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Abstract 
This study examines the relationship between academic seniority and research productivity for a 

sample of academics at Australian law schools. To measure research productivity we use both 

publications in top law journals, variously defined, and citation metrics.  A feature of the study is 

that we pay particular attention to addressing the endogeneity of academic rank. To do so, we use a 

novel identification strategy, proposed by Lewbel (2012), which utilizes a heteroscedastic 

covariance restriction to construct an internal instrumental variable. Our main finding is that once 

endogeneity of academic rank is addressed, more senior academics at Australian law schools do not 

publish more articles in top law journals, irrespective of how top law journals are defined, than their 

less senior colleagues. However, Professors continue to have greater impact than Lecturers when 

research productivity is measured in terms of total citations and common citation indices, such as 

the h-index and g-index. 
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Introduction 

There has been relatively little study of the relationship between academic seniority 

and research productivity. Among studies which exist, most studies suggest that more 

senior academics are more research productive than less senior academic staff 

(Abramo et al, 2011; Allison & Stewart, 1974; Blackburn et al 1978; Blackburn & 

Lawrence, 1995; Carayol & Matt, 2004; Green, 1998; McNally, 2010; Puuska 2010; 

Smeby & Try, 2005; Tien & Blackburn, 1996; Ventura & Mombru, 2006).  However, 

the true relationship between academic seniority and research productivity is clouded 

because academic rank is endogenous. Research productivity is the major criteria for 

promotion in universities granting PhDs (Gaston et al., 1975; Kasten, 1984; Salthouse 

et al., 1978). Thus, more productive researchers are more likely to be promoted and, 

hence, achieve more senior academic rank.  Several studies have recognized that 

academic seniority is endogenous (Blackburn et al. 1978; Gonzalez-Brambila & 

Veleso 2007; Siegfried & White 1973; Puuska, 2010;  Xie & Shauman, 1998). 

However, attempts to address the endogeneity issue have been limited. 

 

 One study, which does attempt to address the endogeneity of academic rank is 

Lissoni et al. (2011). These authors specify a generalized Tobit model, in which a 

selection probit equation accounts for the probability of an academic‟s promotion to 

his or her current rank, and a productivity regression estimates the effects of 

demographic characteristics on research output, conditional on academic rank. To 

instrument for academic rank, Lissoni et al. (2011) used lagged research productivity. 

The problem with doing this, though, is that lagged research productivity is likely to 

be correlated with current productivity. More generally, the challenge is to find an 

appropriate instrumental variable (IV) that is correlated with the probability of 
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promotion or academic rank, but not with research productivity.  It is hard to 

intuitively think of such variables that would serve as conventional IVs in this context 

and then the researcher faces the practical problem that such variables may not be 

available in the dataset. 

 

 The contribution of this paper is to re-examine the relationship between academic 

seniority and research productivity using a novel identification strategy, proposed by 

Lewbel (2012), which utilizes a heteroscedastic covariance restriction to construct an 

internal IV. This approach has the advantage that it can be used where other sources 

of identification, such as external IVs, are either not available or it is questionable 

whether they satisfy the exclusion restriction. A small number of recent studies that 

have used the Lewbel (2012) procedure in other contexts find the Lewbel IV results to 

be more plausible than IV results that rely on external instruments of questionable 

validity (see eg. Sabia 2007a, 2007b; Denny & Oppedisano, 2010; Belfield & Kelly, 

2010; Kelly et al. 2011).
1
 

 

To examine the relationship between academic seniority and research productivity we 

use a unique dataset on the research productivity of academics employed at Australian 

law schools. A feature of the study is that we use a number of different measures of 

research productivity. To be specific, we use six different measures of publications in 

top journals, as well as total citations and two citation indices – Hirsch‟s (2005) h-

index and Egghe‟s (2006) g-index - based on Google Scholar. Foreshadowing our 

main results, we find that once one addresses for the endogeneity of academic 

seniority there is no statistical difference in publications in top journals across 

                                                        
1 These studies are based on the working paper version of Lewbel (2012). 
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academic rank, but more senior academics still have more impact through citations to 

their work. 

