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How Much and Where?

Private vs. Public Universities’ Publication Patterns
in the Information Systems Discipline
Abstract

In most disciplines of scholarly endeavor, there are many efforts at ranking research journals. There are two common methods for such efforts. One of these is based on tabulations of opinions offered by persons having some kind of relationship with the discipline. The other is based on analyses of the extent to which a journal’s articles have been cited by papers appearing to some selected set of publications. In either case, construction of a journal ranking for a discipline makes no effort to distinguish between private and public universities. That is, data are aggregated from both private and public faculty researchers. It is thus assumed that the resultant ranking is applicable for both kinds of institutions. But, is this assumption reasonable? The answer is very important, because these rankings are applied in the evaluation of promotion, tenure, and merit cases of faculty members working in a discipline. Here, we examine this widespread bibliometric assumption, through the use of a ranking methodology that is based on the actual publishing behaviors of tenured researchers in a discipline. The method is used to study the behaviors of researchers at leading private universities versus those at leading public universities. Illustrating this approach within the information systems discipline, we find that there are indeed different publication patterns for the private versus public institutions. This finding suggests that journal ranking exercises should not ignore private-public distinctions and that care should be taken to avoid evaluation standards that confound private and public rankings of journals.
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1. Introduction

Over the years there have been numerous studies analyzing and ranking journals for publishing information systems (IS) research. Rather than reaching closure on ranking issues, such studies continue to emerge employing different data sets and variants of two main approaches. One approach involves analyzing some set of citations to some set of articles published in each journal being considered. The other involves ranking journals based on opinions elicited from some set of observers about some set of journals with respect to some criterion (e.g., “quality” or “best”). Such approaches seem to follow the old adage, “don’t do as I do, do as I say,” overlooking where established IS scholars actually publish their research as an approach to evaluating and ranking journals.

Although the many IS journal ranking studies have accounted for many variables, and generated a variety of different results, there is continuing controversy over these rankings, what they mean, and how they are to be applied. Notably, aside from overlooking actual publishing behaviors, none of these studies considers another variable – one that has received at least some attention in other settings: Whether a faculty member is from a public or private school. That is, are journal ratings in the IS discipline different for private and public universities, given a particular rating approach? Accordingly, this paper contrasts publishing behaviors of tenured IS faculty members from public versus private universities in terms of both the numbers of journal publications and the journal placements of these publications.

This paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 provides a background that includes brief descriptions of different approaches to devising journal rankings and of previous studies concerned with research differences for public versus private universities. We detail the methodology used in this study, along with an explanation of how it is implemented, in Section 3.  In Section 4, we present and discuss the findings. Section 5 briefly summarizes the paper, its contributions, and future extensions.

2. Background

To provide a context for understanding the nature and value of this paper, we furnish descriptions of prior related research involving journal ranking methodologies and examinations of research differences for public versus private universities. Along the way, we build a case for the practical importance of issues examined in this paper. Against this background, we subsequently describe the research process and its findings.

2.1 Journal Ranking Methods

There has been considerable effort directed at trying to understand which journals are the “leading” or “most desirable” outlets for publishing information systems research. Many of these efforts are summarized by Peffers and Ya (2003). An analysis of these studies reveals that two basic types of methodologies have been used over the years. One of these methods has involved the gathering of citation information, either manually (e.g., Alavi and Carlson 1992; Holsapple et al. 1994) or using digital databases (e.g., Katerattanakui et al. 2003) capturing what the researcher has written, typically based on what they have read. The other method involves gathering opinion and perception data from various sets of subjects, ranging from deans of business schools (Doke and Luke 1987) to information systems researchers (e.g., Mylonopoulos and Theoharakis 2001). As a complement to these two heavily-used methodologies, Figure 1 illustrates a third methodology: observing the history of publishing behaviors exhibited by IS researchers. Here, we adopt this third methodology in exploring differences between journal publishing patterns existing for IS faculties at private versus public universities in the United States.

Rather than the ranking methods that study what researchers cite or what they espouse, an alternative is to study where IS researchers actually publish their work. The first study of this kind examines the overt journal publishing behaviors of all tenured IS researchers (as of 2006) belonging to the faculties of an independently selected set of 20 schools representative of the top public research universities in the United States including the likes of Arizona, Georgia, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, and Texas (Holsapple 2008). Aggregating these publishing behaviors, it finds that the tenured information systems researchers at these 20 universities have historically (1980-2006) published more research articles in Decision Support Systems, Journal of Management Information Systems, and MIS Quarterly than any other IS journals.  

The implicit view taken there is that the big picture about journal importance cannot be seen from the vantage points of what some commentators say regarding “best” publication outlets or what journals some set of researchers reference in their writings. Instead, a key vantage point for understanding relative long-term importance of alternative journal outlets for the IS discipline is what well-established IS researchers do over an extended time. Where do they actually publish their research as a basis for success in their research careers – achieving tenure, subsequent efforts at garnering strong merit review results, and becoming vertically (and horizontally) mobile?  

In the case of tenured IS researchers, it is very likely that their publishing behaviors (in terms of both quantity and placement of journal articles) are very largely responsible for their having been granted tenure at their respective universities. That is, each has published a sufficient number of articles in sufficiently well-regarded journals to be judged by the university, by internal peer evaluators of the promotion case, and by external peer evaluators of the research record as passing some critical threshold of research accomplishments. This threshold can differ from one university to another. Nevertheless, it is safe to say that thresholds for universities regarded as exhibiting the greatest research prowess tend to be at least as high as (or higher than) thresholds in place at other universities. 

In the case of the IS discipline, it is presently unclear whether research thresholds differ, and how they differ, between the most prominent private research universities and the most prominent public research universities. Here, we investigate and provide answers for this issue. The prior study of IS publishing behaviors is extended as follows. We examine the collective journal publishing outcomes of all tenured IS faculty members at 31 of the most prominent public research universities (which include the 20 in the previously noted study). Most important for the purpose of this paper, we also examine the collective journal publishing patterns of all tenured IS faculty members at 31 of the most prominent private research universities. In comparing the public vs. private cases, we uncover both commonalities and striking differences in IS publishing norms and tendencies. Before considering these, we offer some further background, which pertains to the existence private vs. public research differences, the rationale for understanding such differences in the case of the IS discipline, and what we can expect to find in an examination of such differences. 
2.2 Research at Public versus Private Universities
When evaluating university research, it is not unprecedented to differentiate between private and public universities (e.g., Lombardi et al. 2007). Although other disciplines have differentiated between researchers in private and public schools, the issue has heretofore received little, if any, attention in the information systems literature.  
There is reason to assume that there likely are differences in research productivity between public and private university faculties.  As noted by Armstrong and Perry (1994, p. 16), “Private schools are less bureaucratic and thus are able to respond more rapidly and with more flexibility to customer (business) needs. Further, donors prefer giving money to private schools on the grounds that they are not also supported by state government subsidies. Such private monies can be used to promote … research … thus enhancing the schools’ reputation.”   Dundar and Lewis (1998) suggest that incentives in public and private universities could be different and that private universities generally provide performance incentives, in the form of higher salaries to enhance research productivity.  Further, Dundar and Lewis (1998) also assert that “most private research universities generally have fewer but more highly research-productive faculty than those typically found in public schools.”  
Differences in research productivity between public and private universities have been substantiated in several disciplines.  For instance, in the field of economics, Jordon et al. (1988) find that private institutions are associated with greater average research productivity than that of public university faculty members.  Dundar and Lewis (1998) find similar results in biological sciences, engineering, the physical sciences, and mathematics.  Moreover, Armstrong and Perry (1994) find a difference in the research impacts of faculties, in favor of private universities over public universities.  
From a practical standpoint, there are several reasons why it is important to understand if there is a difference between public and private measures of IS research productivity, and the nature of that difference if it exists. First, one traditional way of evaluating a researcher is in terms of the stature of journals in which his/her research articles are published.  If a school uses rankings to help gauge a journal’s stature, then care must be taken to be sure that there is a fit between a ranking and the type of school. Because extant rankings of IS journals do not distinguish between public and private universities, we do not know whether a particular ranking fits with norms for private universities, public universities, both (i.e., no substantial private-public differences), or neither (i.e., due to confounding that could stem from mixing the two into a single ranking). 

