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There is a widely shared perception that
Management Information Systems

(MIS) research has significantly improved
in both quantity and quality over the past
decade. Most MIS academics and practi-
tioners have strong opinions about who
the leading MIS researchers are and which
institutions are on the cutting-edge with
respect to MIS research. To a large extent,
these opinions are subjective, based on im-
pressions about specific MIS researchers,
their work, and the institutions they rep-
resent.

To complement the subjective judg-
ment about the leading MIS researchers
and institutions, this work has ranked the
leading MIS publishers and institutions
according to measurable objective criteria.
It is the purpose of this study to assess the
research productivity of MIS researchers
and institutions in the leading MIS jour-
nals for the period 1991 through 1996 us-
ing measures-normal count, adjusted
count, and productivity score-suggested in
the previous studies (Lindsey, 1980; Jack-
son and Nath, 1989; Grover et al., 1992). In
particular, this paper seeks to answer:

• Who are the top researchers in the MIS
area?

• Which institutions are most productive
in publishing research in the leading MIS
journals?

• What are the degree of contributions that
these top individual and institutional
researchers make to the leading MIS
journals?

Methodology
To measure individual and institutional
research productivity, six leading MIS jour-
nals were selected. These journals are the
most highly regarded publication outlets
for MIS research among MIS-specific, com-
puter science, and management science
journals. The six journals are:

• Communications of the ACM (CACM)

• Decision Sciences (DS)

• Information Systems Research (ISR)

• Journal of Management Information
Systems (JMIS)

• Management Information Systems
Quarterly (MISQ)

• Management Science (MS)

Except for ISR, all five journals were
ranked in the top five MIS journals in the
survey of Gillenson and Stutz (1991). ISR,
which had just been launched at the time
of the Gillenson and Stutz study, is pub-
lished by INFORMS. It is regarded as one
of the highest quality outlets by MIS aca-
demics (Lending and Wetherbe, 1992;
Walstrom et al., 1995; Hardgrave and
Walstrom, 1997).1

All articles published in core MIS jour-
nals (i.e., ISR, JMIS, and MISQ) were in-
cluded in the sample. In addition, MIS
articles from the other three journals were
chosen using keywords related to MIS such
as Information Systems, DSS, Human In-
formation Processing, Computers and So-
ciety, etc. (cf., Barki et al., 1988). However,
book reviews, dissertation abstracts, letters,
opinions, columns and editorials were ex-
cluded from the sample. For the selected
MIS articles, a record of their authors, their

RESEARCH ISSUES

■■■■■  SHAWNEE VICKERY, Feature Editor, Eli Broad Graduate School of Management, Michigan State University

Joon S. Kim
is a professor of accounting and information
systems at Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea.  He
holds a DBA in accounting and MBA at Indi-
ana University, B.S. in business administra-
tion at Yonsei University.  His research
interests include the impact of IT on the orga-
nizational performance and case studies on the
implementation of  ERP. Email :  jskim@
bubble.yonsei.ac.kr.

Kee Young Kim
is a professor of operations management at
Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea.  He obtained
his Ph.D. and MBA from Washington Univer-
sity, and his B.A. from Yonsei University.  He
has published numerous books and articles on
operations management, manufacturing strat-
egy,  and technology transfer.  Email :
kykim@bubble.yonsei.ac.kr.

Kun Shin Im
is a doctoral candidate in MIS at The Univer-
sity of South Carolina.  He holds a DBA in
accounting, MBA and B.S. in business admin-
istration at Yonsei University.  His research
interests include the organizational effective-
ness of client/server system and the organiza-
tional impact of information technology, and
the development of constructs related to MIS
research. Email: ksimp9@spanky.badm.sc.edu



Decision Line, December/January 1998 9

affiliated institutions, and the number of
pages was compiled.

