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Abstract

This research is a 10-year update on the rankings of perceived relevance and quality of selected Production and Operations
Management (POM) journals that was reported by Barman et al. (1991) [Journal of Operations Management 10 (2), 194–212)].
The results show some changes in the perceptions of journals over the past decade. Some journals are perceived to be
extremely relevant to POM research, but not particularly of “high” quality. For other journals, the reverse is true — “high”
quality is perceived but the published studies are not considered particularly relevant to POM. TheJournal of Operations
Managementremained atop the relevance rankings and retained its position among the top three journals for quality. The
study identifies factors that the respondents say influence their perception of journal quality. Finally, the paper finds some
evidence that association with the editorial board of a journal affects one’s perceptions of the quality and relevance of that
journal. © 2001 Elsevier Science B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

As is true for any discipline, academicians in Pro-
duction and Operations Management (POM) are in-
terested in the perceived quality of journals in which
their research is published. There are many reasons for
this interest, including the following (Barman et al.,
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1991; Coe and Weinstock, 1984; Soteriou et al., 1999;
Vokurka, 1996):

1. Faculty may perceive that promotion and tenure
decisions are greatly influenced by where they
publish.

2. Researchers need information about journals to
determine appropriate outlets for their work.

3. Journal editors require feedback to evaluate the
article selection process.

4. Library administrators need information to make
journal acquisition decisions.

5. Faculty and graduate students want to monitor
literature published in top journals.
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6. Many practitioners need to identify the top journals
in order to keep up with major advancements in
their areas of interest.

Because of the significance of the topic, there have
been many studies spread over various fields that fo-
cused on developing quality-based journal rankings
(see for example, Billings and Viksnins, 1972; Brown
and Gardner, 1985; Coe and Weinstock, 1984; Doke
and Luke, 1987; Holsapple et al., 1994a,b; Lending
and Wetherbe, 1992; White and White, 1977). Similar
attempts involving POM journals include Ansari et al.
(1992), Barman et al. (1991), Goh et al. (1996, 1997),
Saladin (1985), Soteriou et al. (1999), and Vokurka
(1996). Using either a survey of the stakeholders or ci-
tation analysis, the latter studies attempted to develop
quality-based rankings of journals relevant to POM re-
search. However, none attempted to identify the spe-
cific factors that are used to assess journal quality. In
addition, no prior study has attempted to determine
if individuals associated with the editorial board of a
POM journal perceive the quality of that journal differ-
ently than individuals not associated with the editorial
board. Finally, none of these studies has been repli-
cated to track changes in journal rankings over time.

This research is directly related to a study conducted
by Barman et al. (1991) at the beginning of decade.
The Barman et al.’s paper was the first major study
to capture perceptions of POM academicians regard-
ing the quality and relevance of POM journals. The
objectives of the current paper are to re-establish the
ranking of POM journals and to capture any changes
in stakeholder perceptions that might have taken place
in the past decade.

Admittedly, journal “quality” and “relevance” are
nebulous concepts. The evaluation of these charac-
teristics is necessarily in the eyes of the beholder.
This study not only provides longitudinal tracking of
journal quality and relevance using the Barman et al.
(1991) instrument, but also seeks a better understand-
ing of the factors considered by respondents in eval-
uating the quality of a journal. In addition, we seek
to determine if association with a journal through
past or present editorial board membership affects an
individual’s perceptions of the quality and relevance
of that journal. Finally, we offer suggestions on how
to address more effectively issues in assessing journal
quality and relevance in POM.

The paper is organized as follows. The next sec-
tion reviews existing literature on this topic and is fol-
lowed by a description of the research methodology.
The results and findings are presented next. Finally,
concluding remarks are presented.

2. Related research

Over the years many studies have attempted to
evaluate the quality of journals in various disciplines.
For example, Billings and Viksnins (1972), Liebowitz
and Palmer (1984), Moore (1972), Skeels and Tay-
lor (1972) compared economics journals. Studies in
the finance discipline include Coe and Weinstock
(1983) and Mabry and Sharplin (1985). Brown and
Gardner (1985), Hull and Wright (1990), and Weber
and Stevenson (1981) evaluated accounting journals.
Cheng et al. (1994), Doke and Luke (1987), Holsapple
et al. (1993, 1994a) Lending and Wetherbe (1992),
Nord and Nord (1995), and Vogel and Wetherbe
(1984) focused on journals in the management in-
formation systems area. Other examples of related
research are Coe and Weinstock (1984) on manage-
ment, Holsapple et al. (1994b) on decision support
systems, and White and White (1977) on psychology
related journals.

Generally, studies assessing journal quality are
based on one of three methods: subjective, objective,
or mixed. Surveys of stakeholders are the basis of
the first method. Objective studies employ an analy-
sis of historical data, such as citation records. Mixed
studies contain elements of both. Goh et al. (1997),
along with a discussion on the advantages and lim-
itations of each technique, identified and grouped
all the published articles that ranked journals in
finance/accounting, business computing systems, and
POM since 1981. The results indicate that prior stud-
ies ranking journal quality are fairly evenly distributed
along the three categories with regard to their research
methodology.

