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Abstract 

What does it take to become a top advertising scholar in productivity?  What drives impact in 

advertising research? This article sets out to answer these two questions by assessing the 

productivity and impact among scholars and their work in advertising since the millennium. As a 

two-part study, we begin by benchmarking and profiling the top 1% scholars in the field based 

on their research publications in the three top advertising journals (Journal of Advertising, 

Journal of Advertising Research, and International Journal of Advertising). Next, we employ a 

three-perspective conceptual model to identify the salient drivers of impact in advertising 

research. By content analyzing 1443 articles in the three journals published between 2000 and 

2014, we show that certain universalistic and particularistic factors (to a lesser extent) 

significantly predict paper citations. Our findings reveal how advertising academia is advancing 

and showing signs of internationalization in the new millennium, which provides implications 

for the field’s advancement and scholarship. 

 

Keywords: international advertising research; research impact; citations; advertising trends; 

citation analysis 
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Regardless of academic discipline, output productivity (i.e. journal papers) is a core metric 

for assessing researchers in their career placement, tenure, and promotion decisions. The 

pressure to be prolific is also salient at the university level, where competition for operating 

grants, donations, and research funds is continually escalating along with governance demands 

and scrutiny over fund usage and research outcomes (Geuna and Martin 2003; Siemens, Burton, 

Jensen, and Mendoza 2005). Thus, every so often, research productivity benchmarks are updated 

and publicly presented to validate the productivity of scholars and institutions in various 

disciplines. In addition to productivity in journal papers, research impact (measured by citations) 

is gaining in significance and for some it is a more telling metric for researchers and institutions. 

A popular ranking agency, QS World University Rankings, gives citations a high 20% 

contribution in university ranking. As a result, scholars have begun to investigate the factors that 

drive research impact in different disciplines (Judge, Cable, Colbert, and Rynes 2007; 

Stremersch, Verniers, and Verhoef 2007).  

In advertising, several studies on research productivity and research impact have been 

conducted over the years (see Appendix A). Studies on productivity have provided individual 

author and institutional rankings on advertising publication counts over various time periods 

(Russell and Martin 1976; Soley and Reid 1983, 1987; Barry 1990; Henthrone, LaTour, and 

Loraas 1998; Ford and Merchant 2008). Recent studies have taken a focused approach in 

examining internationalism in advertising. Zou (2005) looked at specific author and institutional 

contributions to international advertising research, while West (2007) did the same but looked 

specifically at publications in the International Journal of Advertising. Most recently, Polonsky 

and Carlson (2009) investigated the extent of globalism in authorship in advertising research as a 

whole, finding that while more authors are publishing from around the world, a North American 
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domination in authorship remains. Regarding research impact, several papers have performed 

citation analyses in advertising on various fronts. Pasadeos (1985) and Zinkhan and Leigh (1999) 

both used citation indexing methods to determine the impact of advertising journals in relation to 

other related journals, while Muncy (1991) looked at the impact of Journal of Advertising 

articles based on article citations from other journals. Pasadeos, Phelps, and Kim (1998) 

provided author and advertising article rankings based on citation counts. While these studies 

have collectively documented advertising research productivity and impact on various facets 

over the years, productivity studies on data since 2007 have been lacking and, more importantly, 

a study investigating the specific factors that drive advertising research impact has yet to be 

performed.   

The period since the millennium is a significant one during which digitization and 

globalization have caused unprecedented changes in media and marketplaces. The media 

landscape has largely shifted from offline to online within this period, drastically changing the 

way media content is consumed. At the same time, the current focus on journal online 

publication and the digitization of past literature into online databases and libraries have 

significantly increased the ubiquitous accessibility of scholarly work, enabling research to exert 

influence beyond its conventional academic boundaries. Documentation technologies (e.g. digital 

object identifiers) facilitate the citing of scholarly work, while continuous advancements in 

bibliometrics and search technologies (e.g. Web of Science, Google Scholar) allow for the 

impact of journal articles to be constantly assessed and updated. Additionally, since 2000, 

globalization has thrived, as evidenced by the rise and reach of global brands and global 

advertising campaigns, and along with it global academic research in advertising. Indeed, the 

increasing rate at which scholars from all over the world are contributing to the field of 
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advertising provides further evidence of growing internationalization in advertising research 

(Reid 2014). Among such changes from digitization and globalization, studies on the factors that 

drive impact in advertising research are timely and needed (Faber 2015). 

Building on previous investigations on research trends and productivity, this study serves two 

purposes: to profile top-scholar research productivity (based on number of publications) since 

2000 and to investigate the drivers of impact in advertising research (based on article citations). 

The first part of this study looks at publications in top advertising journals and determines what it 

takes to be a top-tier scholar in advertising. This part profiles the composition of top scholars, 

allowing us to detail trends in authorship especially with respect to the growing 

internationalization in the field. In the second part of our study, we employ a conceptual 

framework of three separate perspectives to holistically examine what drives advertising research 

impact. This allows us to further understand the current state of the field and the direction it is 

headed.  

We focus on papers published in the top three advertising journals, Journal of Advertising 

(JA), Journal of Advertising Research (JAR), and International Journal of Advertising (IJA) 

from 2000 through 2014, a 15-year span. In total, 1,442 refereed full-length research papers are 

content analyzed and their citation counts are gathered from Google Scholar. Editorials, book 

reviews, commentaries and short research notes are excluded from our sample (following 

Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef’s 2007 approach) 1 . Google Scholar represents a more 

comprehensive metric than others (e.g. ISI Journal Impact Factor) and allows for assessing both 

                                                           
1 We checked the citation counts of all non full-length publications including editorial notes, special issue 
introductions, commentaries, and short research notes and found that they have much lower citations than a typical 
full length research paper. However, there is one exception, Taylor’s (2005) paper, entitled “Moving International 
Advertising Research Forward:  A New Research Agenda.” It received 3.5 times more citations than a typical full-
length paper (which obtain an average of 42.6 citations). Thus, we decided to include this paper in our analysis. This 
addition does not affect the number of top scholars and other results in our study. 
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a paper’s academic and applied impact (Harzing and van der Wal 2009).  

Our study contributes to the advertising literature in three ways. First, it presents an updated 

profile of top-scholar productivity in advertising research since the millennium during which the 

content and context of advertising experienced unprecedented changes. This provides an 

objective benchmark in productivity and impact for advertising researchers and scholars. Second, 

it provides a rigorous three-perspective theoretical framework to examine the factors that drive 

research impact, showing recent trends in the field and filling a research gap in the existing 

literature on advertising citation analyses. Finally, the study examines internationalism in 

advertising academia from two different angles, composition of top-scholar authorship and data 

employed in advertising studies, a feat not attempted previously in the literature.  

Part 1: Research Productivity in Advertising Research 

First, we look at how many publications it takes to be among the top researchers in the field. As 

displayed in Table 1, we find that of the 2246 individual authors (who published all 1,443 papers 

in JA, JAR, and IJA), 1736 have one publication in the top three journals over the last 15 years; 

12.78% (287 authors) has two papers published, which means that scholars who have published 

more than one paper are among the top 22% of scholars. Scholars who have published three 

papers are among the top 10%. Scholars publishing between four and seven articles are within 

the top 5%. To reach the top 1% in research prolificacy, a researcher needs to have published 

eight or more papers, which reflects an average publication rate of more than one paper every 

other year from 2000 through 2014, a highly prolific researcher indeed.  

[Table 1 and 2 near here] 

Table 2 lists the 23 top 1% authors in research productivity. In regards to average publication 

rates, top 1% scholars in North American, European, and Asia-Pacific universities have 
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published 10.2, 11.4, and 11 articles, respectively, indicating that productivity is quite equal 

across regions. Looking at the authors from universities in North America, we find that all of 

these authors are represented in Ford and Merchant’s (2008) rankings of advertising research 

productivity. In profiling the European universities, we find that three authors, Micael Dahlén, 

Peter C. Neijens, and Edith G. Smit, are also present in Ford and Merchant’s (2008) rankings, 

while Patrick De Pelsmacker is present in Zou’s (2005) rankings of international advertising 

research productivity. Shintaro Okazaki stands out as the lone new entrant to the European 

category. Likewise, considering universities in Asia-Pacific, we find that three authors, 

Chingching Chang, Michael T. Ewing, and Gerard Prendergast, are on Ford and Merchant’s 

(2008) rankings, while five are new to the list of top 1% scholars in advertising research: Chun-

Tuan Chang, Yunjae Cheong, Kineta Hung, Jenni Romaniuk, and Byron Sharp.  