 

Relationship between academic seniority and research productivity 

There are several reasons why one might expect senior academics to be more 

productive at conducting research than junior academics.  First, more senior 

academics will generally have more experience and possess a larger body of personal 

competencies and knowledge (Abramo et al., 2011). Knowledge is cumulative. 

Hence, over the course of a career, one is likely to become more familiar with the 

research topic (Puuska, 2010). Second, more senior academics are likely to have a 

larger professional network and be better placed to draw on tangible and intangible 

resources, including graduate students, to support their research activities (Abramo et 

al., 2011).  Third, more senior academics are paid more and, to the extent that 

academics are paid their marginal product of labor, we would expect them to have 

higher research productivity than junior academics. Fourth, more senior academics 

might have lighter teaching loads and, thus, more time to do research (Blackburn et 

al., 1978). Fifth, even if the teaching loads of junior and senior academics are the 

same, there is evidence that junior academics spend more time on preparing 

instructional materials (Talib, 2002). 

 

There are, however, arguments suggesting that senior academics might exhibit lower 

research productivity than their junior colleagues.  First, senior academics tend to 

inherit a range of administrative and leadership functions in an academic department, 

which might crowd out time for research. Second, junior academics that have recently 

completed their graduate training will have skills that are at the frontier of their 

discipline.  These skills should be conducive to writing quality papers that are likely 
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to get published in the best journals. Third, junior academics entering the labor market 

will typically be armed with two or three papers that have been finely honed as part of 

their graduate studies. These papers will often have more time put into them than is 

available to senior academics. Fourth, junior academics will be more „driven‟ to 

publish by the need to secure tenure and/or promotion (Tien, 2000), while senior 

academics will not face the same „publish or perish‟ pressure (Lissoni et al., 2011).  In 

a study of academic economists, Coupe et al. (2006) found that pre-promoted 

economists were more productive than post-promoted ones and that tenure had a 

negative effect on research productivity.  Finally, there is evidence that senior 

academics publish more in books and less in high-level journals (Blackburn et al., 

1978). Thus, if one measures research productivity in terms of publications in top 

journals, one might expect senior academics to not perform as well. 

 

These arguments suggest the following competing hypotheses:  

 

H1a: More senior academics exhibit higher levels of research productivity than their 

less senior colleagues. 

 

H1b: More senior academics exhibit lower levels of research productivity than their 

less senior colleagues. 

 

Bibliometric indicators 

 

Publications in top journals 

Our first measure of research productivity is publications in top law journals, 

variously defined. We focus on publications in select lists of top law journals for the 

following reasons. First, it recognizes “the general agreement that publications need 

to be adjusted for quality if they are used as indicators of research productivity” 

(Rauber & Ursprung, 2008, p.433). Second, it follows the approach in previous 

studies of this sort in other disciplines, which have also relied on a select list of 

leading journals (see eg. Goodwin & Sauer, 1995).  Third, top journals are a much 
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less noisy measure of research quality than other research outlets, such as monographs 

and book chapters. Fourth, focusing on publications in the top law journals is 

consistent with the advent of the Australian government‟s Excellence in Research in 

Australia (ERA) initiative (Australian Government, 2008) and calls for Australian 

academia to remain internationally competitive with respect to research and 

innovation (Australian Academy of Sciences, 2008). As a consequence, academics in 

Australian law schools are increasingly being expected to produce quality research 

output. 

 

We adopt several alternative ways to rank the top law journals to provide robustness 

to the results. Given differences of opinion about what constitutes the top law 

journals, there is unlikely to be universal agreement that any single ranking is better 

than the others. Our first three measures of research output are based on the ranking 

of law journals undertaken as part of the ERA 2010 exercise. For ERA 2010, 

academic journals in each discipline were assigned a ranking (A*, A, B or C), 

reflecting quality. These rankings were based, in part, on impact factors, but were also 

based on discipline specific judgments of journal influence (McNally, 2010).  