In the POM field, several articles exist that identify
and present a research agenda (Amoako-Gyampah
and Meredith, 1989; Buffa, 1980; Chase, 1980; Chase
and Prentis, 1987; Meredith et al., 1989; Miller
and Graham, 1981; Neely, 1993; Voss, 1984). Re-
cently, Scudder and Hill (1998)) expanded and up-
dated the status of empirical research in operations
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management. In addition, studies (Malhotra and
Kher, 1996; Young et al., 1996) examined and re-
ported research productivity by individuals and
by business schools in the United States. How-
ever, compared to other fields, studies that exclu-
sively focused on the quality rankings of POM
journals are quite sparse. Saladin (1985) con-
ducted the first study, based on a questionnaire sur-
vey of both academicians and practitioners in the
operations management field. The sample included
300 individuals from the membership list of the now
defunct Operations Management Association (OMA).
It ranked theJournal of Operations Managementas
the top POM journal, followed byManagement Sci-
ence and Decision Sciences. Barman et al. (1991)
reported the perceived relevance and quality ratings
of 20 POM journals, based on a questionnaire survey
of those Decision Sciences Institute (DSI) members
who listed POM as their primary area of interest.
The Journal of Operations Managementwas rated
as the most relevant to POM research, whileMan-
agement Science, Decision Sciences, and Journal of
Operations Management, were ranked best on the
quality ratings. The results also provided evidence
of an apparent incongruity between the notions of
journal quality and journal relevance, as perceived by
the respondents. In addition, the results registered a
difference in the opinions of the respondents and their
administrative evaluators with regard to the top POM
journals.

Recently, results were reported from three stud-
ies that used an objective method. Goh et al. (1996)
established relative rankings of journals influencing
POM research with a citation analysis methodology
using a set of POM articles. They (Goh et al., 1997)
later classified POM journals into two categories,
elite and major, applying an established multifaceted
citation-based methodology. Within the elite group,
International Journal of Operations and Production
Management, International Journal of Production
Research, Journal of Operations Management, and
Production and Inventory Managementwere identi-
fied as having a strict POM focus. The other jour-
nals in this category includedDecision Sciences,
Harvard Business Review, and Management Sci-
ence. European Journal of Operational Research, IIE
Transactions, the Journal of Operational Research So-
ciety, Journal of Manufacturing Systems, Omega, and

Operations Researchconstituted the group of major
periodicals.

Vokurka (1996) employed a citation analysis
methodology to rank order POM journals based
on total citation, citations per article, and citations
per words published. It was found thatMan-
agement Science, Decision Sciences, and Opera-
tions Researchare the most important journals to
POM research, followed byHarvard Business Re-
view, Journal of Operations Management, and IIE
Transactions.

Soteriou et al. (1999) surveyed members of the Eu-
ropean Operations Management Association to rank
35 selected journals with regard to their quality and
relevance to POM research. According to the results,
theJournal of Operations Management, International
Journal of Operations and Production Management,
Production and Operations Management, and Inter-
national Journal of Production Researchwere found
to be the top journals relevant to POM research. On
the other hand,Management Science, Operations Re-
search, and theJournal of Operations Management
received the highest quality ratings. In addition, a dif-
ference in perceived quality and perceived relevance
was also observed among the European researchers,
consistent with what was observed among their US
counterparts (Barman et al., 1991).

While there exist methodological differences
among the previous major studies, each has its limi-
tations. The major criticism of studies (Barman et al.,
1991; Saladin, 1985; Soteriou et al., 1999) based on
the subjective opinions of experts in the POM field is
the absence of appropriate definitions of ‘quality’ and
‘relevance’. In other words, the criteria respondents
attribute to define the factors could vary from one per-
son to another. Despite such a criticism, the findings
of these three studies are remarkably consistent. Rel-
atively objective, citation-based studies (Goh et al.,
1997; Vokurka, 1996), too, have several limitations.
First, the citations are extracted from a limited num-
ber of journals relevant to the POM field. The second
issue has to do with the length of time from which the
citation data are collected. Finally, the procedures used
by these studies to analyze the citation data for devel-
oping the journal rankings are different. For example,
the method Goh et al. (1997) used to classify the
journals as ‘elite’ and ‘major’ is subjective and open
to interpretation. A summary of the findings from the
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Table 1
Summary of previous studies on POM journal qualitya

Study Type methodology Criterion Rankings

Barman et al. (1991) Subjective. Questionnaire survey of DSI Members who listed Most relevant Best quality
POM as their primary interest area JOM MS

IJPR DS
IJOPM JOM
IJPE
DS
PIM

Goh et al. (1997) Objective. Citation analysis of articles published in IJOM, Eliteb Majorb

IJPR, and JOM from 1989 to 1993 DS EJOR
HBR IIET
JOM JORS
IJOPM JOMS
IJPR OMG
MS OR
PIM

Saladin (1985) Subjective. Survey of the Operations Management Association Top journals
members JOM

MS
DS

Soteriou et al. (1999) Subjective. Survey of the European members of INFORMS Most relevant Best quality
and members of EurOMA JOM MS

IJOPM OR
POM JOM
IJPR
IJPE
PIM

Vokurka (1996) Objective. Citation analysis of articles published in DS, JOM, Most relevant
and MS from 1992 to 1994 MS

DS
OR
HBR
JOM
IIET

a DS: Decision Sciences; EJOR: European Journal of Operational Research; HBR: Harvard Business Review, IIET: IIE Transactions;
IJOPM: International Journal of Operations and Production Management; IJPE: International Journal of Production Economics; IJPR:
International Journal of Production Research; JOM: Journal of Operations Management; JOMS: Journal of Manufacturing Systems; JORS:
Journal of Operational Research Society; MS: Management Science; OMG: Omega; OR: Operations Research; PIM: Production and
Inventory Management; POM: Production and Operations Management.

b In alphabetical order.

previous major studies ranking the POM journals,
along with their methodological differences, is pre-
sented in Table 1.