Second, when evaluating a promotion case (e.g., as an external reviewer), perhaps we should take into account whether the candidate’s university is private or public. Because universities in one category may have a noticeably different research threshold than those in the other category, care must be taken to avoid applying the norms for one type of institution to an evaluation of someone belonging to a different type of university. For instance, the typical quantity of journal articles involved in thresholds at one type of university may be considerably different than that for another type of university. Additionally, the typically favored journals at private universities (e.g., as reflected in actual publishing behaviors of their tenured faculty members) may be ranked considerably differently than what is common for public universities, or for some mix of private and public schools. 

Third, aside from informing promotion cases to associate, full, or endowed professor levels – which are very important for building long-term strength in any particular university’s IS faculty – private vs. public differences give a context for assessing the relative research success of individual scholars. Such assessments comprise a base for studies that endeavor to determine how well an individual IS department is doing relative to others. An appreciation of private vs. public differences may well suggest what benchmark schools should be used as a basis for comparison, given that universities of the opposite type may well tend to have a different standard for research productivity. Being able to characterize an IS department’s relative research performance is important for efforts at external fund raising, attracting high potential students (especially at the doctoral level), faculty recruiting, and achieving favorable allocations of university resources.

Fourth, an appreciation of differences between private and public universities’ conceptions of favored journal outlets may well inform the editors and publishers of IS journals. For instance, the fact that a particular journal is rated substantially higher for, say, private universities may be a reflection of its stated editorial scope, its marketing approach, its editorial board composition, or simply a tradition. This state of affairs may indeed be the aim of the journal and the result of intentional effort. On the other hand, the journal’s publisher and editor may be unaware that the journal is not as highly rated with respect to public university norms. Because public university segment represent a huge market and a large potential source of excellent research, those who shape the journal may want to take steps in the direction of elevating its exposure, appeal, and/or openness (and ultimately its rating) in the public university arena. 

So, what can we expect to find from an investigation of journal publishing behaviors exhibited by tenured IS faculty members, over an extensive timeframe, for prominent private versus public universities? Because there are many large public universities, we would anticipate fewer IS faculty members for a set of N research-intensive private universities than for a set of N research-intensive public universities. However, as seen in other disciplines, we also would expect that the faculty members for the set of private schools would produce more research output, averaging more journal publications per capita, than their counterparts in the set of N public universities.

Further, differences in the two university segments could manifest as a “divide” such that substantial differences between them would be found in any ranking analysis of IS journal rankings that pays attention to the two segments.  In particular, if one population is behaving in one manner, while another is behaving in another, and if those differences in behavior are not noticed, there is likely to be a conflict.  When a single result is forced on both groups (e.g., choice of a single ranking system), aggregation across significantly different populations obscures the nature of their differences and is likely to generate controversy. 

Thus, in the interest of greater clarity, we investigate potential differences between public and private universities’ actual research outputs produced by tenured IS faculty members. The results helps to better illuminate the big picture of IS research productivity in academia.
3. Methodology

This section summarizes the methodology used for this study. It does so by explaining the treatment of several key issues: choice of universities to be studied as being representative of the leading private and public universities in the United States, choice of IS faculty members from these universities to be included in the data collection, choice of a data collection timeframe, choice of the source for collecting data about faculty member publications, and choice of a cut-off point below which data collected for a journal are ignored. Analysis of data collected for journals achieving the cut-off is presented later – for chosen IS faculty members at the representative private and public universities.

3.1 Universities Studied
Rather than taking random samples from the populations of public and private universities, we are interested in identifying a sample from each segment that can be fairly regarded as representative of the leading research-intensive universities in that segment. By “leading,” we mean very high in factors such as visibility, impact, reputation, research funding, and other aspects of scholarly prowess. It is imperative that such public and private samples be derived from an independent source - one that uses the same criteria for identifying top private research universities and for identifying top public research universities. 

Data provided by the 2005 report of The Center for Measuring University Performance (http://mup.asu.edu/) satisfy the imperative. Known as TheCenter, this organization produces a ranked list of the highest performing private universities in the U.S., based on a variety of objective measures – none of which involves publications in some pre-specified list of journals. The same kind of list, based on the same metrics, is reported for public universities. From each list, we adopt the N universities that are ranked highest by the TheCenter as being a representative sample of the leading universities in each segment.

As for the size of N, if it is too small (e.g., 10), then the sample may not be fully representative of the leading universities. If N is too large (e.g., 50), then the sample may be too “watered-down” to be representative of the leading research universities – as we might dip too deeply in the ranking, so as to include universities that tend to be farther away from the highest levels of performance necessary to be regarded as being among the premier public or private institutions. Splitting the difference, we settle on an N of 30. Because of a tie in the thirtieth position on one of the lists, we consider the 31 highest ranked universities having schools of business, management, and/or economics. Of course, one could quibble that N should be 27 or 33, but it is unclear that the result would be substantially different. 

The resulting sample of 31 private research-intensive universities consists of  (alphabetically): Boston University, Brandeis, Brown, Carnegie Mellon, Case Western Reserve, Chicago, Columbia, Cornell, Dartmouth, Duke, Emory, George Washington, Georgetown, Harvard, Johns Hopkins, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Miami, New York, Northwestern, Notre Dame, Pennsylvania, Rice, Southern California, Stanford, Syracuse, Tulane, Vanderbilt, Wake Forest, Washington (St. Louis), Yale, and Yeshiva.

The resulting sample of 31 public research-intensive universities consists of  (alphabetically): Arizona, California-Berkeley, California-Davis, California-Irvine, UCLA, California-San Diego, Cincinnati, Colorado-Boulder, Florida, Georgia, Georgia Tech, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Michigan, Michigan State, Minnesota, North Carolina, North Carolina State, Ohio State, Penn State, Pittsburgh, Purdue, Rutgers-New Brunswick, University at Buffalo, Texas-Austin, Texas A&M, Utah, Virginia, Washington-Seattle, and Wisconsin-Madison.