 

The three ERA 2010 derived rankings we employed are (a) all ERA 2010 A* journals 

in FOR 18 (law);
2
 (b) all ERA 2010 A* journals in FOR 18 (law) published in 

Australia; and (c) all ERA 2010 A* and A journals in FOR 18 (law) published in 

Australia.  The A* journals represent a very select group of journals, while the A* and 

A journals combined represent a broader set of journals. We use (b) and (c) as distinct 

measures of top law journals because most Australian legal academics write on 

                                                        
2 FOR is the Australian Bureau of Statistics Field of Research. In ERA 2010 all journals were 

classified according to FOR code.  Law is FOR 18. 
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Australian black letter legal topics that are of little interest to law journals in North 

America or the United Kingdom. Thus, in Australian legal academia a lot of kudos is 

attached to publishing in the top Australian journals (Smyth, 2012). 

 

The ERA 2010 rankings have been subjected to various criticisms (see Smyth, 2012 

for a fuller discussion). One criticism is that the A* and A journals include some 

important field journals, while others were relegated to B or C rankings. Thus, relying 

on ERA A* and A journals to measure research quality potentially creates biases in 

favor of those who work in fields whose main specialist outlets were ranked A* or A.  

Another criticism of the ERA rankings is that some journals that are widely read in 

the legal profession and influential among judges, meaning they have high local 

impact, were not classified as either A* or A. 

 

The other rankings we employed were the top 10 law journals in Australia according 

to Ramsey and Stapledon (2007), the top 10 law journals in Australia according to 

Smyth (1998) and the Group of Eight (Go8) law reviews. Ramsey and Stapledon 

(1997) compiled their rankings based on a citation analysis of all articles published in 

14 Australian law journals during the years 1994 and 1995. An advantage of this 

study is that the methodology conforms with best practice in citation-based rankings 

of United States journals. Smyth‟s (1998) rankings were based on citations to law 

journals in the High Court of Australia decided between 1993 and 1997 and measure 

the impact of writing on judges. However, a potential limitation of both the Ramsey 

and Stapledon (1997) and Smyth (1998) rankings is that as they were based on 

citations in in the mid-1990s, they are somewhat dated. 
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The Go8 are generally the leading law schools in Australia. The Go8 are the leading 

research-intensive universities in Australia, receiving almost double the research 

funding of the other 31 universities combined (DEEWR, 2008). While using the Go8 

law reviews can be criticized for excluding highly regarded specialist journals, these 

law reviews are open to submissions from all fields. It also has the advantage that it 

does not include specialist journals associated with some fields, but exclude others.  

 

For each of the six ways of defining the top journals, we collected data on articles 

published over the period 2000-2010. For co-authored articles, article counts were 

adjusted for partial authorship by dividing through by the number of coauthors. 

 

 Citations and citation indices 

As an alternative to using publications to measure research productivity, we use total 

citations as well as two well-known citation indices. Citations represent an important 

alternative measure of research performance given that the proliferation of journals, 

multiple journal rankings and the reduced role of journals in information 

dissemination make the signal that a paper was published in a particular journal less 

meaningful (Ellison, 2010). However, one limitation of using citations is that they 

have a fat-tailed distribution so that a single paper can contribute a large share of a 

researcher‟s total citations. This might be problematic in cases where there is 

uncertainty in the case of co-authored papers about how much credit each author 

should receive  (Ellison, 2010). Thus, in addition to total citations, we use the h-index, 

proposed by Hirsch (2005) and the g-index, proposed by Egghe (2006).  

 

Total citations and the citation indices are based on Google Scholar. We do so 

because legal databases, such as Lexis and Westlaw, tend to be US-centred and do not 

adequately capture the journals in which Australian legal academics primarily 
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publish. Similarly, Scopus and Thomson ISI Web of Science contain few law 

journals. While it is generally accepted that the coverage in these databases is 

insufficient to assess the performance of scholars in disciplines other than the hard 

sciences (Amara & Landry, 2012; Tressler & Anderson, 2012), it has been suggested 

that Google Scholar is a viable alternative to Scopus and ISI Web of Science to 

measure citations in disciplines outside of the hard sciences (Harzing, 2012). 