There are a few points to note here. First, our productivity rankings are based purely on 

author publications, not on their citations. Some omissions may occur if authors have published 

advertising articles in other high impact outlets such as Journal of Marketing, Journalism and 

Mass Communication Quarterly, Journal of Communication, Journal of Academy of Marketing 

Science, and so forth as well as beyond the sampling time frame. Both Ford and Merchant’s 

(2008) and Zou’s (2005) rankings looked at publication productivity from earlier time periods, 

1997-2006 and 1990-2002, respectively, and thus there is no doubt some overlaps as well as 

changes in scholar productivity rankings (e.g. considering career length and trajectory). 

However, our list shows that many of the North America- and Europe-based top scholars in 

advertising have continued to be extremely productive, while the Asia-Pacific region in 

particular has seen growth in new top scholars. Furthermore, 57% of the top 1% scholars are now 

based in institutions outside North America. Albeit only an indication from the perspective of top 
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scholars, this implies growing internationalization of the field and perhaps indicates that the 

North American bias/dominance in advertising research may be slowly decreasing (Polonsky and 

Carlson 2009).  

In the next section, we investigate several perspectives in what drives advertising 

research impact and again explore the issue of internationalization from another perspective: 

whether internationalization in data has influenced research impact over time.  

Part 2: Investigating the Drivers of Advertising Research Impact 

The current study’s second focus is to investigate the drivers of citations in top advertising 

research over the past 15 years. While similar investigations have been reported in marketing 

(Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef 2007) and management (Judge et al. 2007), a similarly 

detailed study is absent in advertising. To examine the issue, we follow and build on Stremersch, 

Verniers and Verhoef’s (2007) approach to develop a framework encompassing three 

perspectives (universalistic, particularistic, and growing internationalism) relevant to advertising 

research citations. The framework enables us to address three questions: (1) Do universalistic 

factors affect citations in advertising research, (2) Do particularistic factors affect citations in 

advertising research? (3) Does growing internationalism in data affect citations in advertising 

research? Our conceptual framework is depicted in Figure 1. 

[Figure 1 near here] 

Universalistic Perspective 

Under the universalistic perspective, journal articles should be accepted and cited based on 

universal and fair attributes centering on the quality and content of the article as opposed to other 

influences such as the authorship and source of the article (Cole and Cole 1973; Gilbert 1977). In 

short, an article should be cited based on what is being said in the article and how it is said.  
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Both Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef (2007) and Judge et al. (2007) reported evidence of 

this in their respective disciplines. Article quality in terms of article length and award-winning 

status was a significant factor in marketing articles (Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef 2007), 

while writing clarity was a significant determinant among management articles (Judge et al. 

2007). Furthermore, Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef (2007) found that some aspects of article 

domain can influence article citations; that is, certain subject areas tend to be more highly cited 

(i.e. relationship marketing, services marketing, and e-commerce). In terms of methodology 

employed, previous studies found divergent evidence that some methodologies are more 

impactful than others in a discipline, with methodological-based and analytical-based studies 

garnering fewer citations than other methodologies in marketing and longitudinal studies 

garnering more citations in management.  

To examine the validity of the universalistic perspective on advertising research, we likewise 

predict that article quality (article length, article order, and award-winning status) drives 

citations, based on the grounds that quality research regardless of discipline has more impact. 

Going further, we investigate three aspects – methodology, topic area, and media of interest – to 

discern what aspects of article domain and content drive impact in advertising research. As for 

research methods, we explore which methodologies are more highly cited, information that may 

indicate the level of methodological rigor in recent advertising research. We expect some trends 

to exist. Conceptual studies often involve building and extending theories which are 

subsequently tested by empirical studies, and thus conceptual studies may tend to generate more 

citations. Likewise, empirical studies which are validations of theoretical work in the field may 

also generate more citations than analysis or methodology papers based on relevance to industry 

and practice. Next, we explore the effect of topic areas in advertising research. As a discipline, 
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advertising shares phenomena, constructs, and theoretical frameworks with marketing, social 

psychology, and communication. This inter-disciplinary platform enables advertising researchers 

to have a rich and continuous flow of new ideas, but it may distract the discipline’s development 

in its core areas of interest, which center on advertising. We predict that as the advertising 

academic discipline continues to emerge with an identity of its own, topics related directly to 

advertising practice, effects, and content will gather more citations than topics which focus on 

peripheral areas to advertising. Lastly, we investigate the impact of media of interest in research 

articles. Alongside technological advancement, advertising continues to expand and shift from 

traditional offline media platforms like print, radio, and television to new media platforms such 

as internet and mobile. Thus, we predict that this transition from old to new media platforms is 

reflected in research impact, with new media platforms-based articles garnering relatively more 

citations. In sum, we hypothesize: 

H1: The universalistic factors of an article influence the number of citations that article 

receives; that is, (a) article quality (represented by article length, article order, and award-

winning status) positively affects the number of citations and (b) article domain 

(represented by research methodology, topic area, and media of interest) positively 

affects its number of citations. 

 
Particularistic Perspective 

In contrast to universalistic predictors (article quality and content), the particularistic perspective 

argues that the source of an article influences its research impact (Baldi 1998). In other words, 

the impact of an article is based on the reputation, pedigree, and visibility of its authors, with 

reputable authors garnering more citations because of their influence in the field. Among 

marketing papers, Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef (2007) reported that authors’ visibility (i.e. 

publication record, editorial board membership, business school ranking) and personal promotion 
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(i.e. self-citations) positively drive article citations. As for the management discipline, Judge et 

al. (2007) also found that authors’ publication record of top-tier articles and their institution 

affiliation also drive citations.  

Taking a similar approach, we look at three factors (top-author visibility, number of authors, 

and editorial board membership) under the particularistic perspective that may drive article 

citations in advertising. First, we examine the effect of top-scholar visibility on citations. As 

advertising is a growing field in strategic communication, it is likely that those who are more 

prolific in the field will have built a body of work (such as in a particular topic area or employing 

a certain methodology) that drives the field forward, and thus they can claim more ownership 

and recognition in that field. Therefore, the inclusion of top scholars in the authorship of an 

article is a predictor of citations. Similarly, it is expected that work from scholars with editorial 

board positions in top advertising journals receives more attention than work from those without 

this position. Third, we examine how the number of authors in an article also influences article 

citations. All else being equal, articles with more authors may have more chances to be promoted 

through the multiple authors’ linkages and networks and thus cited more. In sum, we 

hypothesize: 

H2: Particularistic factors of an article influence the number of citations that article receives; 

that is, (a) top-scholar visibility positively affects the number of citations, (b) authors(s) 

with editorial board membership positively affect number of citations, and (c) the number 

of authors in an article positively affects its number of citations.  

Growing Internationalism Perspective  

Last, under an internationalism perspective, we look at how growing internationalism in 

advertising research may influence citations. Since 2000, globalism has continued to rise at an 

increasing rate powered by growing international trade and travel, as well as online and digital 
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connectivity. The advertising industry has also become more globally oriented, with 

multinational agencies and clients expanding their reach to more countries, especially in 

emerging markets. This puts the onus on advertising scholars to take a more international focus 

in theory building, data collection, and providing practical applications to the industry, for 

example, by continuing the debate on the cross-cultural effectiveness of standardized versus 

locally adapted advertising campaigns (Maslowska, Smit and van den Putte 2013; Rajabi, Dens 

and Pelsmacker 2015). 

As we point out in the first part of this study, when we profile the top 1% scholars in the 

field, slightly more than half of these scholars now work at institutions outside North America. 

This is an indication of growing internationalism in advertising research from the perspective of 

authorship. Polonsky and Carlson (2009) also found an increasing trend toward more global 

authorship, but lamented that the field still shows North American dominance. They stated that 

besides considering the geographic location of author institutions, the actual content of journal 

articles should also be considered. They encouraged attempts to further Zou’s (2005) study, 

which considered the issues and business contexts instead of just authorship institutions in 

exploring international advertising research and citations. However, Zou’s (2005) work did not 

investigate the factors that drive citations. 

Building on these two previous studies, we examine how the trend toward internationalism of 

data employed in journal articles may drive article impact, which has not been looked at before. 

North America-centric studies have long pioneered and led theory development and practice 

(Polonsky and Carlson 2009). Thus, we compare articles that employ data from North America 

with those outside North America in terms of impact to ascertain whether article impact is indeed 

driven by North America-based data. We predict that, while North America-based studies may 
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still be comparatively more impactful in terms of citations, this lead may be decreasing over time 

due to international scholars publishing more (and thus citing more international studies) as well 

as increasing global advertising trends. Second, as another measure of internationalization, we 

compare articles employing multiple-country data with articles employing single-country data. 