3. Methodology

In order to seek opinions of those individu-
als whose primary expertise is in the POM field,

US members of the Production and Operations
Management Society (POMS) were surveyed. The
study solicited opinions of POMS members with
a terminal degree in business, but excluded those
of practitioners and doctoral students without a
full-time teaching position. Targeted individuals
were identified from the POMS mailing list and
through the instructions in the questionnaire. A
total of 728 POMS members currently holding a
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full-time academic position received the two-page
questionnaire.

The instrument, shown in Appendix A, includes
questions about 21 journals. These are the same 20
journals from the previous study (Barman et al., 1991)
plus the newProduction and Operations Management
journal. Additional questions were included to obtain
demographic and other pertinent information about the
respondents.

While related prior studies (Goh et al., 1996, 1997)
included about 50 journals, ours was restricted to
21 for several reasons. First, it was presumed that
a long list of journals could adversely affect the re-
sponse rate, and, therefore, the validity of the study.
Hence, only the mainstream POM journals were
considered. Second, along with other objectives, the
study intended to capture any deviation over the last
decade in the perceptions of POM academicians on

Table 2
Survey response and demographics

Current study 1991 Study

Questionnaires mailed to US members of the
Production and Operations
Management Society

US members of the Decision
Sciences Institute reporting
POM as primary interest area

Survey response
# Questionnaires mailed 728 593
# Questionnaires completed 223 234

Response rate (%) 31 39

Academic rank of respondents
Professor (%) 40.72 27.70
Associate Professor (%) 28.96 26.70
Assistant Professor (%) 28.05 44.10
Other (Instructor, etc.) 2.26 1.50

Tenure status of respondents
Tenured (%) 63.18 52.50
Tenure track (%) 33.64 45.50
Not on tenure track 3.18 2.00

Research activity of respondents
Number of years since receiving terminal degree Mean 14.18; S.D. 10.25 Mean 10.40 S.D. 7.80
Number of publications in refereed journals Mean 14.78; S.D. 13.31 Mean 9.87 S.D. 11.78
Percentage weight placed on research/publications in

respondents’ annual performance review
Mean 50.90%; S.D. 21.70% Mean 55.66%; S.D. 19.61%

Business degrees offered by the institution of the respondents
Undergraduate only (%) 4.59 6.00
Undergraduate and Master’s only (%) 39.91 37.80
Undergraduate, Master’s, and Doctoral (%) 38.99 50.20
Master’s and/or Doctoral only (%) 16.51 6.00

the quality of their journals. Hence, the questionnaire
was deliberately designed to be nearly identical to
the previous format (Barman et al., 1991). Finally,
while only 21 journals were included, the respondents
were given the option to include additional jour-
nals they deemed appropriate for the purpose of the
study.

4. Results

4.1. Respondents

Table 2 displays the response rate, and provides in-
formation about the respondents and their institutions.
A comparison of the respondents’ profile with that of
the 1991 survey by Barman et al. is also shown in
Table 2.
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A total of 223 usable questionnaires resulted from
the current survey, representing a response rate of
31%. This is slightly less than that experienced in
the earlier study by Barman et al. (1991). Compar-
ison of the academic rank, tenure status, length of
service, and publication record of current respon-
dents versus 1991 respondents suggests that the
population of POM professors has aged and ma-
tured over the past decade. In the present study,
nearly 41% of the respondents are full professors,
while only 28% are assistant professors. In the
1991 study, these numbers were nearly reversed,
with full professors representing 28% of the respon-
dents and assistant professors constituting 44% of
the group. A total of 63% of the current respon-
dents are tenured, as compared to only 52% in the
1991 study. Also, the average respondent in the cur-
rent study received his/her terminal degree over 14
years ago. In the 1991 study, the average respon-
dent had only 10 years of post-degree service. The
current respondents also have more research expe-
rience with an average of 14 publications to their
credit, as compared to a mean per capita publication
record of 10 articles in the 1991 survey. These de-
mographics are consistent with market conditions in
POM over the past decade, which provided some-
what limited opportunities for new entrants to the
profession.

Table 2 also shows that respondents to the cur-
rent study reported, on average, less weight on re-
search and publication in their annual performance
reviews than their counterparts in the 1991 survey
(50.90% versus 55.66%). This is consistent with
the increased emphasis on teaching that has oc-
curred on many US campuses over the past decade.
Interestingly, this is contrary to our European col-
leagues, who reported relatively greater weight on
research and publication in a study by Soteriou et al.
(1999).

Finally, the data in Table 2 indicate that the vast
majority of respondents to the current study come from
institutions with graduate programs. This was also the
case in the 1991 survey.

Overall, Table 2 shows that the demographics
of the current respondent group are comparable to
the 1991 respondent group with respect to response
rate and institutions represented. Demographic dif-
ferences in academic rank and professional expe-

rience between the two groups are predictable and
consistent with market conditions in the POM field
over the past decade. This gives us confidence that
our response group is representative of the Amer-
ican community of POM academicians, and that
our results are not influenced by a non-response
bias.