 

The data 

In Australian universities the academic ranks are Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, Associate 

Professor and Professor. We set out to collect data on academic rank, field, gender, 

education and whether the individual was employed at a Go8 university for all 

academic staff listed on the staff page of Australian law schools as of June 2011. The 

information was collected either directly from staff profiles on the school‟s website or 

from staff homepages or CVs posted on the web. Consistent with previous studies, 

staff listed as postdoctoral research fellows, holding adjunct appointments, holding 

education-focused appointments or as holding Emeritus appointments were not 

included in the study (McNally, 2010). Some Australian universities, such as Monash, 

have offshore campuses. Staff listed as holding appointments on offshore campuses 

were not included. Of the 905 legal academics fitting this criteria who were listed on 

the staff page of Australian law schools as of June 2011, we were able to identify 

relevant information for 677 individuals, representing 75 per cent of the population.  

For each of these 677 individuals we counted their number of articles in the top law 

journals, variously defined, as well as total citations and calculated their h-index and 

g-index. These research measures were matched with the demographic information. 
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Table 1 shows the nine measures of research productivity (six publication based and 

three citation based) across the four academic ranks. Table 1 is suggestive of a linear 

progression, in which mean citations and publications are progressively higher for 

each academic rank across each measure of research productivity. The only 

exceptions to this phenomenon are that for a few of the publication based measures 

(Australian ERA 2010 A*, Ramsey and Stapledon top 10 and Go8 law reviews) the 

mean publications for Professors is slightly less than that for Associate Professors. 

 

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for the sample on academic seniority and 

variables to be employed as controls in the regression modeling. The controls are 

whether the individual works in constitutional or public law, whether the individual 

works at a Go8 law school, gender, from where they obtained their undergraduate law 

degree (LLB), whether they have postgraduate qualifications (LLM or PhD) in law 

and, if so, from where they were obtained. Relative to most other disciplines few legal 

academics have postgraduate qualifications in law in Australia. In the sample, almost 

40 per cent do not have an LLM and just over 50 per cent do not have a PhD.  

 

In terms of key demographic variables, the sample is representative of the population 

of legal academics as a whole, based on data aggregated from staff web pages. In the 

sample 55.2 per cent of academics were from Go8 universities, compared with 51.4 

per cent for the population as a whole.  In terms of seniority 29.3 per cent of the 

sample were Professors, 20.5 per cent were Associate Professors, 28.1 per cent were 

Senior Lecturers and 22.2 per cent were Lecturers. The corresponding figures for the 

population of academics at Australian law schools are Professor, 27.3 per cent; 

Associate Professor 20.8 per cent; Senior Lecturer, 28.6 per cent; and Lecturer, 23.3 
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per cent. In terms of gender, 50.7 per cent of academics in the sample were male, 

while 51.5 per cent of academics employed at law schools in Australia are male. 

 

Empirical specification and methodology  

We regress each of the nine measures of research productivity on dummy variables 

denoting Senior Lecturer, Associate Professor and Professor, treating Lecturer as the 

reference case and the full set of control variables listed in Table 2. To produce a 

benchmark set of estimates, as a point of comparison for the other methodologies, we 

start with ordinary least squares (OLS). However, a problem with using OLS is that a 

high number of academics have no publications in the top law journals and/or no 

citations. Thus, OLS is likely to produce biased and inefficient estimates. Hence, we 

also a Tobit model, which is the appropriate estimator when there is a high proportion 

of „zeros‟ in the dependent variable. A problem with both OLS and Tobit estimates, 

though, is that neither accounts for the fact that academic rank is an endogenous 

variable. As we do not have a conventional IV for academic rank, we use the Lewbel 

(2012) identification strategy. To explain the problem of endogeneity and the Lewbel 

(2012) solution for correcting it, assume that the relationship between academic 

seniority and research productivity is represented by the following equations: 

                                                             (1) 

                                                                     (2) 

Let    be research productivity and    be academic rank.   denotes the individual‟s 

unobserved characteristics, which effects both his or her academic seniority and 

productivity.    and    are idiosyncratic errors.  