Intuitively, we expect studies with multiple-country data to be comparatively more influential. 

This is because the more international the data employed in a study, the greater their potential 

relevance and generalizability to other studies. We predict that: 

H3:  Growing internationalism in advertising research is evident in empirical data; that is, (a) 

articles employing North American data are more impactful than articles employing non-

North American data, but this advantage is declining over time and (b) articles employing 

multi-country data are more impactful than articles employing single-country data. 

Method 

Sample 

As indicated, the current study focuses on publications in three advertising journals: JA, JAR, IJA, 

which are recognized as the premier journals specializing in advertising based on prestige and 

impact (Hult, Neese and Bashaw 1997; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002). Other recent investigations 

of advertising research productivity and trends have also employed these three journals (i.e., Pitt 

et al. 2005; Zou 2005). IJA was specifically chosen as its international focus complements the 

other two US-based journals. Within these three journals, we inventory all articles published 

from 2000 through 2014 (a 15-year period). Editorials, book reviews, commentaries and short 

research notes are excluded from our analyses. Our final sample consists of 1443 articles: 466 

from JA, 588 from JAR, and 389 from IJA.   

Measures  

Dependent Variable 
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As the current study aims to investigate the drivers of research impact, the key dependent 

variable of this study is the citation count of each article, which we gathered from Google 

Scholar. Prior studies have validated that the Google Scholar H-index is a comparable (if not 

better) measure of journal impact than ISI Web of Science citations in terms of accuracy and 

comprehensiveness (Harzing and van der Wal 2009). The data set of citation counts was 

downloaded manually by a trained research assistant in one single day (February 25, 2015) to 

ensure comparability. Figure 2 shows a graph of the average number of citations by journal from 

2000 through 2014. The overall downward trend in average number of citations indicates the 

presence of article age effect. That is, keeping other things constant, the longer the time an article 

has been published, the more citations it will accumulate. In addition, Table 3 is distilled as an 

overview of the 20 most-cited articles in JA, JAR and IJA within year 2000 and 2014. Note that 

articles published either before 2000 and after 2014 are not included in this table. 

[Figure 2 and Table 3 near here] 

Independent Variables: Universalistic Factors 

In line with previous research, two dimensions of the universalistic perspective are used: article 

quality and article domain. For article quality, we employ three proxies: article length, article 

order, and article award-winning status. As journal space is limited and editors and reviewers 

judge articles based on their contribution to the field, the length of an article typically signifies 

its contribution (Peters and van Raan 1994; Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef 2007). Papers that 

have higher impact and make substantive contributions to the field tend to be greater in length 

than papers with lesser impact because they often require more detailed explication of their 

claims, methodologies, findings, and implications (Beyer, Chanove and Fox 1999; LaBand and 

Piette 1994). Article length is operationalized as the number of pages in the article. 
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The second indicator of quality is the article order, which is considered the editor’s 

assessment of the contribution and attractiveness of an article to readers (Van Dalen and 

Henkens 2001; Stremersch et al. 2007). This ordering pattern is consistent with prior citation 

research (Stremersch et al. 2007) and valid to advertising journals as well (partly by ruling out 

the alternative ordering based on alphabetical order of first author’s name). Article order is a 

reverse-coded proxy anchored by “lead article” (1) to “last article in issue” (n), such that the lead 

article carries heavier weighting in later regression analysis. 

In addition, published papers which have received awards from journals are typically 

editorially hand-picked based on the high quality of the paper as well as its significant 

contributions (Stremersch et al. 2007). Thus, award-winning status is coded as a binary variable, 

reflecting whether the article received an award in its respective journal or not: Best Article 

Award (JA), Best Paper Award (IJA), Best Practitioner Paper (JAR), and Best Academic Paper 

(JAR).  

To capture article domain, we use three categories of dummy coded variables: research 

method, research topic, and media of interest (see Table 4 for coding categories). First, research 

method refers to the methodology employed in a particular article. We use Kim et al.’s (2014) 18 

categories of research methods (e.g. lab experiment, survey, case study) for our coding. For our 

regression estimations, these categories are further coded into four broader categories: 

conceptual, empirical, methodological, and analytical. Second, research topic captures the topic 

area on which an article focuses. We follow Yale and Gilly’s (1988) categorization of seven 

research topics (e.g. advertising practice, effects, social issues) for our coding. Third, media of 

interest captures the research medium with which an article deals (e.g. TV, print, Internet), and 

we employ Potter and Riddle’s (2007) categorization of media types for our coding. Multiple 
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codes are allowed for articles that cover several methodologies, research topics, and media of 

interest such that if an article employs both surveys and lab experiments, for example, that article 

is dummy coded 1 (as opposed to 0) for both survey and lab-experiment categories.  

Independent Variables: Particularistic Factors 

Under the particularistic perspective, we examine several measures related to the influence of 

article authorship on research impact. First, we employ a measure of top-scholar visibility, a 

dummy variable that captures whether an article has at least one author who has published three 

or more articles in JA, JAR, or IJA over the past 15 years. Essentially, this assesses whether an 

article with a top researcher in the field as an author garners more citation counts than articles 

that do not have a top scholar. Next, to proxy number of author influence, we count the number 

of authors in an article as a measure to capture the greater potential networking and/or self-

promotion effect of multiple authors, which can influence citations. The third measure, editorial 

board membership, is operationalized as the number of authors in an article who have been a 

member of the editorial boards of any of the three sampled advertising journals. We inventory a 

list of editorial board members of JA, JAR, and IJA in 2000, 2005, 2010, and 2015 and cross-

check with the current sample for coding. 

Independent Variables: Growing Internationalism Factors 

Lastly, in assessing whether the growing internationalism of data collection influences research 

impact, we employ two measures. First, we create a dummy variable to code whether the data 

employed in an article are from North America or elsewhere (e.g., Europe, Asia, Africa). This 

enables us to compare the impact of North American versus non-North American data. Second, 

we also employ a dummy variable for whether an article uses multiple-country data versus 

single-country data to assess the effect of greater data internationalization on citations.  
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[Table 4 near here] 

Control Variables 

To control for heterogeneity among the three top advertising journals, we include two dummy 

variables, one for JA and one for JAR, in our regression models. Since the number of citations an 

article receives can also be influenced by the age of the article, we include two variables, Qtr and 

Qtr2, which represent the number of quarters and the number of quarters squared since an article 

was published. Qtr accounts for the linear pattern of the article age effect as discussed in Figure 

2. Furthermore, an article’s citations typically depreciate with age, and so a quadratic term is 

added to account for the curvilinear effects of citations over time. Following the methodological 

approach by Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef (2007) and Ayres and Vars (2000), we employ 

this time-correction treatment in the citation analysis.  

Coding Procedure 

Features of advertising research with regard to the categories displayed in Table 4 are used as the 

independent variables. The coding scheme is created and refined according to established coding 

procedures (Kim et al. 2014; Yale and Gilly 1988; Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef 2007). 

Four research assistants were trained and performed the coding task for the entire 1443 articles 

sample. Separate coders were employed to code each article independently, without the 

knowledge of the study purpose or hypotheses. Any inconsistencies were discussed and resolved 

between each pair of coders with advice from the authors. Cohen’s Kappa (1960) is used to 

assess inter-rater reliability, and the Kappa estimates (see Table 5) range from κ=0.61 (for topic 

area) to 0.92 (for single- or multiple-country study). In sum, the overall inter-coder reliability for 

our data sample is adequate (Landis and Koch, 1977; Potter and Riddle 2007).  

Analysis and Results 
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Model 

To assess the impact of universalistic, particularistic, and internationalism factors on advertising 

citations, we use the following model: 

CITEkj =  𝛼𝛼 + �(βi ×
2

i=1

 Di) + 𝛾𝛾𝑗𝑗Qtrj + λjQtrj2 +  �μr

R

r=1

× μrkj + �δs

S

s=1

× cskj + �θt

T

t=1

 ×  ptkj +  𝜀𝜀kj 

 
where Di = 1 when i = j and 0 otherwise. CITEkj signifies the number of citations that article k in 

journal j garners, and Di represents the journal dummies (IJA is the base journal). We incorporate 

two time-dependent terms (Qtr and Qtr2) into our regression analysis to address the time variance 

effect. As for the other variables in the equation, μr are parameters capturing the effects of 

universalistic factors on citations μ1 - μr (R = 22), δs are parameters capturing the effects of 

particularistic factors on citations c1– cs (S = 3), and θt are parameters capturing the effects of 

growing internationalism factors on citations p1– pT (T = 2). We estimate the model using 

negative binomial regression to account for the negative skewed distribution of the citation count 

data, as suggested by Stremersch et al. (2007). We present the nested models and full model in 

Table 5. Models 1-4 contain universalistic variables (article quality and research methods, 

followed by topic area and media of interest variables), Model 5 contains the particularistic 

variables, Model 6 contains the internationalism variables, and finally the Full Model is inclusive 

of all variables.  

