0 0.78
 6 Psychology and Marketing 0.23 0.08 0.43 0.20 0.23
 7 Psychological Science 0.13 0.04 0.0 0.0 0.48
 8 Advances in Consumer Research 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.51 0.01
 9 Journal of Advertising 0.10 0.03 0.0 0.17 0.18
10 Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 0.09 0.06 0.0 0.0 0.29

 Modeling & Quantitative Analysisb

 1 Marketing Science 0.72 1.00 1.00 0.63 0.12
 2 Journal of Marketing Research 0.62 0.77 0.69 0.87 1.00
 3 Journal of Marketing 0.52 0.10 0.0 0.97 0.32
 4 Management Science 0.50 0.63 0.46 0.39 0.87
 5 Quantitative Marketing and Economics 0.32 0.46 0.54 0.28 0.04
 6 Marketing Letters 0.16 0.0 0.15 0.33 0.0
 7 International Journal of Research in Marketing 0.16 0.0 0.15 0.57 0.17
 8 RAND Journal of Economics 0.10 0.0 0.08 0.0 0.47
 9 Journal of the American Statistical Association 0.07 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.32

 Marketing Management and Strategyc

 1 Journal of Marketing 0.94 1.00 1.00 0.76 1.00
 2 Journal of Marketing Research 0.45 0.43 0.63 0.63 0.13
 3 Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 0.30 0.40 0.38 0.30 0.14
 4 Academy of Management Review 0.29 0.0 0.0 0.40 0.74
 5 Management Science 0.28 0.02 0.13 0.51 0.50
 6 Strategic Management Journal 0.26 0.07 0.13 0.0 0.84
 7 Harvard Business Review 0.22 0.07 0.0 0.82 0.0
 8 Academy of Management Journal 0.20 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.80
 9 Journal of Consumer Research 0.19 0.05 0.0 0.46 0.23
10 International Journal of Research in Marketing 0.14 0.21 0.0 0.23 0.12

 International Marketingd

 1 Journal of International Marketing 0.73 1.00 1.00 0.79 0.10
 2 Journal of Marketing 0.72 0.46 0.46 1.00 1.00
 3 Journal of International Business Studies 0.64 0.38 0.38 0.89 0.46
 4 International Marketing Review 0.46 0.62 0.62 0.72 0.09
 5 Journal of Marketing Research 0.36 0.31 0.31 0.67 0.25
 6 International Journal of Research in Marketing 0.30 0.0 0.0 0.52 0.24
 7 Journal of Consumer Research 0.30 0.0 0.0 0.46 0.34
 8 Management Science 0.29 0.0 0.0 0.15 0.86
 9 Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 0.26 0.08 0.00 0.62 0.37
10 Management International Review 0.26 0.0 0.08 0.95 0.01

 Logistics and Supply Chain Managemente

 1 Journal of Business Logistics 0.65 1.00 0.70 0.68 0.21
 2 International Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics Management 0.61 0.29 0.90 0.99 0.25
 3 Management Science 0.53 0.0 0.10 1.00 1.00
 4 Journal of Supply Chain Management 0.52 0.43 1.00 0.56 0.08
 5 Journal of Operations Management 0.48 0.64 0.60 0.0 0.68
 6 International Journal of Logistics Management 0.34 0.14 0.40 0.56 0.25
 7 Production and Operations Management 0.28 0.43 0.20 0.0 0.48
 8 Industrial Marketing Management 0.21 0.21 0.0 0.21 0.41
 9 Supply Chain Management: International Journal 0.14 0.0 0.30 0.02 0.23
10 International Journal of Logistics Research 0.10 0.00 0.40 0.0 0.00

a. Ranking from 20 directors and or chairs of U.S. doctoral programs with a sustained specialty in consumer behavior. Journal ranking from editors of 5 journals (Journal 
of Consumer Psychology, Psychology and Marketing, Journal of Marketing Research, , and Journal of Consumer Research). Rankings from articles in the consumer behavior field 
(Baumgartner & Pieters, 2003; Hult, Reimann, & Schilke, 2009). Citations per cited article from 2003 to 2012.
b. Ranking from 11 directors and or chairs of U.S. doctoral programs with a sustained specialty in modeling/quantitative. Journal ranking from editors of three journals 
(Quantitative Marketing and Economics, Marketing Letters, and International Journal of Research in Marketing). Rankings from articles in the modeling/quantitative field (Chan, Lai, & 
Liano, 2011; Hult et al., 2009). Citations per cited article from 2003 to 2012.
c. Ranking from 12 directors and or chairs of U.S. doctoral programs with a sustained specialty in marketing management/strategy. Journal ranking from editors of two journals 
(International Journal of Research in Marketing and Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science). Rankings from articles in the marketing management/strategy field (Baumgartner & 
Pieters, 2003; Hult et al., 2009). Citations per cited article from 2003 to 2012.
d. Ranking from four directors and or chairs of U.S. doctoral programs with a sustained specialty in international marketing. Journal ranking from editors of three journals 
(Journal of World Business, International Marketing Review, and Journal of International Marketing). Rankings from articles in the international marketing field (DuBois & Reeb, 2000; 
Hult et al., 2009). Citations per cited article from 2003 to 2012.
e. Ranking from 3 directors and or chairs of U.S. doctoral programs with a sustained specialty in marketing logistics and supply chain management. Journal ranking from editors 
of four journals (International Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics Management, , Journal of Supply Chain Management, and Journal of Operations Management). Rankings from 
articles in the marketing logistics and supply chain management field (Gorman et al., 2011; Hult et al., 2009; Kumar & Kwon, 2004). Citations per cited article from 2003 to 2012.
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citations/article between the subareas Marketing Management 
and Strategy versus Logistics and SCM (HSD = 29.7, p < .01). 
The data suggest that the Logistics and SCM subarea is the 
weakest in terms of citations/article. When examining effect 
size between the five subareas, there is a large effect (Cohen, 
1988) between Marketing Management and Strategy versus 
all four other subareas (Consumer Behavior: d = 1.07, r2 = .22; 
Modeling and Quantitative Analysis: d = .89, r2 = .16; 
International Marketing: d = .94, r2 = .18; Logistics and 
SCM: d = 1.47, r2 = .35). Moderate effect size exists between 
Logistics and SCM and Modeling and Quantitative Analysis 
(d = .60, r2 = .08), and International Marketing (d = .52, 
r2 = .06). These findings suggest that across all five subareas 
for the period 2003 to 2012, Logistics and SCM has the low-
est citations/article, while the Marketing Management and 
Strategy subarea has the highest citations per article.