4.2. Journal relevance

Overall responses to question 1, which addresses
journal relevance, are summarized in Table 3 for
the current study. TheJournal of Operations Man-
agementand Production and Operations Manage-
ment appear to be the two most relevant outlets
for POM research today, with no statistical differ-
ence between their ratings. As was true nearly a
decade ago,International Journal of Operations and
Production Management, Production and Inventory
Management, International Journal of Production
Research, Decision Sciences, Interfaces, Manage-
ment Science, and IIE Transactions received high
relevance ratings. Similarly, operations research ori-
ented journals, such asOperations Research, Journal
of Operational Research Society, and Computers
& Operations Researchappeared less relevant to
POM. In addition,Academy of Management Jour-
nal (AMJ) and Academy of Management Review
(AMR) were found least relevant to POM publica-
tion. Consistent with what was observed 10 years
ago, the relevance ratings received byManagement
Science, Harvard Business Review, Operations Re-
search, and Naval Research Logisticsincluded high
variability.

Overall, the opinion of academicians on the extent
to which these journals are relevant to POM research
has remained more or less unchanged over the years.
The only exception is the entry ofProduction and
Operations Management, which was not included in
the previous study because it did not exist at that time.
Appendix B lists journals not on the questionnaire
that were mentioned by the respondents as relevant to
POM research.

The data were analyzed using ANOVA for a
one-factor factorial experiment. The influence of the
factor (journals), which includes 21 levels, on the
relevance ratings was found to be statistically signifi-
cant (P ≤ 0.0001). In addition, Duncan’s test for the



S. Barman et al. / Journal of Operations Management 19 (2001) 367–385 373

Table 3
Perceived relevance of journals to POM research (based on question 1, responses from all respondents)a

Rank Journals Ratings

Mean S.D.

1 a Journal of Operations Management 2.12 1.68
2 a Production and Operations Management 2.21 1.52
3 j International Journal of Operations and Production Management 2.69 1.65
4 j d Production and Inventory Management 2.81 1.79
5 j d b International Journal of Production Research 3.07 1.87
6 k d b Decision Sciences 3.18 1.83
7 k e b Interfaces 3.40 1.77
8 k e Management Science 3.52 2.31
9 e IIE Transactions 3.63 1.84

10 l e c Harvard Business Review 3.71 2.08
11 l e c International Journal of Production Economics 3.73 1.88
12 l f c Journal of Purchasing and Materials Management 3.97 1.79
13 m f c European Journal of Operational Research 4.05 1.98
14 m f Operations Research 4.20 2.47
15 m f Naval Research Logistics 4.29 2.29
16 m g Omega 4.40 1.84
17 g Journal of Operational Research Society 4.69 1.98
18 h Computers and Operations Research 5.33 1.88
19 h Computers and Industrial Engineering 5.46 1.76
20 i Academy of Management Journal 6.05 2.10
21 i Academy of Management Review 6.30 2.02

a Means with same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 level by Duncan’s method.

equality of the means reveals that the ratings of these
21 journals form into four non-overlapping groups,
as evident from Table 3.

The responses to question 1 were also compiled for
three separate groups of respondents. These are: (1)
associate and full professors, (2) those who published
five or more articles in these journals, and (3) those
who published 10 or more articles in these journals.
The rank orders based on the responses from these
three groups were found almost identical to that from
the entire sample surveyed. In other words, the percep-
tions of the respondents with regard to the relevance
of these journals to POM research were found to be
highly consistent across the population sampled. The
observation is consistent with what was apparent in
the previous study (Barman et al., 1991).

4.3. Journal quality

Responses to the second question, which addresses
journal quality, are summarized in Table 4.Manage-

ment Scienceis rated as the highest quality journal on
the list. The next best group includesOperations Re-
search, Journal of Operations Management, Decision
Sciences, and Production and Operations Manage-
ment. Other journals that also received high ratings
are Harvard Business Review, IIE Transactions, and
Naval Research Logistics. Note that of these jour-
nals, the ratings ofOperations Research, Harvard
Business Review, andNaval Research Logisticsshow
relatively higher variability. Interestingly,Operations
ResearchandNaval Research Logisticsreceived high
quality ratings but moderate to low relevance rat-
ings. On the other hand,Production and Inventory
Managementhas relatively low quality ratings, but
publishes articles strongly relevant to POM research.
The Pearson product moment coefficient of correla-
tion between questions 1 and 2 was recorded as 0.40
(P ≤ 0.01). This indicates that there is a relationship
between perceived relevance and perceived quality,
but the relationship may not be as strong as would be
expected.



374 S. Barman et al. / Journal of Operations Management 19 (2001) 367–385

Table 4
Respondents’ perceived quality ratings of POM journals (based on question 2, responses from all respondents)a

Rank Journal Ratings

Mean S.D.

1 Management Science 2.09 1.82
2 a Operations Research 2.58 2.15
3 a Journal of Operations Management 2.66 1.85
4 f a Decision Sciences 2.81 1.83
5 f b a Production and Operations Management 2.84 1.61
6 f b Harvard Business Review 3.13 2.12
7 f b IIE Transactions 3.18 1.73
8 g b Naval Research Logistics 3.26 2.11
9 g c European Journal of Operational Research 3.60 1.70

10 c Interfaces 3.67 1.70
11 h c International Journal of Production Research 3.82 1.85
12 h c Academy of Management Journal 3.83 2.41
13 h d Journal of Operational Research Society 4.19 1.89
14 d Academy of Management Review 4.24 2.33
15 d Omega 4.33 1.74
16 d International Journal of Operations and Production Management 4.43 1.96
17 d International Journal of Production Economics 4.51 1.68
18 e Production and Inventory Management 5.07 2.10
19 e Computers and Operations Research 5.14 1.98
20 e Journal of Purchasing and Materials Management 5.38 1.95
21 e Computers and Industrial Engineering 5.46 1.95

a Means with same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 level by Duncan’s method.