 

Model Robustness 

We conduct several robustness checks of our tested model. First, there is no indication of multi-

collinearity in the analysis despite the number of parameters involved (see Appendix B for 

correlation matrix). Second, because the sampled journals vary in the number of articles per issue 
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and pages per article on average, we standardize such variables (i.e. article length and article 

order) to account for the possible variances. We run our analyses with all the measures being 

standardized, and results indicate that standardized and unstandardized coefficients are consistent 

and similar. Third, for the award-winning variable, JAR has only announced the best paper award 

since 2007, a relatively new system compared to JA and IJA. To address the incomplete data on 

this variable, we also estimate a model only for JA and IJA, and the results are similar to those of 

the complete set.  

[Table 5 near here] 

Results 

Universalistic Perspective 

In H1, we predict that universalistic variables affect article citations in advertising research. We 

thus look at article quality and article domain to address this issue. Table 5 shows the estimation 

results of our regression analysis (we refer only to the full model for our hypotheses testing). 

Looking at article quality factors, both article length and article order have positive and 

significant effects (β = 0.37, p < 0.01; β = 0.28, p < 0.01, respectively) on citation counts. The 

effect of award-winning status is positive but insignificant (β = 0.11, p = n.s.). A possible reason 

for this insignificant result may lie in the publicity of award announcement. Most of the awards 

are announced during journal-affiliated conferences or in the editorial of the first regular issue of 

each year, but due to updates and the removal of conference websites or embargos in online 

journal subscriptions, such award announcements may not be noticed by readers and thus may 

not significantly affect citations. Overall, the current findings suggest that the editorial 

arrangement of articles in the form of article order and length as proxies of article quality has a 

greater positive effect on citations. Thus, H1a is partially confirmed.  
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Next, two approaches must be considered when examining article domain: average citation 

counts and regression estimates (to control for journal and time effects). Figures 3a-c display 

average citations by research methodology, topic area, and media of interest, respectively. For 

research methods (Figure 3a), lab experiments, systematic reviews, and conceptual methods 

generally receive more citations (on average more than 50), while longitudinal, meta-analyses, 

case studies, and historical analyses are less cited methods (less than 20). Grouping these 18 

methods into 4 broader categories – conceptual, empirical, methodological, and analytical – and 

regressing citations on these 4 categories (using analytical method as the base), we can compare 

these methods through a different approach. Table 5 shows that the coefficients for conceptual (β 

= 0.70, p < 0.01), empirical (β = 0.35, p < 0.01), and methodological studies (β = 0.40, p < 0.01) 

are all significant compared with analytical methods, indicating that these broader methods are 

more highly cited.  

[Figure 3A – 3C near here] 

 

For topic area (Figure 3b), we find advertising-related effects and other topics (e.g. 

advertising service, direct response advertising, industrial advertising) to be the most highly cited 

areas (more than 50 citations on average), while social issues tend to be cited least (less than 25). 

In Table 5, citations are regressed on these topic areas with studies on advertising effects serving 

as the baseline for comparison. Only advertising-related effects have a stronger positive and 

significant effect (β = 0.37, p < 0.01) than the baseline, which indicates that studies investigating 

indirect effects of advertising are most highly cited (i.e. cited 45% more than the advertising-

effect studies – see Table 5 footnote for calculation). This is not exactly in line with our 

prediction that articles on topics related directly to advertising content, practice, and effects 
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garner more citations than peripheral topics. 

Last, for media of interest (Figure 3c), cinema advertising (64 citations), internet (59 

citations), and others, which includes newer media platforms (58), are the most highly cited. 

Studies on print advertising are not far behind (52 citations), while those studying out-of-home 

advertising receive the fewest citations (18). Again in Table 5, citations are regressed on these 

media categories (with TV as a baseline). In comparison to TV, as a representative of traditional 

media platforms, mobile (β = 0.39, p < 0.1), Internet (β = 0.69, p < 0.01), and newer media 

platforms (β = 0.51, p < 0.01) are all positively significant. This is an indication that studies on 

new media have become more impactful over the past 15 years than those on traditional media 

platforms as we might expect to find. Thus, it is clear that facets of article domain influence 

article citations in advertising. H1b is thus supported. 

Our analyses on article domains in advertising research point out that certain research 

methodologies (conceptual, empirical), topics (direct and indirect advertising effects), and media 

platforms (internet, mobile, and new forms) are more highly cited. Together with article quality, 

we find that research impact in advertising is driven by universalistic factors.   

Particularistic Perspective 

Turning our attention to H2, we predict that particularistic variables also influence citations in 

advertising research. Again, Table 5 displays our nested model results of particularistic 

predictors on article citations. Top-scholar visibility exerts a positive and significant effect on 

article citations (β = 0.15, p < 0.01). This indicates that the visibility of top scholars in a research 

article can in fact drive research impact, perhaps because top scholars have developed high 

credibility with their research profiles and/or they tend to work on more impactful research 

methodologies, topics, and media. Thus, H2a is confirmed. In contrast, number of authors (β = 
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0.03, p = n.s.) and editorial board membership (β = -0.02, p = n.s.) show no impact on article 

citations, respectively. This implies that the number of authors in an article does not influence on 

article citations. Likewise, having an author or authors on the editorial board of a journal does 

not influence its citations. Thus, H2b and H2c are rejected. Overall, this analysis shows partial 

confirmation that the pedigree of authors (having a visible top scholar as an author and no other 

factors such as greater number of authors or editorial board membership) can affect article 

citations.  

Internationalism Perspective 

Finally, regarding H3, we examine how advertising research impact is also influenced by 

growing internationalism in data. From Table 5, a nested model which shows internationalism 

predictors on citations, we do not find a significant effect of employing multi-country data on 

citations (β = 0.09, p = n.s.), indicating no difference in impact between articles employing 

single-country and multiple-country data. We conclude that there is no confirmation for H3b.  

Furthermore, we find that non-North American data did not exert a significant effect on 

citations (β = -0.03, p = n.s.), indicating no difference in citation impact between studies using 

North American and non-North American data. Hence, H3a is not supported. As a post-hoc 

analysis, we also looked at the changes in trends across time even though the overall effect is 

insignificant. Table 6 shows estimation results of regressing citations on the internationalism 

predictors across three five-year periods (2000-2004, 2005-2009, 2010-2014). We find that the 

effect of the non-North American data variable on citations is heavily negative and significant in 

the first period from 2000 to 2004 (β = -0.62, p < 0.01), but becomes negative and insignificant 

in the second period from 2005 to 2009 (β = -0.13, p = n.s.) and positive and insignificant in the 

third period from 2010 to 2014 (β = 0.02, p = n.s.). This shows that in the earlier period (2000-
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2004), studies with North American data were more impactful in citations versus studies with 

non-North American data, whereas the latter periods show that this difference is no longer the 

case. Although we do not find the reverse in the latter sub-periods (non-North American data 

becoming significantly more impactful), the trend is worth investigating in future studies.  

In summary, this examination shows while there is a growing trend in internationalizing top-

scholar authorship (part 1), there is no indication of the growing impact of internationalism from 

the perspective of data in advertising research.   

 [Table 6 near here] 

Discussion 

In this study, we had two objectives. First, in light of the growing trend and pressure to use 

research productivity and impact as benchmarks for gauging individual scholarly performance, 

we set out to build upon previous productivity studies by employing the most recent data to 

establish an updated and objective benchmark for top advertising research since the millennium. 