Phase 3: For Each Marketing Doctoral Program 
Subarea, Who Are the Preeminent U.S.- and 
Non-U.S.-Based Scholars?

Using the results from Phase 2, scholars in each subarea are 
ranked based on their scholarly impact.

Procedure. Selection of scholars with substantive scholarly 
impact in the top marketing journals per subarea is based 
loosely on a method used to predict future customer behavior 
based on past purchasing patterns (Alencar et al., 2006; Mal-
thouse & Blattberg, 2005), known as the recency–frequency–
monetary method (Cullinan, 1977; Hughes, 1996). For this 
study, the application is designed to extract outstanding mar-
keting scholars by specifying model parameters as follows:

•	 We select the 10-year period 2003 to 2012 to iden-
tify those academics actively publishing in the five 
top-tier journals in each subarea. This study seeks 
the most outstanding marketing scholars worldwide 
and thus the selection of the top five journals in each 
subarea. The 10-year time period is selected because 
as a benchmarking study we believe it is a reliable 
capture of outstanding scholarship. This time frame 
exceeds AACSB’s Standard 2 on faculty intellectual 

contribution limited to the most recent 5-year period 
(AACSB, 2011a).

•	 We refine scholar selection to those who have pub-
lished two or more articles in the top five journals in 
each subarea from 2003 to 2012. At least one of their 
articles must also meet the conditions outlined below. 
This criterion reflects sustained scholarly activity.

•	 We limit article selection in each subarea from 2003 
to 2012 to the most highly cited articles. Using the 
Pareto principle as a guide, articles with citations 
above the 80th percentile of citations for all articles in 
each subarea are selected, avoiding criticism that the 
data capture includes low cited works of minimal 
influence to the literature (Starbuck, 2005).

Data Collection. Citation data capture by journal used GS-
based software (Harzing, 2012) on June 15, 2012. If an arti-
cle included more than one author, then the total number of 
citations was equally divided by the total number of authors, 
identified as an author’s citation count share. This is consis-
tent with work by Bakir et al. (2000) and Zou (2005). If one 
or more of the authors are consultants, managers, or scholars 
outside the field of marketing; deceased; retired; or “disap-
peared,” they were not included in the analysis and their 
share of citations deleted. A Google search determined 
whether authors were marketing scholars, and if so, their 
institutional affiliations were coded as U.S. or non-U.S. 
based. For cases when this information was not available or 
unclear, scholars were e-mailed a request for this informa-
tion, with up to three e-mails, one per week, in some cases.

Results. Table 3 reports the total number of citations for each 
subarea, with Marketing Management and Strategy attract-
ing the largest number at 190,243 citations. The 80th percen-
tile cutoff in citations per article is the pool from which each 
marketing scholar’s cumulative number of citations was cal-
culated. The highest hurdle was for the Consumer Behavior 
subarea at 79 citations per article. The share of 80th-percen-
tile-article citations as a proportion of total citations per sub-
area shows a range from 68% (Consumer Behavior) to 75% 
(Marketing Management and Strategy) that reasonably 
approximates the Pareto principle (law of the vital few) 

Table 3. Total and Percentile Citations per Subarea (2003-2012).

Subarea Total citations
Citations above 
80th percentile

80th Percentile 
of total citations

Consumer Behavior 190,215 129,044 68%
Modeling and Quantitative Analysis 146,631 106,582 73%
Marketing Management and Strategy 190,243 143,247 75%
International Marketing 104,539 77,708 74%
Logistics and Supply Chain Management 111,901 81,728 73%

Note. Citations rounded to the nearest whole number.
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suggesting that the number of citations garnered by articles 
above the 80th percentile represent on average 72.6% of all 
citations.

Table 4 ranks by subarea the most cited scholars for each 
of the five subareas. The collection of eminent scholars in 
Table 4 had to meet two qualitative criteria: (1) scholars 
whose scholarly impact is substantial and (2) provide the 
reader a manageable list of scholars. We therefore selected 
the 95th percentile of citations per subarea as the lower limit 
for a scholar to be included in each subarea as follows 
(means and standard deviations in parenthesis). For 
Marketing Management and Strategy, 220 citations (U.S.-
based scholars: M = 460, SD = 245; non-U.S.-based schol-
ars: M = 396, SD = 170); Consumer Behavior, 205 citations 
(U.S.-based scholars: M = 392, SD = 280; non-U.S.-based 
scholars: M = 374, SD = 208); Modeling and Quantitative 
Analysis, 198 citations (U.S.-based scholars: M = 340, SD = 
224; non-U.S.-based scholars: M = 606, SD = 109); 
International Marketing, 181 citations (U.S.-based scholars: 
M = 376, SD = 251; non-U.S.-based scholars: M = 208, 
SD = 32); and Logistics and SCM, 163 citations (U.S.-based 
scholars: M = 300, SD = 146).