3.2 Faculty Members Studied

This study is concerned with the publishing behaviors of only the tenured faculty members at the sample universities.  Visiting, part-time, or emeritus positions are not considered. We choose tenured professors for several reasons.  First, most non-tenured faculty members have had insufficient time to establish a compelling journal publication record, particularly in their first 1-4 years. This makes it difficult to conclude that their performance is representative of what is typical of IS faculty members at that university. Second, untenured faculty members tend to aspire to journal publication records that are at least comparable to their peers at that university. That is, tenured research records stand as archetypes to be pursued by others. Third, tenured faculty positions are less volatile, and more certain to be continued into the future.  Fourth, in order to become tenured, generally, faculty members must have performed significant amounts of research – sufficient to pass a threshold deemed appropriate by evaluators. As a result, a tenured professor’s portfolio of journal publications is effectively certified to have already met some level of excellence and is prone to being emulated.  Fifth, tenured faculty members typically are the ones doing the evaluation of other researchers, whether it is for tenure, annual performance evaluations, or chaired positions.  Because their context for evaluating is anchored by their own publication portfolio, they understand the importance of journal placements – as reflected in their own publication portfolios.  

For each university in each of the two samples, it is possible to identify the set of tenured faculty members from university departmental rosters. Here, we collect data for those found on these rosters at the start of 2007. For the private sample, this involves 65 IS faculty members. For the public sample, it involves 106 IS faculty members. Observe that the average number of tenured IS faculty members for the private schools is 2.1, whereas the average is 3.4 for the public universities. This is consistent with the tendency of public universities to have larger faculties overall. 

In looking at the collective research interests of the public sample’s faculty versus those of the private sample’s faculty, we find wide dispersion and no marked differences in either topic areas covered or approaches used. The one possible exception to this is the private sample’s relatively heavy focus on the topic of technology innovation (almost entirely attributable to a single individual) compared to the public sample. Practically all individuals in each sample have pursued their entire professorial careers in the U.S. and earned their doctorates from North American universities.  
3.3 Timeframe Studied

Another methodological issue involves the timeframe to use for data collection. We use the period of 1980 through 2006. The starting date roughly coincides with information systems gaining traction as a discipline within academia. By that time, several IS-specific journals had been in publication for a few years (e.g., MIS Quarterly, Information and Management, Information Systems) and information systems articles were appearing in journals not specific to the IS field (e.g., Decision Sciences, Management Science, ACM Transactions on Database Systems, Communications of the ACM). Using a long-term perspective such as this allows the cumulative importance of each journal to the IS field to be recognized, where importance is measured by the extent to which tenured IS faculty members at the leading universities have collectively tended to publish in that journal. 

Use of a relatively short-term window would ignore the full expanse of a journal’s importance as a contributor to the development of the IS discipline, as well as the many longer-term, historic contributions of today’s tenured IS faculty members at leading universities (contributions on which their positions at leading universities are based). 
3.4 Data Sources
Data about journal publications in the chosen timeframe are obtained from on-line faculty vitas and publication lists. In cases where a vita is not up-to-date (through 2006) or a publication list appears to be partial (i.e., designated as “recent” publications, “selected” publications, or lacking publications from recent years), Google Scholar is used to complete the publication profile for a researcher. In cases where no online vita or publication list can be found for researchers, Google Scholar is used to compile their journal publication profiles. Google Scholar is used because it is much more complete than other tracking services such as the ISI Web of Knowledge (e.g., the SSCI database) or ABI/INFORM.

3.5 The Data Cut-off
To facilitate comparison between the two university segments, without being bogged down by reporting the many journals in which the samples’ faculty members have published comparatively little, we use a cut-off. The choice of the cut-off level is somewhat arbitrary. If it is too high, few journals will be reported in our analysis and considerable information is lost. If it is too low, we are inundated by journals – most of which contain few articles authored by the researchers being studied. For instance, Lamp (http://lamp.infosys.deakin.edu.au/journals/) identifies over 600 journals that publish IS-related research; Romano (http://www.osu-tulsa.okstate.edu/nromano/wwwroot/iswjsp/) identifies over 350. 

Here, we limit the reported journal set to those with at least 10 publication instances over the years being studied. We find that there are 55 journals having at least 10 instances of articles being authored by 171 tenured IS professors in the public and private university samples. Most of these are journals devoted to the information systems discipline. Also included are journals from IS reference disciplines such as computer science, quantitative methods, and information science, plus journals that expressly span multiple disciplines – one of which is information systems. We focus on these 55 journals for differentiating research activities between private and public universities.

3.6 Data Analysis
For each journal exceeding the cut-off, a count of publications authored by each faculty member in the private sample is tabulated. These are summed for each journal and an average per faculty member is calculated for the journal. A journal ranking for private universities is then constructed by arranging the 55 journals in descending order, beginning with the journal that has the highest average. The same process is done for faculty members belonging to the public sample – yielding a journal ranking for public universities. The two “intensity” rankings use actual publishing behaviors as a basis for comparing and contrasting the two populations. 

Similarly, for each journal, we calculate the proportion of private faculty members who have published in it. The journals are then ranked in terms of highest proportion to lowest. An analogous ranking is done for the public faculty members. These two “breadth” rankings use actual publishing behaviors as a second basis for comparing and contrasting the private and public populations.

This analysis approach does not consider the route that individual papers have taken on the way to publication. Some articles are accepted at the first journal to which they are submitted. Other articles are not. An author may have a single target in mind, a prioritized list of targets, or simply a group of  what are regarded as comparable targets (e.g., a set of journals prescribed as “desirable” by the researcher’s institution). 

Our analysis approach assumes that an article’s route to publication does not have a bearing on the tenure or annual merit decisions made about a faculty member. That is, we assume that it is the ultimate placement of research that impacts such decisions. This assumption is a reflection the reality that makers of tenure/merit decisions are unlikely to have knowledge of (or, perhaps, even care about) publication routes taken by a researcher’s articles, as it would be quite unusual to see such data in vitae, publication lists, or other documentation of research records. Such data are unavailable for the analysis conducted here.

Sometimes, a journal’s acceptance rate is viewed as being a signal of “quality” content (Leslie 1995, Summers 2001). Because the notion of “quality” is rarely (and, even then, variously) defined, it is fair to simply say that this view perceives a journal with a substantially lower acceptance rate than another journal to be somehow better or more desirable as a research outlet. For instance, the Journal of Organizational Computing and Electronic Commerce has a 5% acceptance rate. The implication is that this trait signals that it is somehow better than some other journal with, say, a 50% acceptance rate. However, the extent to which it may be better (if at all) than a journal with an acceptance rate of 10% or 20% is unclear. In the absence of an enormous number of submissions (perhaps, requiring an enormous stable of reviewers), an acceptance rate that approaches 0% renders continuing publication of a journal untenable. At the opposite extreme, as an acceptance rate nears 100%, the overall value of the content may be perceived as being minimal – provided the submissions received are not limited to a small number of outstanding research papers. In short, an optimum acceptance rate is unknown, in general.

