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Abstract

This study analyses determinants of citation success among authors publishing in eco-
nomic history journals. Bibliometric features, like article length and number of au-
thors, are positively correlated with the citation rate up to a certain point. Remarkably,
publishing in top-ranked journals hardly affects citations. In regard to author-specific
characteristics, male authors, full professors and authors working economics or his-
tory departments, and authors employed in Anglo-Saxon countries, are more likely to
get cited than others. As a ‘shortcut’ to citation success, we find that research diffu-
sion, measured by number of presentations and people mentioned in acknowledge-
ment, boosts the citation rate.
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1 Introduction

Citation counts are frequently used to evaluate how influential researchers are. This
system is used for appointments decisions, salary increases, awards and so forth. But
which factors determine how often a scholar gets cited? This study provides an initial
attempt to identify some aspects that underlie citation success for authors who publish

their research in economic history journals.*

Our analysis makes use of citations made in 2007 to original research articles pub-
lished in journals with economic history as their main topic.? The empirical analysis is
conducted in order to report the main findings regarding the determinants of author
citation success. Then, we submit the data to more specific econometric analysis. The
main aim is to try to quantify the importance of bibliometric features (aspects that
concern the published articles), as well as features relating to the academic and per-

sonal background of authors.

We focus on three main categories of determinants: (i) factors concerning the pub-
lished article (length, number of co-authors, years since publication, self-citation rate);
(i) characteristics concerning the author (research experience, academic degree; aca-
demic title, sex, language of the country of employment, departmental affiliation); and
finally (iii) proxies that relate to the diffusion of, and accessibility to, the author’s re-

search (acknowledgement information, etc.).

Our analysis shows that bibliometric features carry important information regarding
authors’ citation success: article length and number of co-authors are positively corre-
lated with an author’s citation rate. Remarkably, publications in prominent and
highly-ranked economic history journals do not seem to generate more citations than
publications in less renowned journals. In regard to author-specific characteristics, we
find that departmental affiliation and academic titles are crucial determinants of an
author’s citation rate. Male authors, full professors, and authors appointed in econom-

ics or history departments in Anglo-Saxon countries tend to receive more citations

! Whaples (2002) offers a similar analysis, although he limits his focus to articles in the Journal of
Economic History and citations from non-economic history journals.

? The citations used in this study were collected for the purpose of ranking thirteen international eco-
nomic history journals using citation-based impact-factor analysis (see Di Vaio and Weisdorf, 2010).



than others. Perhaps, the most notable result—one which the author can actually in-
fluence—is that the diffusion of an author’s research, as reflected in the number of
presentations and people thanked in the article’s acknowledgement, exerts a positive

influence on citation success.

2 Data

2.1 The construction of the dataset

The data used for the empirical analysis conducted below come from several sources.
The main source is the dataset collected by Di Vaio and Weisdorf (2010). This in-
cludes 657 citations appearing in research articles published in 2007 by a set of inter-
national economic history journals.® Following the so-called ‘within-discipline’ ap-
proach, the citations are produced by the journals in the sample and refer to works that

were previously published in the same journals.*

For every author whose work was cited in 2007, we compute a number of bibliometric
variables: citation rate (the total number of citations received):” self-citation rate (the
total number of citations received from the author himself or his eventual co-authors);
JCR citation rate (the total number of citation received by articles published in jour-
nals included in the Journal Citation Reports);® average length of the article cited; and
average number of co-authors of the article cited. In this way, we construct a sample

that contains bibliometric information about a total of 450 authors.

In addition, we collected the following information from the author’s professional’

website (when available): the author’s sex (male or female), region of employment

3 The journals are: Annales: Histoire, Sciences Sociales; Australian Economic History Review; Cliome-
trica: Journal of Historical Economics and Econometric History; Economic History Review; European
Review of Economic History; Explorations in Economic History; Indian Economic and Social History
Review; Irish Economic and Social History; Jahrbuch fir Wirtschaftsgeschichte; Journal of Economic
History; Revista de Historia Econdmica / Journal of Iberian and Latin American Economic History;
Rivista di Storia Economica; Scandinavian Economic History Review.

* See Di Vaio and Weisdorf (2010) for further details.

® This is a crude measure of academic impact, which does not control for size or impact of journals as is
common in the bibliometric literature. As shown by Henrekson and Waldenstrom (2009), however, the
correlation across different impact measures based on either journal-impact scores or actual citations is
quite high. Hence, we feel confident about using unadjusted citations as our main outcome measure.
®In 2007, these journals were Economic History Review, Explorations in Economic History and Jour-
nal of Economic History.