The data allows for a comparison of scholarly impact 
between U.S.- and non-U.S.-based scholars. With the excep-
tion of Logistics and SCM that did not include any non-U.S.-
based scholars, a one-way ANOVA was used to test the 
relationship between U.S.- and non-U.S.-based scholarly 
impact in each subarea. For Consumer Behavior, F(1, 34) = 
.03, p = .86; Modeling and Quantitative Analysis, F(1, 16) = 
3.06, p = .10; Marketing Management and Strategy, 
F(1, 31) = .13, p = .72; and International Marketing, 
F(1, 8) = 2.8, p = .13. These results suggest that the scholarly 
impact between U.S.- and non-U.S.-based scholars are simi-
lar with the exception of Modeling and Quantitative Analysis 
(p = .10) and International Marketing (p = .13). Examination 
of effect size shows a large effect in favor of non-U.S.-based 
scholars in the subarea of Modeling and Quantitative 
Analysis (d = 1.33, r2 = .31) and a large effect in favor of 
U.S.-based scholars in the International Marketing subarea 
(d = .88, r2 = .16). These findings suggest that across four 
subareas where U.S.- and non-U.S.-based scholars compete, 
the impact of U.S.-based scholars is stronger in International 
Marketing and less so in the Modeling and Quantitative 
Analysis subarea. The difference between U.S.- and non-
U.S.-based scholars is nonetheless inconclusive, given the 
small sample sizes (International Marketing, n = 10; 
Modeling and Quantitative Analysis, n = 18).

Results in Table 4 offer five insights.

1. Superior scholarship in Logistics and SCM is limited 
to U.S.-based scholars.

2. With the exception of International Marketing, the pre-
ponderance of marketing scholars in each of the subar-
eas is U.S. based.

3. U.S.- and non-U.S.-based scholars are similar in 
scholarly impact, though U.S.-based scholars have a 
marginally higher scholarly impact in International 
Marketing and less so for Modeling and Quantitative 
Analysis.

4. Germany has a total of 6 scholars across all five sub-
areas, tied for second are Canada (4) and England 
(4), followed by the Netherlands (3), Norway, (2) 
and one each from Australia, China, Denmark, and 
Hong Kong.

5. In each subarea, the scholar with the highest number of 
citations is U.S. based.

Phase 4: For Each Marketing Doctoral Program 
Subarea, Which Are the Preeminent U.S.- and 
Non-U.S.-Based Institutions?

This phase ranks institutions in each subarea based on schol-
arly impact (citations).

Procedure. Using the top journals per subarea discovered in 
Phase 2 and the pool of scholars from Phase 3, citations per 
article for each scholar were grouped according to their insti-
tutional affiliation. The sum of citations for scholars at each 
institution was used to rank each institution.

Results. Table 5 identifies the institutions with the greatest 
scholarly impact in each marketing subarea by U.S. and non-
U.S. institutions. Of interest is whether scholarly impact 
(citations) differs between one subarea and another at the 
institutional level. Given the predominance of U.S. institu-
tions, the analysis is limited to U.S. institutions (n = 60). A 
one-way ANOVA used citations per university in each sub-
area for all institutions with faculty above the 80th percentile 
of all citations (2003-2012). The average citations per sub-
area for each institution from 2003 to 2012 was compared 
between subareas (Consumer Behavior: M = 1174.6, SD = 
393.5; Modeling and Quantitative Analysis: M = 1044.2, 
SD = 294.7; Marketing Management and Strategy: M = 
1123.8, SD = 489.6; International Marketing: M = 1,062, 
SD = 370.5; Logistics and SCM: M = 840.5, SD = 4.99). The 
ANOVA, F(4, 56) = .53, p = .71, reveals no significant dif-
ference in citations/institution between the five subarea jour-
nal collections. However, there is large effect size (d  ≥.8) 
at U.S. institutions between Logistics and SCM and all other 
areas (.82 < d < 1.20, .14 < r2 < .26). This finding suggests 
that in terms of citations/institution, Logistics and SCM is 
the weakest subarea among U.S. institutions.

To afford meaningful comparisons by institution between 
subareas, the 90th percentile of citations/institution, or 719 
citations, served as the decision rule whether to include the 
institution in a subarea. The decision rule was relaxed for 
non-U.S. institutions to the 80th percentile, or 406 citations 
per institution (shaded in gray).
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Table 4. Ranking of U.S. and Non-U.S. Marketing Faculty by Subarea (2003-2012).

U.S. scholars Cites Institution Non-U.S. scholars Cites Institution

Consumer Behavior  
 1 Ayelet Fishbach 1,573 University of Chicago Werner Reinartz 684 University of Cologne, Germany
 2 Craig J. Thompson 846 University of Wisconsin Peter C. Verhoef 609 University of Groningen, 

Netherlands
 3 Ravi Dhar 750 Yale University Eric J. Arnould 571 University of Bath, England
 4 Cheryl Burke Jarvis 527 Southern Illinois University Pankaj Aggarwal 254 University of Toronto, Canada
 5 Alexander Chernev 471 Northwestern University Robert V. Kozinets 245 York University, Canada
 6 Ying Zhang 467 University of Texas Manfred Krafft 216 University of Muenster, Germany
 7 Jennifer Edson 

Escalas
444 Vanderbilt University Søren Askegaard 211 University of Southern Denmark