Using a comprehensive list of 1443 articles published since 2000 (15 years) in the premier 

advertising journals JA, JAR, and IJA, we show the number of publications it takes to be 

considered a top 10%, 5%, and 1% researcher in the field. Going further, we profiled the 

productivity of the top 1% advertising scholars. This profiling allowed us to highlight notable 

observations for the field: the continued prolificacy of some top scholars in North America-based 

universities juxtaposed with the rise of new scholars in European and particularly Asia-Pacific 

universities, indicating growing internationalism in the field. This part of the study serves as an 

update of profiling top-scholar research productivity with a large set of articles over a 15-year 

interval.  
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Second, our article distinguishes itself from previous citation studies in advertising which 

employed different citation methods (Pasadeos 1985; Pasadeos, Phelps, and Kim 1998) and 

gauged article and journal impact (Muncy 1991; Zinkhan and Leigh 1999), but did not 

investigate drivers of impact. Following and building upon a theoretical framework from 

previous citation studies (e.g. Stremersch, Verniers and Verhoef2007), we employ a multi-

perspective model to investigate the drivers of research impact among advertising articles, a 

pioneering attempt in this field. We find that certain universalistic and particularistic factors do 

predict citations. Specifically, article quality, certain facets within article domain and top-scholar 

visibility, all play a role in driving citations in advertising research.  

Implications 

The quest for top journal publications is a goal shared by researchers of all academic career 

stages, geographic regions, and interests. This updated benchmark for top journal publications in 

advertising can inspire young scholars and junior faculty looking to enter the field and establish 

their research record. It can also benefit more experienced researchers and faculty by allowing 

them to assess their relative position as scholars in the field. Publishing in top journals is getting 

tougher as competition grows and the field evolves and matures. Both groups need to keep in 

mind the challenges of maintaining a steady productivity rate as the top scholars profiled in this 

study have done over the past 15 years, surely a worthy achievement.    

Regarding research impact, our investigation of the factors that drive citations in part 2 sheds 

light on issues and trends that researchers and journal editors should consider. Scholars in 

advertising should always strive to produce high-quality research, as the quality of research not 

only increases the chances of publication but also influences subsequent citations. Producing 

new understanding in the field through scientific rigor remains the true contributor to scholarly 
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success. Additionally, because our findings show that article citations are affected by author 

pedigree, it may be worthwhile for junior scholars with a weaker track record to work with top 

scholars in the field (visibility) not only for guidance, but also to possibly generate more impact 

in the field. Contrary to our predictions on collaborative and network effects, working with more 

authors may not increase the citation impact of research in advertising. 

Considering article domain, Kim et al. (2014) note that advertising as a field is becoming 

more empirical and quantitative over time, owing to the influence of psychological theory and 

methodology in advertising. We find evidence in support of this as lab experiments have reaped 

higher citations than many other approaches.  We also find, however, that conceptual studies are 

just as impactful, which underscores the continued importance of theory-building in advertising 

(Pitt et al. 2005). As a caveat, methodologies, topic areas, and media platforms tend to evolve 

over time; thus, our results reflect the last 15 years of advertising research domains and do not 

necessarily hold predictive power for the future. Still, this is further encouragement for 

researchers to adopt new methodologies and proceed into emerging topic areas and new media. 

We can see, for instance, from the recent calls for advertising research that new approaches such 

as using big data, eye-tracking, neuroimaging, and other cutting-edge methodologies may begin 

to pave a new direction in this field and shed new light on past theories and long-standing 

paradigms. As advertising research evolves alongside industry trends, scholars should 

continually push for new ways to test pertinent research questions and utilize the factors and 

insights mentioned above to achieve greater research impact. 

In terms of authorship, advertising research is becoming more global, as Polonsky and 

Carlson (2009) and Zou (2005) pointed out. Consistent with these viewpoints, we find that more 

than half of the top 1% scholars now reside at institutions outside North America. While we have 
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yet to find evidence that studies employing multiple-country and international data have a 

significantly bigger impact on citation than single-country studies, we are optimistic that this 

may be a growing trend in the future with greater availability of data. This should offer continual 

inspiration for international scholars to forge collaborations and conduct research in international 

contexts, but the results from our analyses should ultimately remind all scholars that the key to 

citation impact still lies with performing high-quality research.  

Last, concerning the management of advertising journals, editors may want to re-examine 

their award-giving announcement procedures. Best paper awards are given to commend 

individual scholars’ efforts on their high-quality research, but as we find in our results, awarded 

articles do not seem to generate higher citations (contrary to other disciplines; Stremersch, 

Verniers and Verhoef 2007). As we have stated, part of the reason may be that the announcement 

of these awards is not consistently publicized in either journal editorials or websites (in fact, 

when we tried to locate them, many were difficult to find). Thus, journals may want to pay more 

attention to publicizing these best paper awards to the benefit of the individual scholar as well as 

the journal.  

 

Limitations and Future Research 

While our efforts to comprehensively include and code all articles published in the last 15 years 

in the three top advertising journals (1,443 articles) should be noted, limitations to this approach 

still exist. Our study only covers the JA, JAR, and IJA, a very good but imperfect indication of 

the type of quality work done in the field of advertising. Our approach excludes articles 

published in other advertising journals such as the Journal of Current Issues and Research in 

Advertising and Journal of Marketing Communications, as well as advertising-related articles 
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published in journals of other disciplines (e.g. business, communication, journalism, public 

relations). Our benchmarking and profiling of top scholars in advertising is thus constrained to 

authorship only in those three top journals. Certainly, advertising publications in quality journals 

other than the top three advertising journals should be considered when judging a scholar’s entire 

body of work. Our choice of journals for profiling and citation analyses could also limit our 

observation of effects and trends that may exist in other journals. Second, we use Google 

Scholar’s H-index to perform our citation analyses. One major advantage of Google Scholar is 

that, as a metric compared with others, it incorporates the broadest range of citation sources from 

published and unpublished work, academic and non-academic sources. Thus, it provides a 

comprehensive perspective of research impact. While we utilize Google Scholar to track the 

citation counts of advertising articles in this study, we do not look into who is citing the articles. 

Therefore, future studies can delve deeper into citation counts to investigate the sources of article 

citations to ascertain, for example, where an article has greatest impact (academia or practice) 

and subsequently explore the drivers of this differential impact. In line with new technology and 

update metrics, future research should follow in this path.  
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Table 1.  Author publication frequency in JA, JAR, and IJA (2000-2014).  
 
Author 
Prolificacy 

No. of 
Publication(s) 

Frequency Percentage Cumulative 
Frequency 

 1 1,736 77.29 77.29 
Top 22% 2 287 12.78 90.07 
Top 10% 3 102 4.54 94.61 
Top 5% 4 49 2.18 96.79 

5 25 1.11 97.91 
6 9 0.40 98.31 
7 15 0.67 98.97 

Top 1% 8 7 0.32 99.29 
9 1 0.04 99.33 

10 3 0.14 99.47 
11 2 0.09 99.56 
12 7 0.32 99.88 
13 1 0.04 99.82 
16 1 0.04 99.96 
17 1 0.04 100 

 Total 2246 100.00  
Note: Editorials, book reviews, commentaries and short research notes are excluded from our sample. 
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Table 2.  Top 1 percentile of authors based on research productivity in JA, JAR, and IJA (2000-2014) 

Author Name University Name Publication 
Number 

North American Universities (43%) 
Cornwell, T. Bettina* University of Oregon 11 
Li, Hairong*  Michigan State University 12 
McQuarrie, Edward F.* Santa Clara University 8 
Muehling, Darrel D.* Washington State University 9 
Nelson, Michelle R.* University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 8 
Phillips, Barbara J.* University of Saskatchewan 8 
Reid, Leonard N.*  University of Georgia 12 
Schultz, Don E.* Northwestern University 12 
Taylor, Charles R.* †  Villanova University (USA) 12 
Till, Brian D.* Xavier University (USA) 10 

 
European Universities (22%) 

Dahlén, Micael*  Stockholm School of Economics 12 
De Pelsmacker, Patrick† University of Antwerp 10 
Neijens, Peter C.* University of Amsterdam 12 
Okazaki, Shintaro  King’s College London 12 
Smit, Edith G.*  University of Amsterdam 11 

 
Asia-Pacific Universities (35%) 

Chang, Chingching*  Cheng Chi University 17 
Chang, Chun-Tuan National Sun Yat-Sen University 8 
Cheong, Yunjae Hankuk Univ. of Foreign Studies 8 
Ewing, Michael T.*  Deakin University (Australia) 16 
Hung, Kineta Hong Kong Baptist University 8 
Prendergast, Gerard*  Hong Kong Baptist University 13 
Romaniuk, Jenni University of South Australia 10 
Sharp, Byron University of South Australia 8 