"We consulted only official websites, meaning websites hosted by universities or research institutes.



(Anglo-Saxon, Latin, German-speaking, or Nordic), education (Ph.D. or not), aca-
demic title (full or associate professor), departmental affiliation (economic history,
economics, or history), and finally a measure ranking the institution where the author
is based (using the ranking of top 200 universities in the Sunday Times’ “World Uni-
versity Rankings™).® These latter variables are valid at the time of citation, namely the
year 2007. Accordingly, this sample is smaller, though richer in terms of information;

it includes a total of 325 authors.

The data contained in the two samples (the basic sample including 450 authors, and
the rich sample including 325 authors) provide a broad representation of citation rates
among economic history authors—from the most cited authors, who receive ten or
more citations, down to those who received just a single citation. Note that the data
does not contain information regarding authors not cited in 2007 in the journal in-
cluded in the sample. That is, the results obtained below are conditional on authors

being cited.

Another potential drawback of the current data is that we do not consider citations
made to and from books, book chapters or other non-article items. Given that a fair
share of citations made in the social and human sciences are not captured by journal
articles (Hicks, 2004), our sample selection is potentially biased. And yet, we have
observed that economic historians tend to publish the main results of their research in
an economic history journal at the same time as their book is released. If this is indeed
a common practice, then we implicitly pick up reference to the research that inspired
the book, as these are repeated in the article; potential bias is mitigated as a result.

2.2 Data characteristics

Figure 1 shows the frequency distribution of authors conditional on citations received.
About half of all authors received one citation in 2007, while one tenth of all authors
received four citations or more. It is worth noting that one extreme observation re-

ceived 37 citations (Jeffrey G. Williamson).? As can be seen from the figure, the ma-

¥ See the Sunday Times’ “Higher Educational Supplement”, November 9, December 2007.
® Due to its outlier status, this observation is controlled for by means of a dummy variable in the em-
pirical analysis.



jority of observations is concentrated in the bottom part of the distribution, a phe-

nomenon that deserves attention when correctly specifying the econometric model.

[Figure 1 about here]

Table 1 provides a summary of descriptive statistics for the variables used in the em-
pirical analysis. The table is divided in two parts: the basic sample including bibli-
ometric information for 450 authors, and the rich sample containing additional per-
sonal background information covering 325 authors. The average number of citations
(conditional on receiving citation) is 1.96 in the basic sample and 2.18 in the rich
sample. Therefore, every author in the samples receives, on average, about two cita-
tions. The median in both cases is one. Hence, the distribution of citations in both
cases is strongly skewed. On average, only about one seventh of all citations received
comes from the author him- or herself. It is worth noting that the bibliometric vari-
ables in the basic and the rich samples do not show large differences, implying that
the two samples might be considered as belonging to the same population.

The share of citations addressed to JCR articles seems to dominate the whole set of
sample citations, since more than two thirds of total citations received by an author,
on average, refer to this category. Such a large fraction of citations to JCR articles

might have some implications for its estimated impact, as will be clear later.

[Table 1 about here]

The data provide insight regarding patterns of co-authorship. The average number of
authors per article in the basic sample is 1.57. Roughly half of all the articles were
single-authored. Less than one tenth had three or four authors. These numbers do not
seem to vary after controlling for departmental affiliation (whether authors come from
economics, economic history, or history departments). The shares observed in our
data are almost identical to those found for economics articles (Johnson, 1997; Coupé,
2004). The average length of articles is 25 pages, with a standard deviation of 8 pages.
This is considerably longer than articles published in economics journals, which aver-
age 11 to 15 pages (Laband and Piette, 1994; Johnson, 1997). The phenomenon can

be explained by the fact that the specificity of economic history research usually re-



quires large narrative and descriptive sections in the papers. In addition, economic

history papers make ample use of data appendices.

The rich sample also offers information concerning authors’ geographical location,
the type of department to which they are affiliated, and their academic title. Two
thirds (66 percent) of the cited articles were written by authors working in Anglo-
Saxon countries, while two thirds (67 percent) were written by scholars who were full
professors by 2007.