 8 Angela Y. Lee 417 Northwestern University Rik Pieters 204 Tilburg University, Netherlands
 9 Americus Reed II 400 University of Pennsylvania  
10 Kathleen D. Vohs 378 University of Minnesota  
11 Itamar Simonson 375 Stanford University  
12 Sankar Sen 344 Baruch College  
13 Tanya L. Chartrand 315 Duke University  
14 Donald R. Lehmann 305 Columbia University  
15 John F. Sherry Jr. 295 University of Norte Dame  
16 Michel Tuan Pham 284 Columbia University  
17 Ann E. Schlosser 262 University of Washington  
18 Tamar Avnet 258 Yeshiva University  
19 Aaron C. Ahuvia 258 University of Michigan, Dearborn  
20 Jennifer L. Aaker 254 Stanford University  
21 Erica Mina Okada 247 University of Hawaii  
22 Albert M. Muniz Jr. 242 DePaul University  
23 Wayne Hoyer 216 University of Texas  
24 Robert P. Leone 214 Texas Christian University  
25 Michael Lewis 210 Emory University  
26 Asim Ansari 209 Columbia University  
27 Michael D. Johnson 202 Cornell University  
28 Adam Duhachek 201 Indiana University  
 Modeling and Quantitative Analysis  
 1 John D. C. Little 927 Massachusetts Inst. of 

Technology
Werner J. Reinartz 684 University of Cologne, Germany

 2 V. Kumar 795 Georgia State University Peter C. Verhoef 652 University of Groningen, 
Netherlands

 3 Dina Mayzlin 599 University of Southern California Nitin Mehta 481 University of Toronto, Canada
 4 Sunil Gupta 377 Harvard University  
 5 Greg M. Allenby 334 Ohio State University  
 6 Jean-Pierre Dubé 330 University of Chicago  
 7 Pradeep K. 

Chintagunta
297 University of Chicago  

 8 Douglas W. Vorhies 281 University of Mississippi  
 9 Ravi Dhar 279 Yale University  
10 Peter S. Fader 256 University of Pennsylvania  
11 Carl F. Mela 233 Duke University  
12 Naresh K. Malhotra 219 Georgia Institute of Technology  
13 Rajdeep Grewal 213 Pennsylvania State University  
14 Asim Ansari 209 Columbia University  
15 Jehoshua Eliashberg 197 University of Pennsylvania  

(continued)
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U.S. scholars Cites Institution Non-U.S. scholars Cites Institution

 Marketing Management and Strategy  
 1 Stephen L. Vargo 1,965 University of Hawaii Werner Reinartz 684 University of Cologne, Germany
 2 Robert F. Lusch 1,942 University of Arizona Christian Homburg 570 University of Mannheim, 

Germany
 3 V. Kumar 795 Georgia State University Kwaku Atuahene-

Gima
404 China Europe International 

Business School, China
 4 Claes Fornell 521 University of Michigan Robert V. Kozinets 332 York University, Canada
 6 Sankar Sen 424 Baruch College Pennie Frow 295 University of Sydney, Australia
 7 Xueming Luo 397 University of Texas, Arlington Fred Selnes 257 BI Norwegian Business School, 

Norway
 8 Katherine N. Lemon 390 Boston College Kenneth H. 

Wathne
234 BI Norwegian Business School, 

Norway
 9 Neil A. Morgan 384 Indiana University  
10 Jan B. Heide 371 University of Wisconsin  
11 Sandy D. Jap 370 Emory University  
12 Dhruv Grewal 340 Babson College  
13 Vijay Mahajan 325 University of Texas  
14 Robert W. Palmatier 319 University of Washington  
15 Satish Jayachandran 312 University of South Carolina  
16 Venkatesh Shankar 310 Texas A&M University  
17 Donald R. Lehmann 305 Columbia University  
18 Michael Lewis 281 Emory University  
19 Ravi Dhar 279 Yale University  
20 Stephen W. Brown 265 Arizona State University  
21 Randolph E. Bucklin 261 University of California, Los 

Angeles
 

22 Sunil Gupta 261 Harvard University  
23 Tom J. Brown 243 Oklahoma State University  
24 Carl F. Mela 234 Duke University  
25 Subin Im 229 San Francisco State University  
26 Rajkumar 

Venkatesan
227 University of Virginia  

27 O. C. Ferrell 224 University of New Mexico  
 International 

Marketing
 

 1 Gary Knight 751 Florida State University Nicole E. Coviello 272 Wilfred Laurier University, 
Canada

 2 Bernard L. Simonin 272 Tufts University David Kwai Che 
Tse

202 University of Hong Kong, Hong 
Kong

 3 Dhruv Grewal 255 Babson College Alan M. Rugman 200 Henley Business School, England
 4 Angela Y. Lee 226 Northwestern University Rajesh K. Chandy 199 London Business School, England
 5 Nicole Koschate-

Fischer
196 Friedrich-Alexander-University, 

Germany
 6 Pervez N. Ghauri 181 Kings College, England
 Logistics and Supply Chain Management  
 1 John T. Mentzer 403 University of Tennessee  
 2 Kenneth J. Petersen 197 University of Tennessee  

Table 4. (continued)
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Results in Table 5 offer five key insights.

1. The global competition is apparent with four non-U.S. 
institutions contributing to the leadership in scholar-
ship (with the exception of Logistics and SCM).

2. Consumer Behavior attracts the largest number of 
institutions (20), with the University of Arizona and 
University of Chicago at the top with 1,936 and 1,935 
citations, respectively.