Note: * Author appears in Ford and Merchant’s (2008) study; † Author appears in Zou’s (2005) study. 
Authors are included in these rankings based solely on number of publications in JA, JAR and IJA within the 
2000-2014 timeframe. Thus, it may be likely that some authors of works published in other outlets are omitted. 
Editorials, book reviews, commentaries and short research notes are excluded from our sample.  
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Table 3. The 20 Most-Cited Articles in JA, JAR, and IJA (2000-2014) 
 
Rank Top 20 Most Cited 

(Corrected for Time) 
Journal 
(Publication Year) 

Number of Citations 
(Absolute Number, 

February, 2015) 
1 Coyle and Thorson JA (2001) 703 
2 Goldsmith, Lafferty, and Newell JA (2000) 627 
3 Phelps, Lewis, Mobilio, Perry, and Raman JAR (2004) 590 
4 Liu, and Shrum JA (2002) 575 
5 McMillan, and Hwang JA (2002) 568 
6 Till, and Busler JA (2000) 444 
7 Bruner II and Kumar JAR (2000) 427 
8 Ko, Cho, and Roberts JA (2005) 400 
9 Rifon, Choi, Trimble, and Li JA (2004) 394 
10 Edwards, Li, and Lee JA (2002) 384 
11 Brønn, and Vrioni IJA (2001) 373 
12 Li, Daugherty, and Biocca JA (2002) 369 
13 Cornwell, Weeks, and Roy JA (2005) 344 
14 Berthon, Ewing, and Hah IJA (2005) 344 
15 Nelson JAR (2002) 341 
16 Erdogan, Baker, and Tagg JAR (2001) 330 
17 Cho and Cheon JA (2004) 321 
18 Bruner II, Stevenson, and Kumar JAR (2000) 310 
19 Lynch, Kent, and Srinivasan JAR (2001) 309 
20 Madrigal JA (2000) 305 

Note: Articles listed in this ranking based solely on citation counts in JA, JAR, and IJA within the 2000-2014 time- 
frame. Thus, articles published before year 2000 and after 2014 are excluded. Editorials, book reviews, 
commentaries and short research notes are excluded from our sample. 
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Table 4.  Coding categories.  
Coding Variables Source 
Citation Impact 

Number of citation(s) of each article published in 2000-2014 in the top three advertising journals 
 
Google Scholar 

Universalistic Factors 
Article Quality  

Article Length: Number of pages of an article 
Article Order: Article order in journal issues (reverse scored); 1=lead article…n= last article in issue 
Award-winning: Whether the article received a best-paper award; 1=yes and 0=no 

Research Methods 
Dummy variables. Articles were coded as 1 if they employed method in one of the categories 

below.  

Stremersch et al. 
(2007) 
 
 
Kim et al. (2014) 

 
 
 
  

(1)   Laboratory experiment 
(2)   Field experiment 
(3)   Survey 
(4)   Observation 
(5)   Longitudinal analysis 

(6)   Focus group 
(7)   In-depth interview 
(8)   Content analysis 
(9)   Meta-analysis  
(10) Textual analysis 

(11) Mathematical analysis 
(12) Case study  
(13) Ethnography 
(14) Historical analysis 

(15) Systematic review 
(16) Multiple methods 
(17) Conceptual 
(18) Others 

Topic Area 
Dummy variables. Articles were coded as 1 if they covered a topic in one of the categories below. 

Yale and Gilly (1988); 
Kim et al. (2014)  

(1)  Advertising Practice • advertising management issues (e.g. budgeting, reach, sales, promotions), advertising  agency 
concerns, media topics 

(2)  Advertising Effects • any of the individual (e.g. recall, recognition, attitude), societal, and economic effects that are the 
direct result of an ad or sponsorship  

(3)  Advertising-related   
       Effects 

• any of individual, societal, and economic effects that are either the indirect result of an 
ad/sponsorship or the direct result of other marketing content or context 

(4)  Social Issues • general social issues, political advertising, race, ethics, social/economic impacts of advertising, 
governmental regulation, senior citizen issue, children’s issue, sex role stereotype, cultural lifestyle 

(5)  Advertising Content • Types of appeal (fear, humor, comparative), subliminal advertising, source factor, informational 
content, use of sex/nudity in advertising, image/corporate advertising 

(6)  Methodology • Research methods, with special emphasis on academic research 
(7)  Others • Advertising service, direct response advertising, industrial advertising, education, historical 

Media of Interest 
Dummy variables. Articles were coded as 1 if they covered a media platform in one of the categories 
below. If the article deals with all media without specifying particular media, it is coded as ‘all.’ 

 
Potter and Riddle 
(2007)  

(1)   TV 
(2)   Radio 
(3)   Print 
(4)   Out-of-home 

(5)   Direct mail 
(6)   Cinema advertising 
(7)   Mobile 
(8)   Internet 

(9)    All  
(10)  None 
(11)  Others (e.g. video games, MMOG) 
 

Particularistic Factors 
Top Scholar Visibility 

Dummy variable. If article has at least 1 author who has more than 3 publications, the article is coded 
as 1 (coded 0 if top scholar absent). 

Stremersch et al. 
(2007) 
 

Number of Author Influence  
Number of authors in an article 

 

Editorial Board Membership 
Number of authors of an article who have been a member of the editorial board of IJA, JAR, or JA.  

 

Internationalism Factors   (quantitative studies only) 
Non-North American data 

Dummy Variable. If article employs data from outside North America, coded as 1 (coded 0 if article employs only North 
American data). Data outside North America can be from:   

(1) Africa and sub-Saharan Africa 
(2) Asia 
(3) Europe 

(4)  Latin America and the Caribbean 
(5) Oceania 

Multi-country Data    
Dummy Variable. If article employs multi-country data, the article is coded as 1 (coded 0 if it employs single-country data). 
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Table 5.  Estimation results of universalistic, particularistic, and internationalism factors on citation counts 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Full Model 
Variables Coef. SE Coef. SE Coef. SE Coef. SE Coef. SE Coef. SE Coef. SE 

Universalistic Predictors   
Article Quality   
Article Length 0.42*** (0.09)           0.37*** (0.09) 
Article Order (R) 0.38*** (0.18)           0.28*** (0.17) 
Award-Winning Status -0.13 (0.10)           0.11 (0.09) 
Research Methods (Base: Analytical) [κ = 0.63]    
Conceptual   0.73*** (0.28)         0.70*** (0.13) 
Empirical   0.48*** (0.09)         0.35*** (0.09) 
Methodological   0.39*** (0.11)         0.40*** (0.10) 
Topic Area (Base: Advertising Effect) [κ = 0.61]   
Advertising Practice     -0.20** (0.09)       -0.24*** (0.09) 
Ad-related Effects     0.44*** (0.07)       0.37*** (0.07) 
Social Issues     -0.25*** (0.09)       -0.16* (0.09) 
Advertising Content     0.08 (0.08)       0.12 (0.07) 
Methodology     -0.30** (0.12)       -0.33*** (0.11) 
Others     0.07 (0.14)       -0.12 (0.14) 
Media of Interest (Base: TV) [κ = 0.84]   
Radio       -0.03 (0.22)     -0.02 (0.21) 
Print       0.04 (0.10)     0.06 (0.10) 
Out-of-home       -0.15 (0.16)     -0.16 (0.16) 
Direct Mail       -0.35 (0.36)     -0.10 (0.35) 
Cinema Advertising       0.64* (0.38)     0.32 (0.36) 
Mobile       0.52** (0.21)     0.39* (0.20) 
Internet       0.79*** (0.09)     0.69*** (0.09) 
All       0.18* (0.10)     0.15 (0.10) 
None       0.25*** (0.09)     0.14* (0.09) 
Others       0.65*** (0.24)     0.51** (0.23) 

Particularistic Predictors 
  

Top-scholar Visibility         0.20*** (0.06)   0.15*** (0.06) 
Number of Authors         0.06** (0.03)   0.03 (0.03) 
Editorial Board         0.02 (0.07)   -0.02 (0.07) 
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Table 5 (Continued).  Estimation results of universalistic, particularistic, and internationalism factors on citation counts. 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Full Model 
Variables Coef. SE Coef.  SE Coef.  SE Coef.  SE Coef.  SE Coef.  SE Coef. SE 

 
Internationalism Predictors [κ = 0.87; 0.92 respectively] 

 

Non-North American data           -0.11* (0.06) -.03 (0.06) 
Multi-country Data           -0.01 (0.09) 0.09 (0.09) 

 
Other Variables   

  