 

As one can see from above, the same set of variables influence both research 

productivity and academic rank, which, in turn, affect each other. Therefore one 
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cannot obtain an estimate of    and   , without either using some additional 

information or imposing an equality restriction of the form        . The imposition 

of an equality restriction causes bias in the estimates and it reduces the above 

estimation problem to OLS. Another approach to deal with this problem is using an 

instrumental variable approach, in which an IV,  , which is correlated with   , but 

uncorrelated with   , is used to estimate   , which in turn, is used to obtain unbiased 

estimates of   . A practical difficulty associated with using the IV approach is finding 

a variable    which is correlated with   (instrument relevance), but not with    

(instrument exogeneity).  Lewbel (2012) proposed a solution to this problem, by 

suggesting that, as long as the following moment conditions are met:  

                                             

and that there is some heteroskedasticity in   ,  one can estimate the above set of 

equations by using [      ]   as an instrument, such that   is a subset of    or 

equal to  . Once this internal instrument variable(s) are generated and the 

heteroskedasticity requirement is satisfied, one can use two-stage least squares 

(TSLS) or generalized methods of moments (GMM) to estimate the above set of 

equations. As to the reliability of these estimates, Lewbel (2012, p.67) states: “The 

resulting identification is based on higher moments and so is likely to produce less 

reliable estimates than identification based on standard exclusion restrictions, but may 

be useful in applications where traditional instruments are not available”. Lewbel‟s 

(2012) empirical examples, plus, as mentioned in the introduction, previous studies 

which have applied this methodology in other contexts, suggest that the resulting IV 

estimates are very close to those using conventional valid IVs. 
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Results 

Panels A to E in Table 3 present the estimates for Senior Lecturer, Associate 

Professor and Professor where the dependent variable is publications in top law 

journals, variously defined. The reference case in each specification is Lecturer. We 

do not report the results for the control variables, although we include a full set of 

controls in each specification. Beginning with the OLS estimates, irrespective of how 

the top law journals are defined, the coefficients on Associate Professor and Professor 

are positive and significant. Associate Professors publish between 0.74 (panel F) and 

1.24 (panel C) more articles in top law journals than Lecturers. Professors publish 

between 0.71 (panel F) and 1.50 (panel C) more articles than Lecturers.  

 

The results for the Tobit model tell a similar story, although the coefficient on Senior 

Lecturer is also significant. Based on the Tobit estimates, Senior Lecturers publish 

between 0.76 (panel B) and 1.53 (panel D) more articles than Lecturers. Associate 

Professors publish between 2.0 (panel B) and 3.21 (panel D) more articles than 

Lecturers, while Professors publish 2.05 (panel B) to 3.06 (panel C) more articles than 

Lecturers.  Overall, both the OLS and Tobit estimates, presented in Table 3, are 

consistent with the findings in most previous studies that academic rank and research 

productivity are positively correlated, but because academic rank is an endogenous 

variable no inference can be drawn about the direction of causation.  

 

The final two columns of Table 3 present the Lewbel (2012) TSLS and GMM 

estimates, which instrument for academic rank.  For both the TSLS and GMM 

estimates, the coefficients on Lecturer, Senior Lecturer and Associate Professor are 

statistically insignificant, regardless of how the top journals are defined. This finding 

suggests that if research productivity is measured in terms of articles in leading 
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journals, the positive relationship between academic seniority and research 

productivity observed in previous studies reflects a failure to control for endogeneity 

of academic rank. When one does instrument for academic rank, the positive 

relationship between academic seniority and research productivity disappears.   

 

Table 4 presents OLS, Tobit, TSLS and GMM estimates for total citations, the h-

index and the g-index. Beginning with total citations, the OLS estimates suggest 

Professors receive 244.8 more citations than Lecturers, but the coefficients on Senior 

Lecturer and Associate Professor are statistically insignificant. The Tobit estimates 

suggest that Senior Lecturers receive 77.5 more citations than Lecturers, Associate 

Professors receive 102.8 more citations than Lecturers and Professors receive 327.4 

more citations than Lecturers. When we control for endogeneity of academic rank, 

Senior Lecturers actually receive less citations than Lecturers, but Professors continue 

to be better cited than Lecturers.  Senior Lecturers receive 96.5 (GMM) to 189.4 

(TSLS) fewer citations than Lecturers, while Professors receive 255.5 (GMM) to 

396.2 (TSLS) more citations than Lecturers. This result might be explained by the fact 

that promotion from Lecturer to Senior Lecturer in Australia is relatively routine so 

Senior Lecturers will not necessarily have more research impact, while promotion to 

the more senior ranks and, in particular, Professor represents a much higher hurdle.  