It appears that some shift in the quality percep-
tions of the POM journals has taken place over the
past decade. First,Management Scienceis now rated
as the highest quality journal. Second, within a few
years of its inception,Production and Operations
Managementhas quickly become one of the premier
journals. As was observed a decade ago,Journal of
Operations Management, Decision Sciences, Har-
vard Business Review, IIE Transactions, and Naval
Research Logisticsare still considered to be among
the top POM journals. Third, journals such asCom-
puters and Operations Research, Computers and
Industrial Engineering, Production and Inventory
Management, and Journal of Purchasing and Mate-
rials Managementcontinue to be viewed as lesser
quality publication outlets. Finally, the perceived
quality of Operations Researchhas improved but
International Journal of Operations and Production
Management, International Journal of Production
Economics(formerly Journal of Manufacturing and
Operations Management), and International Journal
of Production Researchhave slipped in the ranking.

Responses to the second question were also com-
piled for the three separate groups of respondents
identified earlier. These are: (1) associate and full
professors, (2) those who published five or more ar-
ticles in these journals, and (3) those who published
ten or more articles in these journals. The rank orders
based on the responses from these three groups were
found nearly identical to that from the entire sample
surveyed. In other words, the perceptions of the re-
spondents with regard to the quality rankings of the
journals were found to be highly consistent regardless
of the respondents’ academic rank and publication
record.

The journal ranking data in Tables 3 and 4 are graph-
ically presented in Fig. 1. The relevance scale on the
vertical axis and the quality scale on the horizontal
axis come directly from the survey instrument. The
two scales are reversed in Fig. 1 to make the plots
easier to interpret.

Apparently, the European academicians currently
hold a different view from their US colleagues with
regard to the relevance and quality rankings of POM
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Fig. 1. Cartesian mapping of mean quality and relevance ratings.
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journals. Soteriou et al. (1999) reported that Euro-
peans scholars ratedInternational Journal of Produc-
tion EconomicsandEuropean Journal of Operational
Researchmore relevant to POM research thanDeci-
sion Sciences, IIE Transactions, andInterfaces. Also,
the Europeans rankedInternational Journal of Op-
erations and Production Management, International
Journal of Production Research, andEuropean Jour-
nal of Operational Researchahead ofHarvard Busi-
ness Review, Decision Sciences, IIE Transactions,
andNaval Research Logisticswith respect to journal
quality.

As was done by Soteriou et al. (1999), we devel-
oped a single index including both the dimensions
in order to rank order the journals. The rankings,
presented in Table 5, are based on equally weighted
average of the journals’ relevance and quality scores
listed in Tables 3 and 4, respectively. As expected,
the rank order of the journals in Table 5 is con-
sistent with what is apparent from the mapping
in Fig. 1, especially with regard to the top five
journals.

Table 5
Journal rankings with perceived quality and relevance combined and equally weighted (based on questions 1 and 2, responses from all
respondents)

Rank Journal Mean rating

1 Journal of Operations Management 2.390
2 Production and Operations Management 2.525
3 Management Science 2.805
4 Decision Sciences 2.995
5 Operations Research 3.390
6 IIE Transactions 3.405
7 Harvard Business Review 3.420
8 International Journal of Production Research 3.445
9 Interfaces 3.535

10 International Journal of Operations and Production Management 3.560
11 Naval Research Logistics 3.775
12 European Journal of Operational Research 3.825
13 Production and Inventory Management 3.940
14 International Journal of Production Economics 4.120
15 Omega 4.365
16 Journal of Operational Research Society 4.440
17 Journal of Purchasing and Materials Management 4.675
18 Academy of Management Journal 4.940
19 Computers and Operations Research 5.235
20 Academy of Management Review 5.270
21 Computers and Industrial Engineering 5.460

4.4. Perceptions of faculty versus administrative
evaluators

As was done 10 years ago, the third question was
included to capture the disparity, if any, in the qual-
ity ratings of the journals as perceived by the re-
spondents and by their administrative evaluators. In
Table 6, the journals are ranked based on the summa-
rized responses to question 3. A comparison of the
data in Tables 3 and 4 reveals that both AMJ and
AMR received higher ratings butProduction and Op-
erations Managementreceived slightly lower ratings
from the administrative evaluators compared to the re-
spondents. It is, however, encouraging to note that the
discrepancy in the quality of POM journals as per-
ceived by these two groups has noticeably narrowed
over the past decade.

In order to understand the statistical disparity
between the ratings of respondents and administra-
tive evaluators, a pairedt-test was conducted for
difference in the ratings of each journal. The re-
sults are presented in Table 7. The difference was
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Table 6
Respondent perceptions of their institutions’ quality ratings of POM journals (based on question 3, responses from all respondents)a

Rank Journal Ratings

Mean S.D.