Now, if we adopt the view that journals within some range of relatively low acceptance rates are better or more desirable than those in some higher range, we can ask about the acceptance rates for the public faculty members versus those for private faculty members. Comparing these rates for each journal could give a different basis for ranking the journals – one acceptance ranking for private universities and another for public universities. Such comparisons of these two may be interesting and might offer further insight related to the focus of the present study: namely, differences in private versus public patterns of knowledge dissemination for IS researchers. However, acceptance rates for specific journals have likely changed or fluctuated over the 25-year window of this study, journal-specific acceptance rates for each individual in our sample are unknown, and general agreement about the meaning/ranges of acceptance rates would need to be clearly established. These issues render an acceptance rate analysis infeasible for purposes of private versus public IS faculties.

Similarly, the analysis approach employed here does not consider the number or sequence of journals involved in the route, the number of revisions a submission undergoes before publication, nor the elapsed time from first submission until ultimate publication. Even if such variables could be measured on the large scale used here, their analysis would be problematic. Assumptions would have to be made about such issues as:

· the “goodness” of one route length relative to another, 

· the “cost/benefit”of one route sequence compared to another, 

· the relative “desirability” of journals in the routes (i.e., preconceptions that are a likely source of inconsistency, disagreement, or bias),  

· the degree of “value” associated with having special issues in a route, 

· the timing of a route’s intersection with particular points in a journal’s history (e.g., early in a journal’s life, under a particular editorial regime, following or preceding a shift in restrictive or expansive journal scope/mission is), and 

· the reason for particular routes (e.g., co-author desires, perception of potential fit with a journal’s editorial policy, perception of potential impact on a journal’s audience, effort to achieve a publication portfolio that spans multiple “desirable” journals, demands imposed by a particular institution, current topic or journal fashionability).

Thus, even if data for such variables were available, there would be a host of issues to resolve in figuring out how to incorporate them into an analysis. As a practical matter, it would be highly unusual for the makers of tenure/merit decisions to consider such variables as being relevant in their deliberations. Nor do we consider them here.

4. Results and Discussion
As expected, the number of IS faculty members for the sample of 31 public universities is substantially greater than the number of IS faculty members at the top 31 private universities: 106 versus 65. This result is consistent with previous research in other fields. 

Interestingly, across the 55 journals satisfying the cut-off, the average number of journal publications per tenured IS faculty member at the public universities (17.1 publications) exceeds the average number per faculty member at private universities (12.3).  This result of 39% more per capita for public university scholars is in contrast with prior research in economics which finds greater per capita journal publications for private university scholars (Jordon et al. 1988; Dundar and Lewis 1998).  

Why would there be such a substantial difference in the number of journal publications between public and private university IS departments, in such apparent sharp contrast to other studies and disciplines? One possibility is that private universities do not make information systems a priority. It may be that these universities do not sense the same “mission” in information systems that they do in other areas.  For example, Dundar and Lewis (1998) noted that private universities often sought out researchers with long publication records, hiring them away from public universities.  However, the same phenomenon is, perhaps, not occurring in information systems, as has occurred in other disciplines.

Another possibility is that this reversal may indicate a more diffuse approach to research dissemination by IS faculties at private schools. For instance, compared to public university counterparts, there may be a tendency for IS professors at private universities toward greater publishing of notable portions of their research in non-journal forums such as books, book chapters, cases, and/or conference proceedings. 
Public and Private Rankings Based on Publication Intensity
The methodology yields a publication intensity measure for each journal. That is, the average of articles per journal indicates the intensity with which tenured faculty members publish their work within that journal’s pages. This can be viewed as an indicator of the journal’s importance to the field, reflecting the degree to which established IS scholars at leading research universities are collectively attracted to the journal and the degree to which its pages contain concentrations of research produced by these scholars. In Table 1, we rank the journals based on intensity measures in the case of private universities and in the case of public universities.

There are some similarities and some notable differences between the two rankings. Before discussing these, it must be recognized that within a ranking there are sometimes minuscule differences between adjacent journals. In such cases, the intensities of the journals are practically indistinguishable. For instance, among tenured IS researchers at private universities, the publishing intensities for Communications of the ACM and Decision Support Systems are essentially the same (a difference of little more than 1%). In contrast, the intensity for Journal of Management Information Systems exceeds that of the next journal by 9%. Observe that there are some clear clusters of journals separated by large gaps in publication intensity. For private universities, there are large gaps between the first couplet (intensity range of 1.20 – 1.31), the next group of four (intensity range of 0.69 - .0.86), and all of the rest (intensities of 0.38 and less). For public universities, there are large gaps between the first couplet (intensity range of 1.48 – 1.75), a second couplet (intensity range of 1.20 – 1.24), a subsequent group of three (range of 0.79 – 0.81), another group of three (range 0.55 – 0.59), and all of the rest (intensities of 0.41 and below).  

The rankings for the public and private faculty groups are correlated (.464) and statistically significantly different than 0 at better than the .05 level.  Further, the average numbers of publications by faculty members in each journal are also highly correlated (.802) and statistically significantly different than 0 at better than the .01 level. In addition, the top 7 journals are the same for both private and public universities, with one exception: Technovation (private) swaps with Information and Management (public). Note that eight journals are in the top-ten of both private and public rankings. Together, these findings form a fairly robust basis for suggesting that there are similarities in the rankings. That is, norms for what constitutes “top” journals in the private arena are similar to those in the public sector. From an IS standpoint, private and public universities are not totally alien worlds. However, they are not the same world either, as there are also substantial differences between the journal placements in the two rankings. 
There are notable relative differences in the intensity rankings. First, the average difference between the two lists, in the absolute rank for all of the items in Table 1, is 12.52 positions.  Almost half (25 out of 55) of the publications have differences in rank that are in double digits, ranging from 10 positions to at least 42. Second, public universities tend to conform more to the most heavily-used journals in the private list, than the reverse. Of the 31 journals having an intensity of at least 0.10 among the 65 established faculty members at private universities, 80% are on the public university list with at least a 0.10 intensity. However, of the 43 journals passing the 0.10 threshold on the public list, only 60% are also on the private list with at least a 0.10 intensity.

Third, consider the intensity quotient shown for each journal in Table 1. Because there are 61% as many private faculty members as public faculty members, we should expect any particular journal’s intensity quotient to be in the neighborhood of 0.61 – provided that journal is emphasized equally in the private and public IS communities. Only eleven of the fifty-five journals are within 25% of this expectation (i.e., have intensity quotients in the 0.46 – 0.77 range). A full 80% of the journals fall outside of this range. Of these 44 journals that deviate substantially from the expectation, 41% are below and 59% are above the range boundaries. Even more extreme, of the deviants, 16% have quotients less than half of the expected value and 23% have quotients more than double the expected quotient. The deviations tend to be somewhat skewed toward private faculties collectively producing more than one would expect, relative to their public counterparts.

These patterns tell us that for the great majority of the most notable journals in which IS research appears, private university intensity and public university intensity are quite different. This finding manifests throughout the set of journals – from the top couplet for private universities to journals beyond the fiftieth position. 