 

The results for the h-index and g-index confirm the same basic story as for total 

citations. The OLS and Tobit estimates suggest that, relative to Lecturers, the h-index 

and g-index of Senior Lecturers, Associate Professors and Professors are higher. 

When we control for endogeneity of academic rank, the TSLS and GMM estimates 

suggest that the h-index and g-index of Associate Professors and Professors continue 

to be higher than Lecturers.  Thus, in contrast to publications, once we control for 



 15 

endogeneity of academic rank, senior academics (Professors and, based on the citation 

indices, Associate Professors) continue to have more research impact than Lecturers. 

 

Discussion of results 

There are several possible explanations for the finding that senior academics are not 

more productive when productivity is measured in terms of publications in top 

journals, but are more productive when productivity is measured in terms of citations. 

The first is that the research of more senior academics has greater scholarly impact. 

Garfield (1971) made the point that two academics can each have x publications over 

a given time period, but those x publications can vary greatly in scholarly impact, 

depending on the number of times they are cited.  Second, citations can be regarded as 

a good measure of creativity (Garfield, 1970). Garfield and Welljams-Dorof (1992) 

suggest that an algorithm, based on citation data, can corroborate, and even forecast, 

Nobel Prize awards. Thompson Reuters claims to be able to predict who will win 

Nobel Prizes in certain disciplines based on citation counts (see eg. Thompson 

Reuters, 2011).   More senior staff are likely to do more creative or innovative 

research that is likely to be cited for a given number of publications. 

 

Third, there is an accumulation of human capital over time. A senior academic, 

through his or her experience, accumulates more human capital and is better able to 

identify the important research questions, which are not just publishable, but which 

are more likely to have greater impact and, hence, more citations. Fourth, citations are 

broad measures of impact, which consider books, commissioned reports and 

submissions to inquiries, which all might be more important for higher academic 

ranks. More senior academics can be expected to have a broader professional 

network, which allows them to get commissioned reports and engage in broader 
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research outlets that junior academics do not and this shows up in higher citations. 

 
Fifth, senior academics are likely to have more opportunity to supervise Honors and 

postgraduate students. Many of these students may cite their supervisor‟s research in 

their thesis as well as papers coming out of their thesis. If these students later become 

academics, their research might be heavily influenced by their supervisor and they 

might continue to cite his or her papers in future research. Sixth, senior researchers 

will often have a much larger network of coauthors than junior academics.  The 

transaction costs of citing coauthors‟ research will be lower because one is likely to 

be more familiar with it (Posner, 2000). Finally, by the time an academic becomes an 

Associate Professor or Professor, some of his or her older and better-known works are 

likely to start appearing in graduate level reading guides, which is going to make his 

or her research even more visible; thereby, increasing citations significantly. 

 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this paper has been to re-examine the issue of whether senior 

academics exhibit higher research productivity, specifically taking into account the 

endogeneity of academic rank. To address endogeneity of academic rank, we used a 

novel identification strategy proposed by Lewbel (2012), that can be used to address 

endogeneity when there are no conventional IVs or the available conventional IVs are 

weak. Our main finding is that once endogeneity of academic rank is addressed, more 

senior academics at Australian law schools do not publish more articles in top law 

journals than their less senior colleagues. However, Professors continue to have 

greater impact than Lecturers when research productivity is measured in terms of total 

citations and common citation indices, such as the h-index and g-index. 
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In terms of future research, using an internal IV constructed from the 

heteroskedasticity in the data, such as the Lewbel (2012) method, can potentially shed 

light on other thorny issues in the literature on the determinants of research 

productivity of academics. This is particularly so where conventional IVs are not 

available, which is usually the case.  One such issue on which use of an internal IV 

could prove fruitful is examining the relationship between research grant history and 

research productivity. Previous studies suggest that research grant history is correlated 

with research productivity (see eg. McNally, 2010), but the direction of causation is 

not clear.  Research funding facilitates publications, while receiving research funding 

depends on prior publications. Addressing the endogeneity of grant history would 

shed light on the causal relationship between grant history and research productivity.   
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics for measures of research performance by academic 

seniority  

 