A total of 809 MIS articles were se-
lected from the six leading MIS journals for
a period 1991 through 1996. Table 1 shows
a breakdown of the number of MIS articles
by the selected journals. The number of
articles published in JMIS and CACM ac-
count for about 49.1% of the 809 selected
articles. MISQ, DS, and ISR have published
about 43.6% of the selected articles. How-
ever, only 7.3% of 809 selected articles were
published in MS. This figure for MS can be
attributed to the separation of Information
Systems Research from Management Science.
Table 1 also shows that a total of about 135
papers were annually published in the six
journals. This figure is much greater than
that of previous studies (cf. Culnan and
Swanson, 1986; Jackson and Nath, 1989)
and reflects the growing importance of the
MIS discipline to scholars and business
practitioners.

To assess the research productivity of
a given researcher, the normal and adjusted
count approaches suggested by Lindsey
(1980) were used. These methods to count
the number of a given researcher’s publi-
cations were also used in the study by Jack-
son and Nath (1989). In the normal count
approach, all publications in which the re-
searcher participates are counted. For ex-
ample, an article with three co-authors
provides a unit count for each of the three
researchers. Most researchers unitize this
approach to gauge productivity (Jackson
and Nath, 1989). Compared to the normal
count method, the adjusted count approach
provides a more realistic representation of
the accomplishments of a researcher
(Lindsey, 1980). Each co-author of a paper
receives a fraction of a unit count. For ex-
ample, an article with four co-authors
yields a 0.25 credit for each of the research-
ers. Besides these two counting techniques,
productivity score approach was used to
assess the research productivity of a re-
searcher. This method has been used for
assessing institutional research productiv-
ity (e.g., Grover et al., 1992; Malhotra and
Kher, 1996). In this study, however, this
approach was also used to measure indi-
vidual research productivity. The produc-
tivity score considers the number of pages
for each article and the importance of each
journal in assessing the research produc-
tivity of a given researcher. First, the num-

ber of pages of the selected articles is cred-
ited to their authors on the proportion of
authorship. Since different journals have
different sizes of page or font, the pages of
each journal are then standardized using
its weight that is calculated by dividing the
number of words on ten pages of text for
each journal by that of words on ten pages
of text for the MISQ. Finally, the produc-
tivity score of a researcher is derived by
multiplying the number of standardized
pages by the weight for each journal. The
mean scores for each journal in the sur-
vey by Gillenson and Stutz (1991) were
used as the weight for each journal.2 On
the other hand, these three approaches
were used to assess the research produc-
tivity of institutions.

Individual Research
Productivity in MIS
In the case of individual research produc-
tivity, since normal count is the favored
technique among researchers in many dis-
ciplines (Jackson and Nath, 1989), the list
of authors was sorted according to their
values on the normal count. There was a
break after the values on the normal count
of 6. It was identified that a total of 28 au-
thors had at least the normal count of 6.
Table 2 lists these authors along with their
institution that they listed on their most
recent article as their affiliation, their score
on the three measures, and their rankings
among the entire group of 1,183 research-
ers. When a tie occurred in the values on
the normal count, the values on the ad-
justed count were used to list the authors
in the Table 2. If a tie continued for the val-
ues on the adjusted count, the productiv-
ity score was used to list the researchers.

According to Table 2, it is clear that the
three rankings for the top 28 researchers

were not considerably different from each
other. The coefficient of Spearman’s rank
order correlation between normal count
rankings and productivity score rankings
was .73 with two tailed significance of
.0001. However, the coefficient between
normal count rankings and adjusted count
rankings was .62 with two tailed signifi-
cance of .0004. Based on these results, it can
be concluded that productivity score
rankings were relatively closer to normal
count rankings than were adjusted count
rankings. Compared to Jackson and Nath’s
study (1989), our study ranked only four
researchers (Izak Benbasat, William R.
King, Daniel Robey, and Blake Ives) among
the top 32 most productive authors of Jack-
son and Nath’s study in the top 28 research-
ers. Thus, it is clear that new researchers
have recently made substantial contribu-
tion to the MIS literature.