3. There are two non-U.S. institutions with leadership in 
Consumer Behavior and Marketing Management and 
Strategy—University of Groningen (the Netherlands) 
and University of Cologne (Germany). In the 
Modeling and Quantitative Analysis subarea, three 
non-U.S. institutions are on par with their U.S. top 
ranked peers—University of Groningen (Netherlands), 
University of Toronto (Canada), and University of 
Cologne (Germany). In the subarea of International 
Marketing, the University of Groningen (Netherlands) 
and the University of Leeds (England) are the top two 
non-U.S. institutions. Clearly, the University of 
Groningen (Netherlands) is the overall non-U.S. insti-
tution leader followed closely by the University of 
Cologne (Germany).

4. The weakest U.S. institutional subarea in terms of cita-
tions/institution is Logistics and SCM.

5. When relaxing the hurdle to the 80th percentile of cita-
tions (the gray-shaded institutions), the major presence 
of non-U.S. institutions is in International Marketing 
(20 institutions), with the top 11 institutions being in 
Europe.

Discussion

This study offers a global benchmark of scholars and institu-
tions in the five most popular marketing doctoral program 
subareas. There are three major contributions. First, a listing 
of the five most popular marketing doctoral program subar-
eas, namely, Consumer Behavior, Modeling and Quantitative 
Analysis, Marketing Management and Strategy, International 
Marketing, and Logistics and SCM. Second, a collection of 
premier scholarly marketing journals are offered for each of 
the five subareas. Third, we rank scholars and institutions by 
marketing subarea. The following sections focus discussion 
by the four original research questions (RQs).

RQ1: What Are the Most Popular and Sustained 
U.S. Marketing Doctoral Program Subareas?

The five most popular marketing doctoral program subareas 
in Table 1 offer potential doctoral students a number of 
insights. For those wishing to join research-oriented institu-
tions postdoc, then any subarea is a worthy challenge and 
offers sound career prospects. For those interested in teaching, 
or balanced teaching and research institutions, the student 

must gauge the subareas in demand as reported in employ-
ment advertisements over a 3- to 5-year period. Clearly, very 
few institutions offer modeling at the undergraduate or mas-
ter’s levels, though the training is useful to teach Marketing 
Research as well as a solid foundation to engage in pro-
ductive scholarship. Consumer Behavior and Marketing 
Management are typical core courses in a marketing under-
graduate program and to a lesser extent International 
Marketing and Logistics and SCM.

RQ2: For Each of the Popular and Sustained 
Marketing Doctoral Program Subareas, Which 
Are the Top-Tier Scholarly Marketing Journals?

Various studies have examined scholarly impact using cita-
tion data for various subareas of marketing such as business-
to-business marketing (Backhaus, Lugger, & Koch, 2011), 
advertising (Ford & Merchant, 2008; Henthorne, LaTour, & 
Loraas, 1998), and sales (Moncrief, Marshall, & Watkins, 
2000). Baumgartner and Pieters (2003) bucked the trend of 
single subarea examination by examining five subareas using 
citation analysis to examine the influence of marketing jour-
nals in each subarea. In contrast, this study uses four sources 
(literature, program directors, journal editors, and citations/
article) to identify subareas, and for all subareas, citations 
were not significant predictors of subarea membership.

Scholars are aware of the overall top-tier journals in mar-
keting such as Journal of Marketing, Journal of Marketing 
Research, Journal of Consumer Research, and Management 
Science; however, given most scholars are encouraged to 
focus their research in one or more subareas, it behooves the 
marketing discipline to identify which journals fit into which 
subarea. This allows for a consistent list of target journals 
helpful for marketing doctoral program faculty within and 
beyond the five subareas addressed in this study. It also 
assists faculty involved with specialized master’s degree 
programs in marketing as well as the wider net of marketing 
faculty interested in the top-tier journals in their subarea.

Results from this study help institutions offering doctoral 
programs in marketing to refine their target journal listing to 
include lists by subarea, offering scholars a focused selection 
of journals to read and to make submissions. Even though 
each subarea’s overall ranking is the unweighted mean of 
four independent rankings, none of the marketing subareas is 
significantly related to the citation ranking, a remarkable 
finding given the practice that citation data are an unequivo-
cal measure of scholarly impact.

This finding strengthens the value of this study because 
apart from the Logistics and SCM subarea, every subarea’s 
top five journals include at least two of the “top four” market-
ing journals (with high citations/article), although these jour-
nals are not necessarily ranked highest overall. For all subareas, 
there is a significant relationship between overall ranking and 
program director ranking, suggesting that doctoral program 
directors/chairs, presumably as a result of their professional 
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Table 5. Ranking of U.S. and non-U.S. Colleges and Universities by Subarea (2003-2012).

U.S. institutions Cites
PhD in 
subarea Non-U.S. institutions Cites PhD in subarea