 Mean  

Variables Lecturer 

Senior 

Lecturer 

Associate 

Professor Professor 

Total Citations on Google Scholar 9.51 37.34 69.73 290.10 

h-index on Google Scholar 1.25 2.69 3.94 6.76 

g-index on Google Scholar 1.67 4.06 5.68 11.66 

Articles in ERA A* Journals 0.25 0.72 1.61 1.65 

Articles in ERA A* Australian Journals 0.21 0.58 1.28 1.21 

Articles in ERA A* + A Australian Journals 0.43 0.97 2.00 2.19 

Articles in Ramsey & Stapledon top 10 0.22 0.70 1.65 1.39 

Articles in Smyth top 10 0.21 0.62 1.29 1.44 

Articles in Go8 Law Reviews 0.22 0.63 1.30 1.22 

Number of Observations 150 190 139 198 

 
Notes: Smyth top 10 are the top 10 law journals in Australia according to Smyth (1998); Ramsey & 

Stapledon top 10 are the top 10 law journals in Australia according to Ramsey and Stapledon (1997); 

Go8 Law Reviews are the Law Reviews edited at the Group of Eight universities in Australia. ERA 

rankings refer to the ERA 2010 rankings, compiled by the Australian Research Council for use in the 

2010 ERA national research assessment exercise in Australia. 
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics for academic seniority and control variables 
 

Variable Descriptive Statistics 

Academic Seniority   

Lecturer 150 (22.16%) 

Senior Lecturer 190 (28.06%) 

Associate Professor 139 (20.53%) 

Professor 198 (29.25%) 

  

Controls  

Constitutional/Public Law Scholar (Yes=1) 165 (24.37%) 

Male (Yes=1) 343 (50.66%) 

  

Has LLB  

Has LLB from non-Go8 Australian University 122 (18.02%) 

Has LLB from Go8 Australian University 428 (63.22%) 

Has LLB from UK 34 (5.02%) 

Has LLB from North America 34 (5.02%) 

Has LLB from Elsewhere 59 (8.71%) 

  

Has LLM  

No  261 (38.55%) 

Has LLM from non-Go8 Australian University 50 (5.39) 

Has LLM from Go8 Australian University 161 (23.78%) 

Has LLM from UK 82 (12.11%) 

Has LLM from North America 92 (13.59%) 

Has LLM from Elsewhere 31 (4.58%) 

  

Has PhD  

No 351 (51.85%) 

Has PhD from non-Go8 Australian University 58 (8.57)% 

Has PhD from Go8 Australian University 168 (24.82%) 

Has PhD from UK 49 (7.24%) 

Has PhD from North America 26 (3.84%) 

Has PhD from Elsewhere 25 (3.69%) 

   

At Go8 Law School (Yes = 1) 374 (55.24%) 

Number of observations 677 
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Table 3 Academic seniority and publications in top journals  
 

VARIABLES OLS TOBIT TSLS GMM 

Panel A: Articles in ERA 2010 A* journals 

Senior Lecturer 0.207 0.968** -0.563 -0.287 

 (1.024) (2.183) (-1.117) (-1.078) 

Associate Professor 0.965*** 2.310*** 0.240 0.225 

 (4.290) (4.974) (0.408) (0.647) 

Professor 1.011*** 2.562*** 0.219 0.407 

 (4.878) (5.886) (0.383) (1.086) 

Panel B: Articles in ERA 2010 Australian A* journals 

Senior Lecturer 0.190 0.759* -0.135 -0.0123 
 

(1.111) (1.833) (-0.311) (-0.0591) 

Associate Professor 0.781*** 1.998*** -0.0689 -0.0526 

 (4.107) (4.601) (-0.136) (-0.188) 

Professor 0.741*** 2.046*** -0.309 -0.210 

 (4.233) (5.031) (-0.628) (-0.716) 