Fourth, there are some particularly notable differences in the top 20.  Intensities of the Journal of Management Information Systems and Management Science put them first and second among private schools, while the greatest publishing intensities for public university faculties are for Decision Support Systems and Communications of the ACM.   Further, some very well-known journals show up with substantially higher intensities, and accordingly higher rank, for private school faculty members. These include Harvard Business Review, Sloan Management Review, Organization Science, Expert Systems with Applications, and Information Systems. They appear in the top 20 for private universities, but this is not the case for public faculties. Conversely, journals among the twenty journals with the highest intensities for public faculties, there are several not among the top 20 for private schools. These include such very well-known periodicals as Decision Sciences, Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, INFORMS Journal on Computing, Information Technology and Management, and several IEEE journals.  

Public and Private Rankings Based on Publication Breadth
Aside from intensity, another way to empirically gauge a journal’s importance is publishing breadth (Holsapple 2008). Breadth refers to the percentage of some set of faculty members who have published at least one article in a particular journal. Here, we report the highest-breadth journals for the set of private university faculties and the set of public university faculties. Table 2 shows journal breadths, where journals are organized from highest to lowest breadth for each set of faculty members. As with publication intensity, a miniscule difference in breadth between two journals means that their ranks are practically indistinguishable. In Table 2, we report only those 27 journals having a breadth of at least 10% for at least one of the two faculty sets. 

Notice that the highest intensity journals tend to also appear as the highest breadth journals, although there are some shifts and different clustering. For private universities, there is a top cluster of 6 journals (breadth range of 37% - 49%), followed by a single “cluster” (breadth of 28%), and then the remaining journals (breadth of 15% or below). For public universities, the configuration is reversed, with a single “cluster” (breadth of 59%), then a cluster of six journals (breadth range of 39% - 48%), followed by a couplet (breadth range of 30% - 31%), and the rest (breadth of 19% or less).

There are some private-public similarities for the breadth rankings. The seven journals with the highest publication breadth records for private schools comprise six of the seven highest for public universities. The highest publication breadth for both private and public universities is exhibited by Communications of the ACM. Of the 27 journals, only 8 have position differences in double digits (average of 6.27) – a considerably smaller proportion than is found for publication intensity. Thus, from a breadth standpoint, there are some similarities in publishing behaviors of established IS scholars at leading private universities and their counterparts at leading public research universities. However, as in the case of publishing intensity, there are also substantial differences.

One notable relative difference in the breadth rankings is that public universities tend to conform more to the most broadly-represented journals in the private list, than the reverse. Of the 16 journals having a breadth of at least 10% among the 65 established faculty members at private universities, all are on the public university list with at least a 10% breadth. However, of the 27 journals passing the 10% threshold on the public list, only 59% are also on the private list with at least a 10% breadth.

Consider the breadth quotient shown for each journal in Table 2. Because there are 61% as many private faculty members as public faculty members, we should expect any particular journal’s breadth quotient to be approximately 0.61 – provided that journal is emphasized equally in the private and public IS communities. It is striking that only four of the twenty-seven journals are within 25% of this expectation (i.e., have breadth quotients in the 0.46 – 0.77 range). Of the 23 journals that deviate substantially from the expectation, 30% are below and 70% are above the range boundaries. The deviations tend to be strongly skewed toward private faculties collectively publishing with higher breadth than one would expect, relative to their public counterparts. These patterns tell us that private university breadth and public university breadth are quite different for the great majority of the widely published-in journals in which IS research appears. This finding is very strong for the upper echelon of high-breadth journals – the first nine journals in the private university breadth ranking all have a breadth quotient that exceeds the expected breadth by over 25%.
From the breadth viewpoint, there are some notable differences in the top 20. For the twenty journals with the greatest publishing breadth for private universities, fourteen are among the twenty most-broadly published-in journals by public university faculties. The six high-breadth journals for private faculties that are not among the twenty highest for public universities are Sloan Management Review, Information Systems Frontiers, International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, Information Systems, Expert Systems with Applications, and IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man and Cybernetics. Conversely, for the twenty journals with the greatest publishing breadth for IS faculties of the public universities, fourteen are among the twenty most broadly published-in journals by private university faculties.  The six that do not make the top 20 in terms of private university breadth are Decision Sciences, Information Technology and Management, International Journal of Electronic Commerce, INFORMS Journal on Computing, IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, and Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology.  

Public and Private Patterns for Journal Genre

Journals in which IS researchers publish are of three basic genres. There are IS journals – those devoted to the information systems discipline at large or to some specialty topic within the IS field. There are reference discipline journals – those devoted to a different discipline, but which publish related work by IS researchers. There are multidiscipline journals – those that recognize and publish research from several disciplines. Here, we briefly examine the non-IS journals that appear in the public and private rankings as a way to further understand similarities and differences. 

Looking at publication intensity rankings, we see that four of the top 10 are non-IS journals for both private and public universities. However, only two of these journals are shared: Communications of the ACM (reference discipline – computer science) and Management Science (multidiscipline). The other top 10 non-IS journals for the private faculties are Sloan Management Review and Technovation (reference discipline – entrepreneurship). For public universities, the two non-IS journals are Decision Sciences (multidiscipline) and Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology (reference discipline – information science).

Of the next ten journals for private schools, half are non-IS journals, three being multidiscipline (Harvard Business Review, Organization Science, European Journal of Operational Research), plus two IEEE Transactions journals (reference discipline – computer science). In contrast, seven of the next highest-intensity journals for public faculties are non-IS journals. One is a multidiscipline journal (European Journal of Operational Research). The others are reference discipline journals: five IEEE journals (computer science) and Information Processing and Management (information science).

Thus, while similarities exist in the mix of publication genres for private and public universities, there are clearly some substantial differences from an intensity perspective. Now, taking a publication breadth perspective, the top 10 lists for both public and private universities have two non-IS journals in common: Communications of the ACM and Management Science. The top 10 for private universities include three additional non-IS journals: Sloan Management Review, Organization Science, and IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering. In contrast, there is only one other non-IS journal in the top 10 journals for public universities: Decision Sciences.

Among the next ten highest-breadth journals for private faculties, we find four non-IS journals: European Journal of Operational Research, two IEEE journals, and Annals of Operations Research (reference discipline – quantitative methods). In contrast, there are seven non-IS journals in the public breadth-ranking counterpart. Two are multidiscipline journals: Organization Science and European Journal of Operational Research. The other reference discipline journals among the twenty with highest breadth are Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, Annals of Operations Research, and three IEEE journals.

Here, again, there are some similarities between behaviors of established IS faculty members at leading research universities, But, as with the intensity measure, the differences are considerable. 

Public and Private Behaviors versus the Two-Journal Syndrome

Administrators at some public and private universities have adopted the position that  
tenure for an IS faculty member depends on placing research articles in one or both of two IS journals: MIS Quarterly and/or Information Systems Research. In a similar vein, some business writers (e.g., for Business Week or the Financial Times) have adopted the stance that publishing in one or both of these journals is the way to measure an IS department’s stature, without offering any objective evidence that it is appropriate to regard publications in other all IS journals as being somehow substantially less important. 