Consumer Behavior  
 1 University of Arizona 1,936 Yes University of Cologne, Germany 785  
 2 University of Chicago 1,935 Yes University of Groningen, Netherlands 728  
 3 University of Hawaii 1,750 York University, Canada 624  
 4 University of Wisconsin 1,697 University of Bath, England 571  
 5 Northwestern University 1,376 Yes University of Toronto, Canada 544  
 6 Indiana University 1,320 Yes BI Norwegian School of Management 491  
=7 Columbia University 1,307 Yes London Business School, England 469  
=7 University of Texas 1,307 Yes Tilburg University, Netherlands 418  
 9 University of Pennsylvania 1,174 INSEAD, France 418  
10 Dartmouth College 1,073  
11 Georgia State University 994 Yes  
12 Stanford University 979 Yes  
13 Southern Methodist 950  
14 Yale University 923 Yes  
15 Duke University 912 Yes  
16 University of Washington 824  
17 University of Maryland 797  
18 Emory University 794 Yes  
19 New York University 725 Yes  
20 Vanderbilt University 719  
 Modeling and Quantitative Analysis  
 1 University of Arizona 1,679 Yes University of Groningen, Netherlands 806  
 2 University of Hawaii 1,634 University of Toronto, Canada 798  
 3 University of Southern California 1,305 Yes University of Cologne, Germany 785  
 4 University of Pennsylvania 1,244 University of Mannheim, Germany 523  
 5 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 1,196 BI Norwegian School of Management 513  
 6 Columbia University 1,162 Yes London Business School, England 483  
 7 Emory University 1,062 Yes INSEAD, France 406  
 8 University of Maryland 1,024  
 9 Duke University 988 Yes  
10 University of North Carolina 930  
11 Georgia State University 924 Yes  
12 University of Texas 796 Yes  
13 Northwestern University 782 Yes  
14 University of Chicago 777 Yes  
15 Indiana University 770 Yes  
16 Cornell University 750 Yes  
17 Stanford University 729 Yes  
 Marketing Management and Strategy  
 1 University of Arizona 2,213 Yes University of Groningen, Netherlands 838  
 2 University of Hawaii 2,156 University of Cologne, Germany 785  
 3 University of Texas 1,404 Yes University of Mannheim, Germany 665  
 4 Georgia State University 1,197 Yes BI Norwegian School of Management 491  
 5 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 1,107 Tilburg University, Netherlands 473  
 6 Columbia University 1,023 Yes London Business School, England 411  
 7 Emory University 974 Yes  
 8 University of Maryland 959  
 9 University of North Carolina 909  
10 Indiana University 813 Yes  
11 Duke University 786 Yes  
12 University of Michigan 752  

(continued)
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experience, can combine reputational and objective data into 
their assessment of journal quality. The lack of significant dif-
ferences in average citations/article between each subarea’s 
collection of journals encourages confidence that each 
subarea’s collection of journals possess an overall similar 
level of scholarly impact according to citations/article and that 
no one subarea’s collection of journals outperforms another.

The emphasis on scholarly citations in this study is as 
with any other measure subject to question. When examining 
large sets of journals, the guidance has been to use Liebowitz 
and Palmer’s (1984) impact-adjusted citation count approach 
designed to control quality differences in citations between 
both top-tier and less influential journals. This is not an issue 
in this study as we limit citation counts to a set of top-tier 
journals at the 80th percentile level of cumulative citations. 
Furthermore, most institutional ranking methodologies over-
look the smaller high quality programs due to the limited 
number of faculty (White, White, & Barth, 2011). We 
address this issue by focusing on individual scholars with 
outstanding impact who may or may not be affiliated with a 
large institution.

RQ3: For Each Marketing Doctoral Program 
Subarea, Who Are the Preeminent U.S.- and 
Non-U.S.-Based Scholars?

The top performing and largest number of faculty by schol-
arly impact (citations) in each subarea is located in the United 
States. The notable exception is International Marketing 
where non-U.S. faculty (six) outnumber U.S. faculty (three), 
even though the U.S.-based faculty dominate in scholarly 
impact. This case acts as an opportunity for non-U.S. institu-
tions to pursue, particularly when no single non-U.S. institu-
tion offers a marketing doctoral program in International 
Marketing (see Table 5). Conversely, non-U.S.-based schol-
ars have a slight edge in Modeling and Quantitative Analysis, 
even though they are outnumbered 5:1 by U.S.-based schol-
ars. The sole subarea where U.S.-based scholars dominate is 
in the Logistics and SCM subarea.

The country with the largest number of faculty across all 
subareas is Germany (six faculty), followed by Canada (five 
faculty), England (four faculty), Netherlands (three faculty), 
and Norway (two faculty). Outside of the United States, the 

U.S. institutions Cites
PhD in 
subarea Non-U.S. institutions Cites PhD in subarea

13 University of Wisconsin 721  
14 Arizona State University 719  
 International Marketing  
 1 University of Hawaii 1,706 Yes University of Groningen, Netherlands 769  
 2 University of Arizona 1,569 University of Leeds, England 754  
 3 Columbia University 1,077 University of Cologne, Germany 685  
 4 Georgia State University 919 University of Navarra, Spain 570  
 5 Emory University 865 University of Mannheim, Germany 560  
 6 University of Texas 817 ESMT Berlin, Germany 560  
 7 University of Wisconsin 792 BI Norwegian School of Management 556  
 8 Florida State University 751 Tilburg University, Netherlands 538  
 Erasmus University, Netherlands 535  
 Uppsala University, Sweden 529  
 Henley Business School, England 526  
 University of Hong Kong 499  
 Simon Fraser University, Canada 487  
 University of Calgary, Canada 479  
 China Europe International Business 

School
468  

 Copenhagen Business School, 
Denmark

452  

 INSEAD, France 445  
 Chinese University of Hong Kong 440  
 York University, Canada 438  
 London Business School, England 431  
 University of Sydney, Australia 420  
 Logistics and Supply Chain Management  
 1 University of Tennessee 844 Yes  
 2 Michigan State University 837 Yes  

Table 5. (continued)
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Europeans dominate with 16 scholars, Canada with 5, and 
the Pacific Rim (Australia, China, and Hong King) with 3. 
Overall, U.S.-based scholars dominate in faculty numbers by 
a margin of 3:1 (75 U.S.-based scholars vs. 24 non-U.S.-
based scholars), and in terms of citations per faculty mem-
ber, the ratio is 3.5:1 in favor of U.S.-based scholars (30,535 
citations vs. 8,837 citations). Overall, U.S.-based marketing 
faculty across five subareas dominate competition from the 
rest of the world by a factor of three and lead in all subareas 
in terms of citations in top-tier journals.