1 Management Science 1.32 1.06
2 Operations Research 1.85 1.64
3 b Decision Sciences 2.34 1.61
4 b Academy of Management Journal 2.57 2.21
5 b a Journal of Operations Management 2.57 1.71
6 g b a NavalResearch Logistics 2.65 1.71
7 g c a Harvard Business Review 2.83 2.02
8 g c a IIE Transactions 2.84 1.60
9 g c Production and Operations Management 3.03 1.60

10 g c Academy of Management Review 3.06 2.30
11 c European Journal of Operational Research 3.25 1.56
12 h International Journal of Production Research 3.69 1.74
13 h d Interfaces 3.78 1.85
14 h d Journal of Operational Research Society 3.81 1.73
15 i d Omega 4.19 1.83
16 i International Journal of Operations and Production Management 4.33 1.86
17 i e International Journal of Production Economics 4.53 1.72
18 j e Computers and Operations Research 4.84 1.95
19 j f Computers and Industrial Engineering 5.20 2.00
20 f Production and Inventory Management 5.30 2.08
21 f Journal of Purchasing and Materials Management 5.45 2.10

a Means with same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 level by Duncan’s method.

Table 7
Pairedt-test of the differences between perceived journal relevance and quality (based on questions 2 and 3, responses from all respondents)

Journal Q2− Q3 P-value

Academy of Management Journal 1.18 0.0001∗∗
Academy of Management Review 1.10 0.0001∗∗
Computers and Industrial Engineering 0.19 0.1025
Computers and Operations Research 0.28 0.0220∗
Decision Sciences 0.47 0.0001∗∗
European Journal of Operational Research 0.30 0.0050∗∗
Harvard Business Review 0.20 0.1644
IIE Transactions 0.18 0.0936
Interfaces −0.15 0.1677
International Journal of Operations and Production Management 0.20 0.0407∗
International Journal of Production Economics 0.06 0.5686
International Journal of Production Research 0.18 0.0894
Journal of Operational Research Society 0.36 0.0018∗∗
Journal of Operations Management 0.10 0.3346
Journal of Purchasing and Materials Management 0.05 0.6116
Management Science 0.59 0.0001∗∗
Naval Research Logistics 0.44 0.0006∗∗
Omega 0.20 0.0455∗
Operations Research 0.62 0.0001∗∗
Production and Inventory Management −0.08 0.4882
Production and Operations Management −0.16 0.1582

∗ Significant at 0.05 level.
∗∗ Significant at 0.01 level.
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statistically significant for the following journals:
AMJ, AMR, Computers and Operations Research,
Decision Sciences, European Journal of Operational
Research, International Journal of Operations and
Production Management, Journal of Operational
Research Society, Management Science, Naval Re-
search Logistics, Omega, and Operations Research.
All of these journals received higher rating from
the administrative evaluators than from the respon-
dents. (Note that a negative difference in the ratings
(Q2 − Q3) indicates higher ratings by the respon-
dents).

Nearly 56% of the respondents in the survey rep-
resented schools that offer Ph.D. or D.B.A. degrees
in addition to undergraduate and/or masters degrees
in business. The quality ratings as perceived by the
administrative evaluators of these institutions as re-
ported by the respondents were also summarized.
The rank order of the journals from these data was
found nearly identical to that in Table 4, based on
the entire sample surveyed. Consistent to what was
observed a decade ago, the quality rankings of POM
journals used by university administrative evalua-
tors appear highly consistent across the institutions
whether or not they award terminal degrees in busi-
ness.

4.5. Perceptions of faculty on editorial boards

Question 5 was designed to seek information about
involvement of the respondents with the editorial
boards of the journals. Many of the respondents

Table 8
Impact of editorial board membership on perceptions of journal relevance and quality (based on question 5)

Journal relevance
(Q1 responses)

Journal quality
(Q2 responses)

Members–
non-members

P-value Members–
non-members

P-value

Journal of Operations Management (59 members; 150 non-members) −0.84 0.0001∗∗ −0.66 0.0116∗
Production and Operations Management (40 members; 165 non-members)−0.60 0.0038∗∗ −0.64 0.0050∗∗
Decision Sciences (20 members; 191 non-members) −0.64 0.1402 −0.34 0.4279
Management Science (16 members; 199 non-members) −1.98 0.0001∗∗ −0.94 0.0005∗∗
IIE Transactions (13 members; 191 non-members) −1.33 0.0003∗∗ −0.62 0.0538
Production and Inventory Management (12 members; 188 non-members)+0.21 0.6981 +0.25 0.7039
Operations Research (10 members; 200 non-members) −1.89 0.0179∗ −1.11 0.0006∗∗

∗ Significant at the 0.05 level.
∗∗ Significant at the 0.01 level.

are, or have been, members of the editorial board
of the journals listed on the questionnaire. Conse-
quently, an analysis was conducted to determine if
current or prior membership on an editorial board af-
fects perceptions of the relevance and quality of that
journal.

Seven journals were selected for this analysis based
on the number of respondents indicating current or
prior service on the editorial board. We included all
journals in the study for which there were 10 or more
respondents associated with the editorial board. The
journals included are:Journal of Operations Manage-
ment, Production and Operations Management, Deci-
sion Sciences, Management Science, IIE Transactions,
Production and Inventory Management, and Opera-
tions Research.

For each of the seven journals identified above, the
respondents were divided into two groups: (1) those
who reported current or prior service on the editorial
board and (2) those who have never served on the edi-
torial board of that journal. For both journal relevance
(question 1) and journal quality (question 2), the mean
scores of the two groups were compared. At-test was
conducted to determine if any differences in percep-
tions were statistically significant. Table 8 contains the
results of this analysis.