Intercept -0.16 (0.13) -0.41*** (0.14) 0.02 (0.13) -.36*** (0.13) -0.22 (0.14) 0.10 (0.12) -.98*** (0.19) 
JA 0.43*** (0.07) 0.47*** (0.07) 0.42*** (0.07) 0.44*** (0.08) 0.38*** (0.07) 0.43*** (0.08) 0.42*** (0.08) 
JAR -0.00 (0.07) 0.11 (0.08) -0.01 (0.07) -0.06 (0.07) 0.02 (0.07) 0.08 (0.08) -0.09 (0.07) 
Time-corrected: Qtr 0.17*** (0.01) 0.17*** (0.01) 0.17*** (0.01) 0.18*** (0.01) 0.18*** (0.01) 0.17*** (0.01) 0.17*** (0.01) 
Time-corrected: Qtr2 -.00*** (0.00) -.00*** (0.00) -.00*** (0.00) -.00*** (0.00) -.00*** (0.00) -.00*** (0.00) -.00*** (0.00) 
N 1443 1285 1443 1443 1443 1285 1443 
Pseudo R2 0.071 0.076 0.075 0.077 0.070 0.074 0.088 
AIC 12499.45 11018.11 12453.20 12434.62 12517.80 11040.75 12316.36 
BIC 12546.92 11064.53 12516.49 12519.00 12565.26 11082.02 12490.40 
Note: R= Reverse scored, Coef = Coefficient, SE = Standard Error (in parentheses), κ = Cohen’s Kappa coefficient for inter-rater reliability [in square brackets], * p < 0.1, 
 ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. To interpret the coefficients from this negative binomial regression model, one can take the exponential of the coefficient estimate to obtain the percentage 
changes of the independent variables in relation to the dependent variable. This represents the most intuitive means of assessing effect magnitude. Taking topic area as an example 
(full model), ad-related effects obtained a coefficient of 0.37. Taking the exponential of 0.37=1.45, the rate of change will be (1.45-1)*100= 45% more than the baseline which is 
advertising effects. 
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Table 6.  Estimation results of internationalism variables across sub-periods. 

  2000 - 2004 2005 - 2009 2010 - 2014 
 Coef. SE Coef  SE Coef. SE  
Internationalism Predictors        
Non-North American Data -0.62*** (0.12) -0.13 (0.09) 0.02 (0.10) 
Multi-country Data 
 

-0.30* (0.17) 0.14 (0.13) -0.01 (0.15) 

Other Variables       
Intercept 2.58 (4.83) 1.46 (1.40) -1.45*** (0.26) 
Time-corrected: Qtr 0.07 (0.19) 0.10 (0.09) 0.46*** (0.05) 
Time-corrected: Qtr2 

 
-0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.01*** (0.00) 

N 386 451 448 
pseudo R2 0.007 0.011 0.097 
AIC 4108.33 4247.73 2648.87 
BIC 4132.06 4272.40 2673.50 

Note: Coef = Coefficient, SE = Standard Error (in parentheses), * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 
JA and JAR dummies were excluded from this regression as there exists a high correlation between the JA dummy 
variable and the non-North American dummy variable (0.70). Most JA articles employ US data. 
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Figure 1.  Conceptual Model for Part 2 Study. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2.  Average number of citations of articles in three major advertising journals. 
 
  

Universalistic Predictors 
• Article Quality 
• Research Method 
• Topic Area 
• Media of Interest 

Particularistic Predictors 
• Top-scholar Visibility 
• Number of Authors 
• Editorial Board 

Membership 

Internationalism Predictors 
• Non North-American Data 
• Multi-country Data 

Number of  
Article Citations 

H1 (+) H2 (+) H3 (+) 



 

40 
 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Advertising
Practice

Advertising
Effects

Advertising
Related
Effects

Social Issues Advertising
Content

Methodology Others

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3a.  Average citations by research method. 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
Figure 3b.  Average citations by topic area. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 3c.  Average citations by media of interest. 
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Appendix A.  Previous studies on publication productivity and citation analysis in advertising research. 
Author  
(Year) 

Journal  Article Title Sample 
Period 

Journals 
Covered 

No. of 
Articles 
Covered 

Purpose of  
Study 

Main Findings /Contribution 
 

Polonsky 
& Carson  
(2009) 

IJA Is There Global Inclusion 
of Authors in the Five 
Leading Advertising 
Journals? A Regional 
Comparison 1998-2007 

1998-2007 Advertising  
& Marketing 

1249 Publication 
Productivity 
Analysis 

Advertising research publication productivity 
by country, region, and institution across 5 
advertising journals. 
Indication that North American 
bias/domination remains in publication. 

Ford & 
Merchant 
(2008) 

JA A Ten-Year 
Retrospective of 
Advertising Research 
Productivity, 1997-2006 

1997-2006 Advertising, 
Marketing, 
Communications, 
&  
Business  

1324 Publication 
Productivity 
Analysis 

Individual author and institutional productivity 
rankings by publications in adverting journals 
and in expanded list of related journals (update 
of Barry 1990, Henthrone et al. 1998, and 
Soley & Reid 1983). 

West  
(2007) 
 

IJA Directions in Marketing 
Communications 
Research: An Analysis of 
the International Journal 
of Advertising 

1992-2006 Only IJA 348 Publication 
Productivity 
Analysis 

Individual author and institutional productivity 
rankings based on publications in IJA. Author 
institutions are widely domiciled across North 
America, Asia, the UK. and Europe, less in 
Australasia. Output counts of topic, sample, 
method, and analysis.  

Zou  
(2005) 

JA Contributions to 
International Advertising 
Research: An Assessment 
of Literature Between 
1990-2002 

1990-2002 Advertising, 
Marketing, & 
International 
Business 

122 Publication 
Productivity  
& Citation 
Analysis 

Individual author and institutional rankings of 
contributions to international advertising 
literature across major advertising, marketing, 
and international business journals. Most cited 
authors and articles of international advertising 
studies. 

Zinkhan & 
Leigh  
(1999) 

JA Assessing the Quality 
Rankings of the Journal 
of Advertising, 1986-
1997 

1986-1997 Only JA Not 
Specified 

Citation 
Analysis 

Citation-based method for journal quality 
rankings which was used to compared JA with 
33 other marketing, advertising, and business 
journals. JA found to have lower impact than 
general business journals, but on a par with 
specialty journals. 

Henthrone, 
LaTour & 
Loraas  
(1998) 

JA Publication Productivity 
in the Three Leading U.S. 
Advertising Journals: 
1989 Through 1996 

1989-1996 Advertising 539 Publication 
Productivity 
Analysis 

Individual author and institutional productivity 
rankings by publications in advertising 
journals. Individual author rankings by specific 
advertising journal (update of Barry 1990). 
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Appendix A (continued).  Previous studies on publication productivity and citation analysis in advertising research. 
 
Pasadeos, 
Phelps & 
Kim (1998) 

JA Disciplinary Impact of 
Advertising Scholars: 
Temporal Comparisons 
of Influential Authors, 
Works and Research 
Networks 

1982-
1985; 
1992-1995 

Advertising, 
Marketing, & 
Communication 

Not 
Specified 

Citation 
Analysis 

Author rankings by citation counts,  
most cited advertising articles, and co-citation 
network analysis (separate studies which are 
cited together by other works), across two 4-
year periods.  

Muncy  
(1991) 

JA The Journal of 
Advertising: A Twenty 
Year Appraisal 

1972-1991 Only JA 473 Citation 
Analysis 

Reported trends in publishing at JA.  
Citation analysis based on SSCI data, JA 
articles citations by other journals.  

Barry 
(1990) 

JA Publication Productivity 
in the Three Leading U.S. 
Advertising Journals: 
Inaugural Issues through 
1988 

Journal 
Inaugura-
tions 
through 
1988 

Advertising 1548 Publication 
Productivity 
Analysis 

Individual author and institutional productivity 
rankings by publications in top advertising 
journals. Individual author rankings by specific 
advertising journal. 

Soley & 
Reid  
(1988) 

JMCQ Advertising article 
productivity updated: 
1981-1985 

1981-1985 Advertising, 
Marketing, 
Communications, 
& Business 

503 Publication 
Productivity 
Analysis 

Individual author and institutional productivity 
rankings by publications in top advertising, 
marketing, communications, and business 
journals (update of Soley & Reid 1983). 

Pasadeos  
(1985) 
 

JA A Bibliometric Study of 
Advertising Citations 

1981-1983 Advertising, 
Marketing, & 
Communications 

Not 
Specified 

Citation 
Analysis 

Citation indexing method employed to 
examine which journals received highest 
citations with various controls. 
Impact of advertising publications rising.  
Author and institution rankings not provided. 