Panel C: Articles in Australian ERA 2010 A* and A journals 

Senior Lecturer 0.320 1.057** 0.216 0.391 

 (1.280) (2.246) (0.328) (0.967) 

Associate Professor 1.242*** 2.563*** 0.149 0.182 

 (4.457) (5.108) (0.193) (0.392) 

Professor 1.500*** 3.061*** -0.601 -0.558 

 (5.848) (6.549) (-0.805) (-1.089) 

Panel D: Articles in Ramsey and Stapledon Top 10 journals 

Senior Lecturer 0.277 1.530*** 0.226 0.128 

 (1.310) (3.072) (0.398) (0.501) 

Associate Professor 1.096*** 3.211*** -0.563 0.0168 

 (4.657) (6.201) (-0.850) (0.0477) 

Professor 0.853*** 3.032*** -0.956 -0.312 

 (3.937) (6.191) (-1.487) (-0.946) 

Panel E: Articles in Smyth top 10 journals 

Senior Lecturer 0.206 0.948** -0.153 -0.0236 

 (1.128) (2.248) (-0.329) (-0.112) 

Associate Professor 0.788*** 2.297*** -0.451 -0.0401 

 (3.875) (5.226) (-0.829) (-0.137) 

Professor 0.953*** 2.687*** -0.0267 0.393 

 (5.090) (6.506) (-0.0506) (1.344) 

Panel F: Articles in Go8 law reviews 

Senior Lecturer 0.197 0.862** -0.164 -0.0808 

 (1.137) (2.069) (-0.375) (-0.370) 

Associate Professor 0.740*** 2.105*** -0.129 0.00113 

 (3.830) (4.859) (-0.252) (0.00389) 

Professor 0.705*** 2.243*** -0.177 0.145 

 (3.961) (5.516) (-0.357) (0.532) 
Notes: t-statistics in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Smyth top 10 are the top 10 law 

journals in Australia according to Smyth (1998); Ramsey & Stapledon top 10 are the top 10 law 

journals in Australia according to Ramsey and Stapledon (1997); Go8 Law Reviews are the Law 

Reviews edited at the Group of Eight universities in Australia. ERA rankings refer to the ERA 2010 

rankings, compiled by the Australian Research Council for use in the 2010 ERA national research 

assessment exercise in Australia. Reference case for academic level is Lecturer.  All specifications 

include a full set of controls, although not reported.  
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Table 4 Academic seniority and citations  
 

VARIABLES OLS TOBIT TSLS GMM 

Panel A: Total Citations in Google Scholar 

Senior Lecturer 9.379 77.52** -189.4** -96.50*** 

 (0.341) (2.465) (-2.470) (-3.137) 

Associate Professor 35.98 102.8*** 35.80 24.77 

 (1.177) (2.976) (0.400) (0.859) 

Professor 244.8*** 327.4*** 396.2*** 255.5*** 

 (8.693) (10.26) (4.560) (5.903) 

Panel B: h-index based on Google Scholar 

Senior Lecturer 1.059*** 1.740*** -1.225 -0.237 
 

(3.445) (4.897) (-1.479) (-0.427) 

Associate Professor 2.041*** 2.711*** 2.052** 2.474*** 

 (5.966) (6.929) (2.122) (3.823) 

Professor 4.859*** 5.663*** 5.704*** 5.132*** 

 (15.42) (15.65) (6.080) (7.177) 

Panel C: g-index based on Google Scholar 

Senior Lecturer 1.729*** 3.172*** -3.160* -1.346 

 (2.779) (4.420) (-1.837) (-1.242) 

Associate Professor 3.008*** 4.422*** 3.348* 3.645*** 

 (4.344) (5.601) (1.666) (3.202) 

Professor 8.837*** 10.55*** 11.35*** 9.837*** 

 (13.86) (14.45) (5.824) (7.025) 

 

Breusch-Pagan test for heteroskedasticity [Chi2(1) statistics for first stage regression of] 

SL = 4.88** 

AProf = 30.84*** 

Professor = 20.66*** 

 
Notes: t-statistics in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  Reference case for academic level is 

Lecturer.  All specifications include a full set of controls, although not reported. 

 

 