In regard to departmental affiliation, 58 percent of the cited authors were employed at
economics departments. Indeed, the figures reach 70 percent for universities located
in Anglo-Saxon countries. Just 25 percent of all authors were appointed at either his-
tory (13 percent) or economic history (12 percent) departments, while the rest were
affiliated to other kinds of institutions. Figure 2 plots the frequency of citations per
author controlling for departmental type. This clearly demonstrates the dominance of
authors coming from economics departments. In fact, our analysis shows that the dis-
tribution of citations received by authors appointed at economics departments statisti-
cally dominates that of economic history departments, which again statistically domi-
nates the distribution of those employed at history departments. This strongly suggests
that authors employed in economics departments are among the most influential eco-
nomic historians today. Astonishingly, in her mid-1990s article titled “The End of
Economic History”, Christina Romer forecasts a shift of the US field of economic his-
tory from a distinct academic discipline to a sub-field of economics (Romer, 1994).

Our data analysis seems to give numerical evidence for this conjecture.

[Figure 2 about here]

3 Econometric analysis

3.1 Specification

This section offers an econometric analysis of the data. Below, we try to link citation
success to a number of article-specific and author-specific factors. In particular, our
dependent variable is the total number of citations (Cites)—a count variable which

takes integer values from one and up. Our explanatory variables include a set of bibli-



ometric characteristics (self-citation, article length, etc.), as well as a set of author

background characteristics (sex, academic title, academic affiliation, etc.).

It is important to note that the citations rates are highly skewed towards the right of
the distribution (Figures 1 and 2). A skewed distribution of the dependent variable
typically implies that the residuals are not normally distributed when using OLS re-
gressions. This, in turn, means that the coefficient estimates may not be consistent.
Therefore, our baseline estimations will be based on a Poisson model. Indeed, the

Poisson model is designed specifically to treat count variable data.

The model accounts for the number of citations of articles authored by researcher i,
Cites;, as a function of a vector of bibliometric variables, x;, and academic background

variables, z;. This can be expressed as follows:

Cites; =exp(X B+ 1[5+ ;). 1)

After log-linearization, the model reads

InCitesj =X f+ {0 +¢. (2)

In addition to the baseline Poisson estimation, we also run three alternative specifica-
tions to make sure that our approach is statistically robust. These are: (i) a standard
OLS regression; (ii) a zero-truncated Poisson model; and (iii) a negative binomial

model.*°

The zero-truncated Poisson model takes into account that our dependent
variable never takes the value zero (as we analyse citations conditional on being
cited). The negative binomial model accounts for over-dispersion of the dependent
variable. As will become apparent below, the results are qualitatively identical in all
four cases. Despite the fact that we will report all the cases in subsequent tables, we

will focus on the Poisson results when discussing our findings.

10 Effectively, the negative binomial regression is a generalized version of the Poisson regression,
which allows for a more flexible dispersion of the dependent variable. Yet, we prefer the Poisson mod-
el due to its salient properties of robustness. That is, it provides consistent and asymptotically normal
estimators, even if the Poisson distribution is not valid (Wooldridge, 2002).



3.2 Main results

Table 2 reports the first set of regression results. Here, we use only bibliometric vari-
ables, and so we run the analysis on the basic sample, which covers the full 450 au-
thors. We also run the analysis for the more information-rich sample covering 325

authors. The results were practically identical.**

This suggests that when we conduct a
second regression analysis on the smaller, but more informative sample, it will not

suffer from severe sample selection bias.

[Table 2 about here]

Our analysis shows that an article’s bibliometric information offers important insight
with regard to an author’s citation success. As reported in Table 2, we find that the
share of self-citations tends to boost the citation rate. However, because this is com-
monly corrected for when computing someone’s citation rate, self-citation is hardly a

meaningful way of increasing one’s citation success.

Consistent with Whaples (2002), we find that longer papers are cited more often, but
only up to a certain point. The same is true for the number of authors collaborating on
an article: the more authors, the more cites each author can expect to get. However, as
indicated by the ‘Authors squared’ variable, the non-linear relationship implies that

this is only true up to an optimal point.

Two questions spring to mind: what is the optimal length of an article for maximising
one’s citation rate, and what is the optimal number of co-authors when writing a pa-
per? Figure 3 shows the expected number of citations from the estimated linear and
squared marginal effects of article length, holding all other factors constant. The esti-
mates of the Poisson regression indicate that the optimal length of an article is 34
pages. This is remarkably long, not least in light of the fact that the mean length of
articles in the sample is 25 pages. Since the standard deviation of the sample is 8
pages, however, the citation-rate maximising 34 pages are almost within one standard

deviation away from the mean.

1 While the results are not reported in the paper, they are available upon request.



We find 2 to be the optimal number of authors per article (see Figure 4). Table 1 re-
veals that this number is also within one standard deviation away from the mean. As
has been widely discussed concerning other disciplines (Coupe, 2004), it is not clear
why more authors would give rise to more citations, especially compared to single-
authored articles. Popular explanations point to the articles’ higher quality, which
stems from both more expert input into the article and more discussions taking place
among co-authors while conducting the work. Co-authorship also increases opportuni-
ties for presenting the work at seminars and conferences (two people, as opposed to
one, have twice the possibility of going away to conferences). This expands the diffu-

sion of the work, whose role in citation success we address further below.