Soley & 
Reid 
(1983) 

JMCQ Advertising Article 
Productivity of the U.S. 
Academic 
Community 

1971-1980 Advertising, 
Marketing, 
Communications, 
& Business  

962 Publication 
Productivity 
Analysis 

Individual author and institutional productivity 
rankings by publications in top advertising, 
marketing, communications, and business 
journals. 
 

Russell & 
Martin 
(1976) 

JA Sources of Scholarly 
Publications in 
Marketing, Advertising, 
and Public Relations  

1970-1974 Advertising, 
Marketing, & 
Public Relations 

1347 Publication 
Productivity 
Analysis 

Institutional rankings on publication counts for 
top journals in marketing, advertising, and 
public relations.  
Journal rankings based on citation counts. 

Note: IJA: International Journal of Advertising, JA: Journal of Advertising, JMCQ: Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly. 
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 Appendix B. Correlation matrix for Part 2 study variables. 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. Citations 1.00                  
2. Article length 0.09 1.00                 
3. Award-winning -0.01 0.05 1.00                
4. Std article order 0.06 0.02 0.09 1.00               
5. Conceptual method 0.06 -0.12 0.01 0.07 1.00              
6. Empirical method 0.04 0.02 -0.02 -0.06 -0.38 1.00             
7. Methodological method -0.05 0.07 -0.00 0.01 -0.16 -0.62 1.00            
8. Analytical method -0.05 -0.03 0.02 0.02 -0.11 -0.42 -0.18 1.00           
9. Advertising practice -0.08 -0.02 0.00 0.00 0.08 -0.07 0.02 0.01 1.00          
10. Advertising effect -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.02 -0.12 0.19 -0.05 -0.12 -0.29 1.00         
11. Ad-related effect 0.10 -0.04 -0.05 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.02 -0.05 -0.19 -0.46 1.00        
12. Social issues -0.10 0.01 0.02 -0.05 -0.00 -0.06 0.02 0.08 -0.08 -0.12 -0.17 1.00       
13. Advertising content -0.02 0.03 0.02 -0.04 -0.11 0.08 -0.03 0.02 -0.18 0.22 -0.30 -0.03 1.00      
14. Methodology -0.02 -0.01 0.05 0.05 0.05 -0.15 0.12 0.03 -0.07 -0.10 -0.08 -0.10 -0.11 1.00     
15. Other topics 0.03 0.02 0.04 -0.03 0.14 -0.09 -0.01 0.01 -0.06 -0.14 -0.12 -0.06 -0.10 -0.05 1.00    
16. TV -0.07 -0.04 -0.01 -0.04 -0.09 -0.03 0.06 0.04 -0.02 0.11 -0.08 -0.03 0.01 -0.01 -0.03 1.00   
17. Radio -0.01 -0.05 -0.02 0.02 -0.04 0.05 -0.01 -0.03 -0.05 0.16 -0.07 -0.05 0.05 0.01 -0.03 0.06 1.00  
18. Print 0.05 -0.00 0.01 0.05 -0.12 0.15 -0.11 0.01 -0.14 0.25 -0.16 -0.05 0.12 -0.08 -0.03 -0.13 -0.02 1.00 
19. Out-of-home -0.07 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.04 0.06 -0.03 -0.01 0.06 -0.02 0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.05 
20. Direct mail -0.00 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.03 0.04 0.01 -0.03 -0.04 0.02 0.03 -0.01 0.07 -0.00 
21. Cinema 0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 0.06 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.03 
22. Mobile -0.02 0.04 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.01 -0.04 -0.00 0.05 -0.05 -0.06 0.01 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 -0.06 
23. Internet 0.11 0.05 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 0.05 -0.04 -0.01 -0.07 0.02 0.05 -0.06 0.01 0.02 -0.00 -0.13 -0.05 -0.16 
24. All media 0.01 0.07 -0.00 -0.03 0.11 -0.06 0.00 -0.01 0.11 -0.00 -0.11 0.08 0.04 -0.00 0.02 -0.18 -0.05 -0.17 
25. No specific -0.06 -0.06 0.06 0.04 0.13 -0.12 0.07 -0.01 0.13 -0.30 0.22 0.06 -0.16 0.08 -0.01 -0.30 -0.08 -0.27 
26. Other media 0.03 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 -0.04 -0.00 0.03 -0.00 -0.05 -0.03 0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 0.14 -0.05 -0.01 -0.05 
27. Top scholar visibility 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.04 -0.03 0.09 -0.08 -0.02 0.00 0.02 -0.01 -0.07 -0.02 -0.04 -0.02 -0.00 -0.01 0.07 
28. No of author -0.02 0.10 0.07 -0.01 -0.19 0.09 0.04 -0.03 -0.09 0.06 0.02 -0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.07 0.04 0.01 -0.03 
29. Editorial board 0.02 0.06 0.09 0.03 0.04 0.06 -0.08 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.06 -0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.06 -0.03 0.04 
30. Non US-data -0.10 -0.11 -0.01 -0.04 0.32 -0.13 0.00 -0.08 0.04 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.07 -0.02 -0.04 -0.13 
31. Multi-country data -0.02 0.03 -0.06 -0.05 -0.06 -0.14 0.06 0.21 0.05 -0.11 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 -0.03 0.02 -0.05 -0.07 
32. JA_dummy 0.16 0.00 0.04 -0.01 -0.08 0.20 -0.20 0.02 -0.12 0.13 -0.07 -0.05 -0.09 -0.13 0.03 -0.03 0.03 0.38 
33. JAR_dummy -0.03 0.02 -0.08 -0.03 0.12 -0.23 0.20 -0.01 0.06 -0.10 0.10 -0.05 -0.04 0.17 -0.07 0.07 -0.02 -0.22 
34. Qtr 0.40 0.00 -0.06 0.02 0.06 -0.07 -0.00 0.05 0.06 -0.01 0.01 -0.08 -0.08 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.01 0.08 
35. Qtr2 0.38 0.00 -0.05 0.02 0.06 -0.05 -0.01 0.04 0.08 -0.00 -0.01 -0.07 -0.05 0.07 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.06 

Note: Correlations in bold are significant at p<.05 (two-tailed tests). 
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 Appendix B (con’t). Correlation matrix for Part 2 study variables. 
Variables 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
1. Citations                  
2. Article length                  
3. Award-winning                  
4. Std article order                  
5. Conceptual method                  
6. Empirical method                  
7. Methodological method                  
8. Analytical method                  
9. Advertising practice                  
10. Advertising effect                  
11. Ad-related effect                  
12. Social issues                  
13. Advertising content                  
14. Methodology                  
15. Other topics                  
16. TV                  
17. Radio                  
18. Print                  
19. Out-of-home 1.00                 
20. Direct mail -0.01 1.00                
21. Cinema 0.04 -0.01 1.00               
22. Mobile -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 1.00              
23. Internet -0.08 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 1.00             
24. All media -0.08 -0.03 -0.03 -0.06 -0.20 1.00            
25. No specific -0.12 -0.05 -0.05 -0.09 -0.32 -0.28 1.00           
26. Other media -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.06 -0.05 -0.08 1.00          
27. Top scholar visibility 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.01 -0.05 -0.02 0.03 1.00         
28. No of author -0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.06 -0.06 -0.00 -0.01 0.21 1.00        
29. Editorial board 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.01 -0.00 -0.01 0.01 -0.00 0.33 -0.04 1.00       
30. Non US-data -0.01 0.00 -0.03 0.09 -0.08 0.09 0.10 0.04 -0.09 -0.06 -0.04 1.00      
31. Multi-country data -0.03 0.03 0.01 0.07 -0.01 -0.01 0.05 -0.04 -0.00 0.04 0.02 0.00 1.00     
32. JA_dummy -0.08 0.03 0.08 -0.08 -0.00 -0.02 -0.23 -0.04 0.16 0.04 0.13 -0.26 -0.09 1.00    
33. JAR_dummy 0.02 -0.02 -0.04 0.09 0.06 0.02 0.08 -0.03 -0.12 -0.06 -0.09 0.01 0.08 -0.57 1.00   
34. Qtr 0.00 0.07 0.00 -0.06 -0.13 0.12 -0.03 -0.03 -0.07 -0.21 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 -0.01 0.05 1.00  
35. Qtr2 -0.00 0.08 0.00 -0.07 -0.10 0.10 -0.03 -0.03 -0.07 -0.20 -0.04 -0.05 -0.02 -0.03 0.04 0.97 1.00 

Note: Correlations in bold are significant at p<.05 (two-tailed tests). 