In summary, the United States accounts for a critical mass 
of marketing scholars in all subareas and hence the prospec-
tive marketing doctoral student would more easily find a dis-
sertation chair with the highest level of scholarly impact at a 
U.S. institution. Europe is ranked a far second in all areas, 
though the opportunity to find a dissertation chair in 
International Marketing holds promise.

RQ4: For Each Marketing Doctoral Program 
Subarea, Which Are the Preeminent U.S.- and 
non-U.S.-Based Institutions?

Institutional conclusions are similar to those for individual 
scholars, such that of the preeminent marketing doctoral pro-
gram–granting institutions listed in Table 5, 62 are U.S. institu-
tions versus 9 non-U.S. institutions (6.9:1 ratio). This 
underscores the depth of scholarship at U.S. institutions, a dom-
inance strengthened by the U.S. institutional citations ratio 
versus non-U.S. institutions at 10.6:1 (74,732:7,051). The non-
U.S.-based institutions are located in the Netherlands (4), fol-
lowed by Germany (3), then Canada and England with one 
institution each. The non-U.S. leader institution across all subar-
eas is the University of Groningen (the Netherlands) with a total 
of 3,141 citations, or a remarkable 44.5% of all non-U.S. insti-
tutional citations. In the United States, the unequivocal power-
house is the University of Arizona (ranked first in three subareas 
and second in one), amassing a total of 7,397 citations, a num-
ber larger than the sum of citations for all non-U.S. institutions.

These results confirm the depth of marketing doctoral 
programs in northern Europe (Germany and the Netherlands) 
in terms of top-flight scholarship. In contrast, the emerging 
nations of China, Russia, Brazil, and India have a substantial 
amount of faculty and institutional development ahead of 
them to begin the journey of competing at a global level in 
the marketing discipline.

To help identify emerging non-U.S. institutions, Table 5 
shows non-U.S. institutions meeting a relaxed 80th percen-
tile citations cutoff (shaded in gray). In this second tier of 
non-U.S. institutions, the top five institutions (University of 
Cologne, BI Norwegian School of Management, London 
Business School, University of Mannheim, and Tilburg 
University) are European and account for 54% of all second-
tier institution citations. As with the top-tier non-U.S. institu-
tions, this second tier shows a consistent critical mass of 
institutions and scholarly impact in Europe.

The institutional rankings in Table 5 (should) reflect the 
contributions of a group of faculty. For example, in the 
Consumer Behavior subarea, the number of top-flight schol-
ars in the top two U.S. institutions are four (University of 
Arizona) and six (University of Chicago), while the top two 
non-U.S. institutions have two (University of Cologne) and 
four (University of Groningen). At first glance, this may 
seem unremarkable; however, the total citation counts for the 
University of Cologne are constant across the Consumer 
Behavior, Modeling and Quantitative Analysis, and 
Marketing Management and Strategy subareas, thanks to the 
same scholars in all three fields.

This anomaly is not limited to non-U.S. institutions. For 
example, in International Marketing, the top ranked University 
of Hawaii includes three top-flight scholars; one scholar is 
responsible for 84.5% of the institution’s citations. These and 
other examples suggest that scholars who publish predomi-
nantly in journals represented in more than one subarea (e.g., 
in four subareas such as the Journal of Marketing, Journal of 
Marketing Research, and/or Management Science) offers the 
opportunity to be positioned in more than one subarea. 
Alternatively, and perhaps fortuitously, a scholar embarks on 
a single research stream that is highly respected and offers a 
long-term publications and citations stream. In summary, 
citations are perhaps equally adept at capturing those scholars 
who can identify “hot” topics versus other scholars who can-
not, even though both groups possess similar research skills. 
This finding is consistent with Phelan (2000) who suggests 
one or a small proportion of a department’s faculty accounts 
for the majority of publications and citations.

Implications for Managers and Educators

There is little doubt that though the U.S. institutions domi-
nate in every subarea, non-U.S.-based scholars, particularly 
in Northern Europe, are making substantial inroads. 
Marketing doctoral programs (particularly in the Netherlands 
and Germany) include marketing scholars who deliver 
exemplary marketing scholarship. Similar findings are 
reported in business ethics (Albrecht, Thompson, Hoopes, 
& Rodrigo, 2010), economics (Amir & Knauff, 2008), and 
innovation management (Thieme, 2007). This finding offers 
two positive outcomes. First, aspiring marketing doctoral 
program students can select non-U.S. institutions that are as 
good as the very best in the United States, and second, the 
competition from Europe and Canada is healthy and acts as 
a catalyst for U.S. institutions in their hiring decisions and 
search for excellence.

Stakeholder Value

This study’s results offer value to various stakeholders. 
Marketing doctoral student organizations such as the AMA 
Doctoral Special Interest Group (AMA, 2013) or the 
European Doctoral Colloquium (European Marketing 
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Academy, 2012) may use this study’s results to help pro-
spective marketing doctoral students make a more informed 
choice about (a) which doctoral program subarea to con-
sider and (b) location of elite institutions by subarea world-
wide. Outstanding institutions can promote the results 
abroad because faculty productivity is a consideration for 
international students in deciding which doctoral program 
to join (Chan, Chen, & Steiner, 2004).

Regarding the employment prospects of freshly minted 
marketing PhDs, Close, Moulard, and Monroe (2011) sug-
gest that the most significant contributing factor to U.S. aca-
demic job placement is the research productivity of the 
marketing faculty where the candidate earned the marketing 
doctoral degree. A study by Seggie and Griffith (2009) 
affirms that institutional ranking of the marketing doctoral 
program influences publication record postgraduation. There 
is differentiation between the top 10 institutions and those 
ranked 11th through 20th in terms of publication productiv-
ity in leading marketing journals. Furthermore, entry level 
compensation is correlated with the research productivity of 
the candidate’s advisor (Close et al., 2011).