There is evidence in Table 8 that, in some cases,
perceptions of journal relevance and quality differ be-
tween individuals associated with the editorial board
of the journal and individuals not associated with the
editorial board. For example, the data (Table 8) reveal
that the 59 respondents reporting current or previous
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membership on the editorial board of theJournal of
Operations Management(JOM) were more favorable
in their evaluation of JOM’s relevance and quality
than the 150 respondents with no association with
the JOM editorial board. The statistical analysis in-
dicates that it is extremely unlikely that this result
occurred by chance. Similar results with statistical
significance were found forProduction and Opera-
tions Management, Management Science, IIE Trans-
actions (relevance only), andOperations Research.
Results forDecision Scienceswere not conclusive,
although the sample participants with current or prior
membership on the editorial board reported on av-
erage more favorable ratings than did non-members.
Results forProduction and Inventory Management
were also inconclusive, but it is noted that respon-
dents on the editorial board had, on average, less
favorable views about the journal than other survey
participants.

4.6. Factors defining journal quality

We included question 6 to identify the factors that
the respondents view as critical in assessing the over-
all quality of a journal. The responses, presented in
Table 9, show that methodological rigor of published
work is the most important factor, while the num-
ber of issues per year is the least important factor.
Based on the Duncan’s test for the difference in their
means, the eight factors fall into five non-overlapping
groups. According to the respondents, the second
group of important factors includes reputation of
the authors, acceptance rate, and editor and editorial

Table 9
Importance of ranking factors used to assess the quality of POM journals (based on question 6, responses from all respondents)a

Rank Factor Ratings

Mean S.D.

1 Methodological rigor of published work 2.15 1.53
2 a Authors who publish in the journal 4.02 2.09
3 a Acceptance rate 4.02 2.21
4 a Editor and editorial board members 4.25 2.18
5 Professional organization that sponsors the journal 5.27 2.29
6 b Number of subscribers to the journal 6.38 2.36
7 b Age of the journal 6.47 2.05
8 Number of issues per year 7.45 1.79

a Means with same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 level by Duncan’s method.

board members of a journal. Two factors regarding
journal quality that were not given as responses to
rank on the questionnaire but were listed as important
by several respondents should be mentioned. These
are: (1) the relevance of articles to business and
practice, and (2) the speed and quality of the review
process.

We further investigated whether those who iden-
tified methodological rigor as the most important
factor rated the journals any differently than those
who did not identify methodological rigor as the most
important factor. Journal rankings were developed
from responses to question 1 (relevance) and ques-
tion 2 (quality) for these two groups. The comparison
showed no difference between the two groups in the
journal rankings with regard to relevance or quality.
Thus, even when respondents differed on the most
important aspect of journal quality, they came to the
same conclusions about which POM journals are of
the highest quality. This suggests that the top quality
journals identified in Table 4 are rated highly across
a variety of quality-related factors considered by the
respondents.

Questions 7 and 8 were designed to gauge the im-
portance of quality and quantity of publications in
career advancement (promotion, tenure, etc.) as per-
ceived by the POM academicians. The mean scores
for quality and quantity (Table 10) were 3.91 and
4.10, respectively, which may be translated into a
category between ‘important’ and ‘very important’.
The distributions of the responses to these two ques-
tions have nearly the same mean and standard de-
viation, indicating that both the issues are equally
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Table 10
Quality vs. quantity of publication in career advancement (re-
sponses from all respondents)

Career advancement depends on Mean S.D.

Quality of journals (question 7) 3.91a 2.28
Quantity of articles (question 8) 4.10a 2.21

a Pairedt-test for the difference in means between question 7
and question 8 is not statistically significant;P -value= 0.2020.

important for career advancement. Furthermore, a
pairedt-test between these two sets of scores revealed
no significant difference in their means at the 0.05
level.

5. Conclusions

This research is an update of the perceived relevance
and quality of journals that publish POM research re-
ported by Barman et al. (1991) nearly a decade ago.
The following conclusions are drawn from the present
study:

1. Perceptions of US scholars about the relative merits
of POM journals have remained relatively constant
over the past decade.

2. US scholars continue to draw a distinction between
the relevanceof a journal to POM andquality of
that journal.

3. TheJournal of Operations Managementcontinues
to rate highly on both POM relevance and quality.

4. A new entrant to the field —Production and Op-
erations Management— has established itself as a
major player, scoring high on both POM relevance
and quality.

5. Methodological rigor appears to be the most im-
portant issue in assessing the quality of a POM
journal, but other factors come into play as
well.

6. Perceptions of POM journal quality and relevance
seem to be independent of the academic rank and
publication experience of the rater. However, per-
ceptions can be affected by the rater’s involvement
with a journal’s editorial board.

7. US and European scholars agree that POM rel-
evance and journal quality are separate con-
structs, but US and European scholars do not

necessarily rank journals the same on the two
dimensions.

The distinction between POM relevance and journal
quality found here and in previous studies (Barman
et al., 1991; Soteriou et al., 1999) is an interest-
ing phenomenon that can be explained in part by
the development of POM as a field of study. POM
is no longer intertwined with management science.
New POM research paradigms involve theory build-
ing, and the resulting methodologies include not
only analytical approaches associated with manage-
ment science, but also empirical research method-
ologies associated with the social sciences. These
“new” research paradigms include surveys, case stud-
ies, field research, action-based research, introspec-
tive reflection, and other methods (Meredith et al.,
1989).