Table 2 shows that according to the
normal count, Magid Igbaria is the most
productive researcher with 14 papers to his
credit. Sirkka L. Jarvenpaa and Varun
Grover are ranked as the second most
highly productive researchers. Each has
authored 13 papers, respectively. Neverthe-
less, if the productivity score were consid-
ered, Sirkka L. Jarvenpaa would be the
most highly productive researcher. As Fig-
ure 1 demonstrates, these top 3 research-
ers (who represent 0.25% of the total
number of researchers) provided 2% of the
published articles. The top 28 researchers
(who represent 2.36% of the total number
of authors) produced 12% of the total ar-
ticles. These figures indicate that a small
group of individual researchers have pro-
duced a sizeable percentage of the pub-
lished research. Table 2 also shows the
university at which the top 28 researchers
reside. Based on the list of these universi-
ties, it is possible to identify a set of lead-

Table 1: Number of MIS articles published in the six journals.
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ing MIS research universities. In particu-
lar, University of Arizona, University of
South Carolina, University of Georgia, New
York University, and University of Pitts-
burgh can be designated as leading-edge
MIS research universities.

Institutional Research
Productivity in MIS
There are a number of varying opinions in
the academic world regarding the best re-
search programs in the MIS field. One as-
pect of the “best” program can be
determined by the productivity score—as
has been done by many studies in several
other disciplines. Similar to other studies
in Management (Niemi, 1988a; Stahl et al.,
1988), Marketing (Niemi, 1988b; Udell et
al., 1995), Finance (Klemkosky and Tuttle,
1977; Ederington, 1979; Niemi, 1987;
Borokhovich et al., 1995), and Production
(Young et al., 1996; Malhotra and Kher,
1996), this study ranked institutions ac-
cording to their productivity score.3 The
rankings by this study will provide a use-
ful and objective criterion of one of the most
important aspects of the best programs in
the MIS area. However, we recognize that
these rankings are dynamic, and are contin-
gent on a variety of factors, not the least of
which is the turnover of productive faculty.

In Table 3, the top 50 MIS research in-
stitutions ranked by productivity score for
a period 1991 through 1996 are listed. Ac-
cording to Table 3, Arizona, Minnesota,
MIT, Carnegie Mellon, NYU, South Caro-
lina, Pennsylvania, Texas-Austin, British
Columbia, and Drexel were ranked in the
top 10 MIS research institutions. This list
of leading MIS institutions includes all
universities associated with the top 28 re-
searchers listed in Table 2. When this list of
institutions is compared to that of the past
studies (cf. Vogel and Wetherbe, 1984;
Lending and Wetherbe, 1992; Grover et al.,
1992), it seems that there has been a sub-
stantial restructuring of the leading insti-
tutions of MIS research in recent years. In
particular, this study ranked 20 institutions
in the top 50 institutions, which were not
ranked in the list of the Grover et al’s study
(1992). Figure 2 also shows another inter-
esting result: the productivity score of the
top 50 institutions (that represent about
12.5% of the total number of institutions)
accounted for about 54% of total produc-

Table 2: List of top 28 researchers and their university. (*N=Normal count; A=Adjusted count;
P=Productivity score)

Table 3: List of top 50 leading MIS institutions. (*Score: Productivity score)
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tivity score. Thus, it could indicate that
more than half of the total research papers
were published by a small number of MIS
institutions.

Conclusions
This study has examined individual and
institutional research productivity in MIS
by compiling a record of authors, institu-
tions, and the number of pages for MIS ar-
ticles published in the six leading MIS
journals between 1991 and 1996. By using
the normal counting technique, 28 top MIS
researchers were identified. On the other
hand, the top 50 MIS research institutions
were also identified according to their pro-
ductivity score. It is interesting to note that
a sizeable percentage of MIS research pa-
pers have been published by a small group
of individual or institutional researchers.
It should be also noted that a lot of new
individual and institutional researchers
have recently made substantial contribu-
tion to the MIS literature.

Notes
1. In a recent study by Hardgrave and

Walstrom (1997), all six journals were rated
in the top six MIS journals

2. According to the study by Gillenson
and Stutz (1991), the mean scores for MS,
MISQ, CACM, DS, and JMIS are 3.61, 3.54,
3.39, 2.93, and 2.84, respectively. Since ISR
is sponsored by INFORMS which also pub-
lishes MS, the weight equivalent to that of
MS was assigned to ISR.

3. We also used the normal and ad-
justed counting methods for assessing in-
stitutional research productivity. However,
the rankings for the three approaches were
not considerably different from each other.
As a result, only the rankings using pro-
ductivity score were provided.
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