This study offers marketing educators a contemporary 
landscape of scholarly institutions by subarea with an eye to 
possible employment opportunities. Work by Thieme (2007) 
in the area of innovation management reports that highly 
cited scholars tend to coauthor with other highly cited schol-
ars, consistent with the notion that publishing performance is 
often higher in large versus small marketing departments 
(Bakir et al., 2000). This encourages institutions to build a 
critical mass of marketing scholars by subarea. Results in 
Table 5 showing institutional scholarly impact by subarea 
include institutions without a doctoral program in the sub-
area. This information may help alert faculty and administra-
tors about the possibility of developing a doctoral program in 
the subarea, given the critical mass of faculty with superior 
scholarly impact in the subarea’s collection of journals.

Corporations worldwide now have a resource of top-tier 
marketing scholars and locations by subarea from which to 
contact for consulting and employment opportunities. 
Universities and colleges may leverage the study’s findings 
to promote their institution with by-product benefits for 
funding, as well as recruitment and retention of high caliber 
students and faculty.

Limitations and Future Research

The first limitation concerns a fundamental component of 
this article that bases ranking subject to a collection of jour-
nals per subarea. One could argue that if scholars limited 
their target journal list to the ones in this article, they and 
their institutional affiliation would have fared much better. 
For example, a number of scholars in the consumer behavior 
field publish in the unquestionably prestigious and influen-
tial Annual Review of Psychology that is not captured in the 
top 10 journals for the Consumer Behavior subarea. The 

hinge-pin nature of subarea journal selection resulted in 
using multiple indicators (doctoral program chairs, literature, 
editor, and citation data) to address bias resulting for a sin-
gle-indicator approach. This issue will perhaps never be 
solved as long as discipline silos are in place that may under-
value a journal not obviously linked to a particular subarea.

Second, the model used for this study based loosely on the 
recency–frequency–monetary model’s simplicity is favored 
over CHAID (CHi-squared Automatic Interaction Detection) 
or logistic regression (McCarty & Hastak, 2007) in spite of 
concerns about the model’s predictive value (Rust & 
Verhoef, 2005; A. X. Yang, 2004) that have been addressed 
with additional data parsing and weights for more recent 
transactions (Fader, Hardie, & Lee, 2005). A similar 
approach to artificially weigh the more recently cited articles 
(typically less cited compared with older articles) was con-
sidered for this study; however, this was rejected given this 
study’s emphasis on qualitative value versus predictive 
value. That is, arbitrarily manipulating the number of cita-
tions for the most recent articles would compromise the face 
validity of the study. Patterns of sustained scholarly produc-
tivity will emerge as this study is repeated on an annual basis.

An intriguing issue concerns the origin of a scholar’s 
impact (citations), whether from his or her current institu-
tional affiliation or from past institutional affiliation(s). Our 
perspective is whether institutions hire a top-ranked 
scholar(s) to improve their institutional ranking and attract 
other highly accomplished scholars; this is entirely consis-
tent with free enterprise and market forces.

The use of citations data sourced from GS will often 
return questionable results that were addressed by examining 
each journal-specific list and removing entries not matching 
the journal title. Furthermore, the citations-based focus of 
this study offers readers a single facet of an institution’s mar-
keting doctoral program quality. This limitation may be ame-
liorated using additional sources (program cost, size, faculty 
qualification, recommendations by marketing faculty, etc.).

Finally, a weakness of this study may be directed at the 
bias for U.S.-based sources to identify the premier scholarly 
journals in each marketing doctoral program subarea. This 
criticism is minimized in light of the U.S.-based legacy of 
marketing scholarship excellence.

Directions for Additional Study

In terms of directions for additional study, a related issue 
concerns the fairness of editors and reviewers at top-tier 
journals sometimes referred to as a self-fulfilling prophecy. 
Although dated, an ingenious study by Peters and Ceci 
(1982) suggests that authors from institutions unknown to 
the editors at top-tier journals have a 10% article acceptance 
rate compared with 100% if they are well-known authors 
from prestigious institutions. In the same vein, work by 
Starbuck (2005) empirically demonstrates that high-value 
articles are published in both top-tier and less prestigious 
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journals. These findings encourage scholars to debate 
whether there should be a target journal list in the first place 
or for marketing faculty, institutions, and organizations to 
agree on the top-tier journal collections beyond the five sub-
areas examined in this study (e.g., Services Marketing, 
Business to Business) to arrive at a stable journal target list 
for each subarea.

The ranking of journals, scholars, departments, and col-
leges are typically limited to a particular time frame, 
research emphasis, target journals (Polonsky, 2008), and 
subareas (Baumgartner & Pieters, 2003), all supporting the 
periodic construction of academic rankings. We encourage 
the development of a stream of studies periodically examin-
ing the quality and ranking of journals, and institutions, if 
only to avoid a legacy trap where some institutions may rest 
on their laurels. More important, studies over time need to 
incorporate newly offered doctoral programs and subareas 
as well as changes in scholarship across the world. For 
example, outside of Europe, the Pacific Rim has a modest 
impact on top-flight scholarship and South America, Africa, 
Eastern Europe, and Russia are absent. It is helpful to stu-
dents, faculty, and institutions to have available a contem-
porary assessment of the global market place for doctoral 
programs in marketing that over time reports changes in the 
dispersion of top-tier faculty, institutions, and their geo-
graphical regions.
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Note

1. The respected Journal of World Business ceased to publish man-
uscripts focusing on international/global marketing (effective 
August 15, 2011) and was therefore excluded from the analysis.
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