In contrast, Dennis and colleagues (2006) argue that, for several reasons, this anointing of these two journals is not a reasonable position. The Editor of MIS Quarterly argues that the set of premier IS journals is not limited to two (Saunders 2006).  Moreover, it has been pointed out that, together, MIS Quarterly (MISQ) and Information Systems Research (ISR) do not fully represent the important, innovative, influential research that defines the IS field (Holsapple 2008). The stated scope of the former does not span the IS field, while the latter cannot be considered to have a monopoly on publishing important IS papers. All of this suggests that there is a two-journal syndrome that may very well be a poor reflection of reality and dysfunctional for ongoing development of the information systems discipline. Most other business disciplines generally recognize more than two premier journals devoted to their respective fields.

Can the actual publishing behaviors of tenured IS professors at leading public or private research universities give insight into the contention by some that there are only two premier IS journals? Let’s look at what these behaviors are across a large number of such faculty members. Presumably, publishing significant IS research is a necessary prerequisite for achieving tenure at both private and public universities. It is difficult to argue that the various standards of “significance” employed by the universities in this study are somehow lower than those of other universities. Thus, we should expect that the collective behaviors of private faculty members and those of public faculty members will tell us something about the standards that tend to be used in these two segments.

As shown in row 1 of Table 3, for leading private universities, about half (45%) of tenured IS faculty members have published research in neither MISQ nor ISR. Of the remainder, rows 2-4 show that 20% have published in ISR, 15% in MISQ, and 20% in both. We have no data about the proportions of these categories that occurred pre-tenure (i.e., as an ingredient in tenure decisions) versus post-tenure. For instance, we do not know what proportion of the 20% for ISR had this journal in the publication lists for their tenure cases. In other words, at tenure-decision time, it could well be that the 45% is even higher. Notice that the corresponding percentages for public universities (rows 1-4 of the rightmost column in Table 3) are similar, with 40% of the 106 tenured faculty members having published in neither journal.  

Thus, from the actual IS publishing behaviors that have received the “stamp of approval” from many prestigious private and public universities, we conclude that MISQ and ISR clearly are important journals. We also conclude that there must be other IS journals that are regarded – by researchers and by those who evaluate them – as premier research outlets in both the private and public worlds. What, then, are these other premier IS journals?  The intensity and breadth rankings shown in Tables 1 and 2 may provide some clues. 

For both private and public universities, there are two other IS journals that consistently appear at the top in terms of both publication intensity and publication breadth: Journal of Management Information Systems (JMIS) and Decision Support Systems (DSS). Compare, for instance, their private and public publication breadths with those of ISR and MISQ, as shown in rows 5-8 of Table 3. Across tenured IS faculty members at private and public universities, the range for ISR and MISQ is 37% - 47%, while that of JMIS and DSS is 38% - 48%. In terms of the collective publishing propensity of these scholars, their behaviors show no strong differences among the four IS journals. While there certainly are many other fine IS journals, these four are clearly emphasized more than any others.

Rows 9-14 in Table 3 are similar to the first four rows, except they focus on the two additional journals. We see that, for private universities, the percentage of tenured professors who publish in neither ISR nor MISQ (45%) is practically identical to the percentage publishing in neither JMIS nor DSS (46%). There is no discernable difference in the collective behaviors of these faculty members with respect to publishing in one pair of journals or the other. However, for public universities, it is somewhat more common to have published in neither ISR nor MISQ (40% compared to 34%). That is, the public group of professors who have been granted tenure are somewhat more likely to have published in JMIS and/or DSS, than to have published in ISR and/or MISQ.

Now, compare rows 10 and 11 to row 2. What percentage of the tenured IS faculty members have not published in MISQ, but have published in ISR? JMIS? DSS? That is, their tenure is not influenced by MISQ, but rather by publishing in some other journals. In the case of private schools, we see it is considerably more common for such tenured professors to have published in JMIS (29%) or DSS (35%) than in ISR (20%). In the case of the 106 public university IS professors, the difference is much more pronounced – roughly threefold or more (38% and 46% versus 13%). 

Comparing rows 12 and 13 to row 3, the same basic pattern emerges for those who do not publish in ISR. That is, tenure of these persons is not influenced by ISR, but rather by publishing in some other journals, such as MISQ, JMIS, and/or DSS. In looking at these three, we see that about twice as many of the tenured professors who do not publish in ISR have published in JMIS as compared to publishing in MISQ. Similarly, we see the same behavior for DSS as compared to publishing in MISQ. These results hold for both public and private universities. It is also interesting to note that, for both private and public segments, the proportion of tenured professors who publish in both ISR and MISQ is comparable to the proportion of these professors who publish in both JMIS and DSS. As the last four rows of Table 3 show, there are only relatively small numbers of tenured faculty members who publish exclusively in one of the four journals. This finding is the same regardless of the university segment being considered.

The behavioral findings presented in Tables 1 – 3 should give pause to anyone considering adoption of a two-journal system as an acid test for assessing the suitability of  an IS faculty member’s case for tenure, the research accomplishments of an individual for merit review purposes, or the stature of an IS department’s contributions to the discipline. There are two additional journals that elicit comparable behaviors from the tenured IS faculty members at prominent private and public universities.
5. Conclusion
This paper captures and analyzes the publication behaviors of the tenured information systems professors at 31 leading private research universities and their 31 public counterparts. We find that the two university segments differ substantially in terms of the average IS tenured-faculty size at private vs. public schools, the journal publications per capita for tenured IS professors at private vs. public schools, the intensity with which they publish in specific journals, the breadth with which they publish in specific journals, and the rankings of journal importance for the private vs. public worlds. There are also similarities for the two segments. Most of the highest-ranked journals for the private sector also appear among those for the public sector, although with some re-ordering. In terms of both breadth and intensity, the four most important IS journals for private universities are the same as those for the public sector, although with some re-ordering.

Contributions

This paper makes several contributions to the understanding of IS journal publishing patterns. First, it examines relative size differences between private and public school information systems faculties. Virtually all previous investigations aggregate the outputs of these researchers in their journal ranking exercises. Because the public universities tend to have larger IS faculties, there is a sampling bias in such aggregation approaches (in favor of public university faculties), casting doubt on the generality of their results.  

Second, we find that although the behavior-based rankings and the average number of publications are highly correlated between private and public segments, there are some key differences.  For example, the Journal of Management Information Systems receives the top publishing intensity rank in the private sector, whereas it is not in the top three for public universities.  The opposite shift occurs for Decision Support Systems, which has the highest intensity rank in the public sector, but not in the top three for private universities.  As for publishing breadth, the private segment’s fourth-ranked journal, ISR, places seventh for the public university segment. Conversely, the private segment’s sixth-ranked journal for publishing breadth, MISQ, places third for the public university segment. Similar private-public analyses could be performed in disciplines other than IS.