Given the above developments, it is not surprising
that POM scholars may view journals focused primar-
ily on management science methods as being of high
quality, but not necessarily relevant to POM. How-
ever, this same line of thinking might lead one to ex-
pect that journals focused on empirical research and
theory building would be rated higher on POM rel-
evance now than in the original Barman et al. study
(1991) a decade ago. Our results with regard to the
AMJ and the AMR show that this is not the case.
The results show that US scholars still do not view
AMJ and AMR as highly relevant outlets for POM
research. The current journal rankings reported here
suggest that the need for POM-relevant journals em-
bracing an expanded set of research paradigms is be-
ing filled byProduction and Operations Management,
a new entrant to the field, and theJournal of Opera-
tions Management, which has made a concerted effort
to encourage research methodologies leading to high
external validity.

In addition to the longitudinal tracking of journal
rankings, this study attempted to determine: (1) what
factors POM scholars consider in assessing the qual-
ity of a journal, and (2) whether perceptions of a
journal’s quality are affected by participation on its ed-
itorial board. The results have important implications
for our understanding of journal assessment in POM.
The respondents reported that methodological rigor
was the most important factor in assessing journal
quality. Yet, for some journals, the analysis showed a
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clear tendency for scholars involved with the editorial
board to view the journal more favorably than do other
scholars. This interesting result suggests that more
is at work here than simply judging methodological
rigor.

Even if methodological rigor were the sole factor
in defining journal quality, more knowledge needs to
be gained about what that means. Some POM schol-
ars may equate methodological rigor with analytical
content. This would mean that rigor exists when so-
phisticated mathematical and statistical models are
employed. Others may view triangulation as an indi-
cation of rigor. In this view, a study employing a mail
survey, site visits with structured interviews, and a
comparison of findings with previous research would
be viewed as high in rigor, even though no analytical
work is involved. From these different perspectives,
it is clear that there are complex issues involved in
assessing perceptions of journal quality, and further
research is needed to understand better the factors
at play.

Differing perceptions of European and US scholars
on POM journals is another issue that has important
implications. Comparison of the current findings with
perceptions of European scholars reported by Sote-
riou et al. (1999) shows that there is general agree-
ment on the best and most relevant POM journals.
However, the Europeans tended to rate several inter-
national journals higher on relevance and/or quality
than did their US counterparts. Soteriou et al. (1999)
suggest that this may be explained by the fact that
the European scholars are more familiar with the
international journals. They show data revealing a
surprisingly low percent of papers authored by Eu-
ropean scholars (over the period 1992–1996) inDe-
cisions Sciences(3.8%), Production and Operations
Management(9.3%), Journal of Operations Man-
agement(2.3%), Management Science (14.4%), and
Operations Research(14.4%). By contrast, Soteriou
et al. (1999) report that 41.8% of articles published in
the International Journal of Operations and Produc-
tion Managementduring the period 1992–1996 had
at least one European author. The European respon-
dents in the Soteriou et al. (1999) study ranked the
International Journal of Operations and Production
Managementfourth in perceived quality (ahead of
Production and Operations Managementand Deci-
sion Sciences), whereas the United States respondents

in this study ranked it 16th (well behind bothPro-
duction and Operations Managementand Decision
Sciences).

The above results are consistent with our earlier
observation that perceptions of journal relevance
and quality are complex issues that may be af-
fected by a variety of factors. In this case, it appears
that geographical differences affect perceptions of
POM journals. This needs further investigation be-
cause POM is growing in importance as a global
discipline.

Further work is needed to understand better how
scholars evaluate the POM publication outlets that
are available to them. It is reasonable to assume that
scholars make decisions about publication outlets
for their work based on perceptions of the various
journals. Collectively, these decisions affect the dis-
semination of knowledge in our field. For that reason,
further investigation of these issues is extremely
important.

Building on the findings reported here and previ-
ous work published elsewhere, we offer the following
suggestions for further research in this area:

1. Longitudinal tracking of POM journal relevance
and quality is important and should continue.

2. Efforts should be made to deal with complex mea-
surement issues related to relevance and quality.
These constructs are multidimensional, and our
ability to gain deeper understanding of the issues
is tied to better measurement methods. For exam-
ple, the results presented here give us reason to
believe that perceptions of quality are influenced
by the rater’s assessment of the methodological
rigor of articles published in the journal, knowl-
edge of other authors who publish in the journal,
the acceptance rate of the journal, as well as the
rater’s familiarity and involvement with the jour-
nal. Future research should attempt to define and
measure these and other variables to create a reli-
able scale reflecting journal quality. Similar efforts
are needed to measure journal relevance.

3. A global perspective is needed in future studies of
POM journal relevance and quality. Survey partici-
pants should include POM scholars throughout the
world. A better understanding should be sought for
how perceptions of POM journals are affected by
geographical differences.
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Appendix B

The other journals mentioned by (at least four) respondents as relevant to POM research are given below

Journal Frequency count

Sloan Management Review 14
International Journal of Quality and Reliability Management 13
Manufacturing and Service Operations Management 10
Quality Management Journal 9
International Journal of Flexible Manufacturing Systems 8
International Journal of Operations and Quantitative Management 8
Business Horizons 7
California Management Review 7
Journal of Manufacturing Systems 7
International Journal of Service Industry Management 6
Journal of Quality Technology 6
Production Planning and Control 5
Health Care Management Science 4
IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management 4
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