Third, the paper illustrates an unconventional method for assessing publication preferences: look at what established IS scholars actually do. This method of analysis, illustrated here for IS, could be readily applied to other disciplines. Rather than asking people where they should publish, how they feel about particular publication targets, or watching what references they cite, we focus on where tenured IS faculty members actually do publish their research. The career progress of each of these individuals is based in large part on where he/she has published. We consider all such individuals belonging to an independently identified set of 31 leading research universities in private segment.  The collective journal-publishing behavior of these individuals reveals a norm for gauging career success in the private segment, and can serve as a yardstick for evaluating promotion and tenure cases in this segment. Similarly, we consider the collective journal-publishing behavior of tenured IS professors belonging to an independently identified set of 31 leading research universities in public segment. This reveals a norm for gauging career success in the public segment, and can serve as a yardstick for evaluating promotion and tenure cases at public universities.

Fourth, our findings may shed some light on the debate between those who believe there are only one or two IS journals worthy of being regarded as premier journals for the IS field, and those who argue that two are insufficient – particularly given the substantial size and diversity of the IS discipline, and the custom in other business disciplines to put more than two journals in their respective premier categories. In looking at the actual journal-publishing behavior of sets of scholars that may be fairly regarded as representative of the population of “leading” IS researchers in the private and public segments, we observe four IS journals that emerge as being the most important in terms of publishing intensity and publishing breadth. This result holds for both the private and public segments. Thus, from an empirical viewpoint, actual behaviors tell us that a set of two premier IS journals is inadequate to cover the volume and diversity of research in the information systems discipline – neither for the private sector, nor the public sector. This approach to analysis could be applied to other disciplines aside from IS.

Limitations and Extensions
This study uses data for IS faculty members at U.S. universities. The behaviors of IS faculty members at leading non-U.S. universities may be different. This suggests an extension, in which a third segment is examined: tenured IS researchers at leading universities outside the U.S. Not only might the journal rankings for this segment differ from those reported here, it may also happen that additional journals appear. To the extent the third segment does not match the other two, application of the private or public rankings from U.S. universities may well be inappropriate for other regions of the world.

The analysis approach used in this paper does not consider the number of papers (or pages or words) published annually in the various journals. For some journals, these numbers may be stable for a long time. For others, there may be expansions, as publishers increase page budgets or issues per year over time. In any event, suppose 6 out of the 50 articles published in specific journal during a given year are authored by senior IS researchers from the private sample and 4 others are authored by those from the public sample. Future research might develop some metric that reflects this difference (i.e., 12% private versus 8% public), perhaps adjusting it by the proportion of faculty members in each sample (e.g., 38% private versus 62% public). Using this metric, a journal ranking could be produced for private IS researchers, and another for public IS researchers. It may be instructive to compare these two rankings, just as was done for publishing breadth and intensity, in order to complement the private-public distinctions reported earlier.

This study’s behavioral methodology reveals an overall picture of IS publishing patterns that span the field. However, it does not give details for a particular topic area in the IS field (e.g., e-commerce, modeling, intelligent systems, IS strategies). At least some of the four premier journals identified here are open (in varying degrees, perhaps) to most any topic area in the field. But, researchers focusing on a topic may be inclined to publish much of their work in specialty journals devoted to that topic. There are several possible reasons for this. For instance, they may believe that these journals are the first-read for fellow scholars investigating the topic area, that specialty journals serve as a highly visible and concentrated archive for the topic area (akin to a special issue of a broad-coverage journal), that such journals are more open to cutting-edge ideas, or that they are more likely to publish on a timely basis. Although results shown in Tables 1 and 2 include quite a few IS-specialty journals, they also tell us about the relative emphasis on various topic areas. As an extension, the methodology could be applied to private and/or public professors whose research focuses on a given topic area – to get a better read on the intensity and breadth rankings for journals that could be used to gauge performance of those working in the area. 

The results shown in Tables 1-3 may be affected by the particular schools identified by TheCenter. There are some universities that, in our opinion, have fine IS research programs comparable to those of many schools used in this study, but we cannot just add (or delete) schools from the study based on our opinions. We accept the assumption that each of the two independently-identified sets of universities has a collective roster that is representative of the population of senior tenured IS faculty members at universities with a heritage of strong IS research programs. In a related vein, we realize that faculties change. People retire, are promoted, and change positions. Thus, the sets of faculty members for the two segments can change over time. To the extent that the sets experience large-scale changes, there may be some change in the positioning and inclusion of journals in the breadth and/or intensity rankings. This could be examined by a repeat of this study in, say, ten years.

This study suggests that for journal ranking exercises there can be substantial rank differences if the results are separated by researchers at public and private schools.  However, we have examined this phenomenon only for behavior-based assessments of journal importance. For those who prefer to rely on opinions or citations to rank journals, this study could be extended to address the same issue of differences in public and private school settings.  The issue of different publication norms for public and private school faculties seems to have been a proverbial “elephant in the room” that has gotten little attention. Nevertheless, based on the results reported here, it seems to be a key variable in devising journal rankings.  

Future research is needed to understand whether the private-public patterns observed here hold for other disciplines. If so, then they may benefit from such extensions to this study. While the finding that private school IS faculty members are generally less prolific in journal publications is contrary to findings in some other disciplines, this issue could be examined in still other business disciplines. Finally, the determinants of research behaviors that lead to the information systems findings of this study could be investigated. 
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Figure 1. Publication Patterns – Private vs. Public
Table 1. Journal Publication Intensity Patterns: Private vs. Public

	Journal
	Rank: Private
	Average Number of Publications: Private
	Rank: Public
	Average Number of Publications: Public
	Column 3 /Column 5
	Absolute Rank Difference

	J of Management Information Systems
	1
	1.31
	4
	1.20
	109%
	3

	Management Science
	2
	1.20
	5
	0.81
	148%
	3

	Communications of ACM
	3
	0.86
	2
	1.48
	58%
	1

	Decision Support Systems
	4
	0.85
	1
	1.75
	49%
	3

	MIS Quarterly
	5
	0.72
	3
	1.24
	58%
	2

	Information Systems Research
	6
	0.69
	7
	0.79
	87%
	1

	Technovation
	7
	0.38
	NA
	0.00
	NA
	NA 

	J of Organizational Computing and  Electronic Commerce
	8
	0.35
	10
	0.55
	64%
	2

	Information and Management
	9
	0.31
	6
	0.80
	39%
	3

	Sloan Management Review
	10
	0.26
	30
	0.16
	163%
	20

	Expert Systems with Applications
	10
	0.26
	34
	0.15
	173%
	24

	International J of Electronic Commerce
	12
	0.23
	21
	0.22
	105%
	9

	Organization Science
	12
	0.23
	30
	0.16
	144%
	18

	Harvard Business Review
	12
	0.23
	54
	0.02
	1150%
	42

	DataBase (for Advances in IS)
	15
	0.22
	17
	0.25
	88%
	2

	International J of Human-Computer Studies
	15
	0.22
	22
	0.20
	110%
	7

	Information Systems
	15
	0.22
	24
	0.19
	116%
	9

	IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering
	18
	0.20
	12
	0.39
	51%
	6

	IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering
	18
	0.20
	15
	0.28
	71%
	3

	European J of Operational Research
	20
	0.18
	11
	0.41
	44%
	9

	Communications of the AIS
	20
	0.18
	34
	0.15
	120%
	14

	IEEE Intelligent Systems
	22
	0.17
	22
	0.20
	85%
	0

	Intelligent Systems for Accounting, Finance, and Management
	23
	0.16
	51
	0.05
	320%
	28

	Annals of Operations Research
	24
	0.15
	24
	0.19
	79%
	0

	Information Systems Frontiers
	24
	0.15
	30
	0.16
	94%
	6

	Accounting, Organizations, and Society
	24
	0.15
	NA 
	0.01
	1500%
	NA

	Decision Sciences
	27
	0.14
	8
	0.59
	24%
	19

	 Human Computer Interaction
	28
	0.12
	34
	0.15
	80%
	6

	International J of Computer Information Systems
	28
	0.12
	52
	0.04
	300%
	24

	Interfaces
	28
	0.12
	53
	0.03
	400%
	25

	Information Technology and Management
	31
	0.11
	13
	0.37
	35%
	18

	Omega
	31
	0.11
	38
	0.14
	79%
	7

	IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics
	33
	0.09
	18
	0.24
	38%
	15

	The Information Society
	33
	0.09
	39
	0.13
	69%
	6

	European J of Information Systems
	33
	0.09
	43
	0.10
	90%
	10

	Information Systems Management
	33
	0.09
	46
	0.08
	113%
	13

	Organization Behavior and Human Decision Processes
	33
	0.09
	50
	0.06
	150%
	17

	J of American Society for Information Science and Technology
	38
	0.08
	9
	0.56
	14%
	29

	IEEE Computer
	38
	0.08
	16
	0.26
	31%
	22

	IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management
	38
	0.08
	19
	0.23
	35%
	19

	Information Systems and E-Business Management
	38
	0.08
	29
	0.17
	47%
	9

	Journal of Strategic Information Systems
	38
	0.08
	30
	0.16
	50%
	8

	ACM Transactions on Database Systems
	38
	0.08
	34
	0.15
	53%
	4

	Operations Research
	38
	0.08
	49
	0.08
	100%
	9

	INFORMS J on Computing
	45
	0.06
	14
	0.35
	17%
	31

	Information Processing and Management
	45
	0.06
	19
	0.23
	26%
	26

	ACM Transactions on Information Systems
	45
	0.06
	24
	0.19
	32%
	21

	J of Systems and Software
	45
	0.06
	44
	0.09
	67%
	1

	Group Decision and Negotiation
	49
	0.05
	24
	0.19
	26%
	25

	Computers and Operations Research
	49
	0.05
	28
	0.18
	28%
	21

	Electronic Markets
	49
	0.05
	39
	0.13
	38%
	11

	Computational Economics
	49
	0.05
	41
	0.11
	45%
	8

	J of Data Warehousing
	53
	0.03
	44
	0.09
	33%
	9

	ACM Computing Surveys
	53
	0.03
	46
	0.08
	38%
	7

	Public Administration Review
	NA 
	0
	41
	0.11
	0% 
	NA 


Table 2. Journal Publication Breadth Patterns: Private vs. Public

	Journal 
	Rank: Private 
	Percentage publishing in this journal: Private
	Rank:Public
	Percentage publishing in this journal: Public
	Column 3 /Column 5
	Absolute Rank Difference

	Communications of ACM
	1
	49%
	1
	59 % 
	0.83
	0

	Management Science
	2
	48%
	5
	44 %     
	1.09
	3

	Decision Support Systems
	3
	45%
	2
	48 %  
	0.94
	1

	Information Systems Research
	4
	40%
	7
	39 %   
	1.03
	3

	J of Management Information Systems
	5
	38%
	4
	46 %     
	0.83
	1

	MIS Quarterly
	6
	37%
	3
	47 %     
	0.79
	3

	J of Organizational Computing and  Electronic Commerce
	7
	28%
	9
	30 %    
	.93
	2

	Sloan Management Review
	8
	 15%
	21
	12 %       
	1.25
	13

	Organization Science
	9
	 14%
	19
	13 %   
	1.08
	10

	Information & Management
	9
	 14%
	6
	41 %     
	0.34
	3

	DataBase
	9
	 14%
	18
	14 %     
	1.00
	9

	IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering
	9
	 14%
	14
	15 %    
	0.93
	5

	Information Systems Frontiers
	13
	 12%
	26
	10 %     
	1.20
	13

	International J of Human-Computer Studies
	13
	 12%
	21
	12 %    
	1.00
	8

	Information Systems
	15
	 11%
	23
	11 %    
	1.00
	8

	European Journal of Operational Research
	15
	 11%
	11
	18 %   
	0.61
	4

	Expert Systems with Applications
	17
	  9%
	26
	10 %    
	0.90
	9

	IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics
	17
	 9%
	23
	11 %    
	0.82
	6

	IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering
	17
	 9%
	14
	15 % 
	0.60
	3

	Annals of Operations Research
	17
	  9%
	14
	15 %  
	0.60
	3

	Decision Sciences
	21
	 8%
	8
	31 %   
	0.26
	13

	Information Systems and E-Business Management
	21
	 8%
	23
	11 %     
	0.73
	2

	Information Technology and Management
	23
	 6%
	10
	19 %     
	0.32
	13

	International J of Electronic Commerce
	23
	 6%
	19
	13 %    
	0.46
	4

	INFORMS Journal on Computing
	23
	 6%
	11
	18 %  
	0.33
	12

	IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management
	23
	 6%
	13
	17 %  
	0.35
	10

	J of American Society for Information Science and Technology
	27
	 5%
	14
	15 %  
	0.33
	13

	Remaining 28 journals
	Below 10% for both private universities and public universities


Table 3. Journal Publication Behaviors for Selected IS Journals: Private vs. Public
	Faculty member research placements
	Percentage of tenured faculty members with this placement behavior: Private universities
	Percentage of tenured faculty members with this placement behavior: 

Public universities
	Row

	Neither ISR nor MISQ
	45%
	40%
	1

	ISR, but not MISQ
	20%
	13%
	2

	MISQ, but not ISR 
	15%
	22%
	3

	Both ISR and MISQ
	20%
	25%
	4

	ISR
	40%
	39%
	5

	MISQ
	37%
	47%
	6

	JMIS
	38%
	46%
	7

	DSS
	45%
	48%
	8

	Neither JMIS nor DSS
	46%
	34%
	9

	JMIS, but not MISQ
	29%
	38%
	10

	DSS, but not MISQ
	35%
	46%
	11

	JMIS, but not ISR 
	32%
	39%
	12

	DSS, but not ISR
	32%
	44%
	13

	Both JMIS and DSS
	28%
	24%
	14

	ISR, but not the other 3
	8%
	3%
	15

	MISQ, but not the other 3
	8%
	8%
	16

	JMIS, but not the other 3
	2%
	2%
	17

	DSS, but not the other 3
	8%
	8%
	18
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