We also analyse the citation success for authors whose work is published in well-
established, high-quality economic history journals; that is, journals that appear in the
so-called Journal Citation Reports (JCR). As expected, there is a significantly posi-
tive effect on subsequent citations of publishing in top journals. However, as will be
discussed below, this effect is not robust to the analysis of the more information-rich
sample, probably due to the large dominance of citations addressed to JCR articles in

the sample.

In order to get a more nuanced representation of the factors determining citation suc-
cess of authors, we now extend the analysis to include a number of author background
variables. Specifically, Table 3 complements the bibliometrical variables with author-
specific personal and academic determinants. As mentioned earlier, this reduces the
number of observations for which data are available. In the rich sample, the number of
authors shrinks from 450 to 325. Reassuringly, however, the coefficient estimates of
the bibliometrical variables discussed below are almost identical to those reported

above, except for the case of JCR-share variable (Table 2).

[Table 3 about here]

We find that authors employed in an Anglo-Saxon or, to a less significant extent, a
German-speaking country are drastically more likely to be cited. By contrast, working
in Latin or Nordic regions of the world has no significant impact on the citation rate.

The estimate is indeed positive compared to the reference group (authors employed



elsewhere than Anglo-Saxon, German-speaking, Latin and Nordic countries). When
formally testing the differences across regions, however, only Nordic authors’ lack of

impact appears to be truly significant (see Table 4).*2

With respect to academic titles (Table 3), we find that the likelihood of being cited
improves considerably when the author is a full professor.*® The effect is substantial:
in the preferred specification, full professors are roughly 95 percent more likely to
receive citations compared to assistant professors and post-docs (who together com-
prise the reference group). Interestingly, the impact on the citation rate of being an
associate professor does not at all compare to that of full professors. Also, although

this estimate is positive, it is not significant.*

Turning to the role of departmental affiliation, we find that authors from economics or
history departments outperform authors belonging to economic history departments.
Table 3 shows that, although it does have an effect on citation success, the estimated
coefficient of affiliation to economic history departments is not statistically signifi-
cant. When comparing the effects across department affiliations, Table 4 specifically

shows that the lack of impact of economic history departments stands out.

When interpreting the apparently higher influence of history departments as compared
to economics departments, it should be noted that the regression effects are estimated
on the margin and that there is a vast dominance of economists among the authors in
our sample, as shown by Figure 2. In particular, the large number of economists who
receive only one citation results in a relatively lower overall impact of belonging to an
economics department. By contrast, among the relatively few authors who come from
history departments (38 scholars, or roughly 10 percent of the sample), most of them

(32) are full professors; the average impact of their department affiliation is hence

12 The low citation rate of Nordic scholars may be a result of the long-standing traditions in these coun-
tries to predominantly write economic history in the native language, in monograph format, and with-
out almost any quantitative methods or economic-theoretical reasoning (see further Waldenstrom,
2005, on the case of Sweden).

3 Note that authors whose articles were cited in 2007 were already appointed by that time, meaning
that there is no issue of reverse causality.

¥ The effect of being full professor is robust to the inclusion of a variable measuring the years since
PhD, which controls for academic experience. The introduction of this additional regressor, however,
induces multicollinearity in the estimates. We do not report the results to save space. They are available
upon request.
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more positive. In addition, looking at Table 4, it seems as if the equality of the esti-

mated coefficients cannot be rejected.

The findings (Table 3) also seem to suggest that female authors generate fewer cita-
tions than their male counterparts. Given the relatively small number of female au-
thors in the sample (41 out of 325), especially in the history (6 out 44) and economic
history (4 out of 38) departments, Table 3’s result regarding the role of gender should
be interpreted with some caution.

Do authors appointed at highly ranked universities receive more citations? The an-
swer, based on our sample, is no. Authors who come from top 10 universities do not
receive significantly more citations compared to authors who work at less prestigious
institutions (the reference group is authors employed at universities ranked below the
top 50). In fact, authors appointed at universities ranked between top 10 and top 50
perform slightly worse than their colleagues coming from even lower ranked universi-
ties. These results are robust when controlling for departmental affiliation.’> A poten-
tial explanation might refer to the fact that the general ranking of the universities is
poorly correlated with the quality of the specific departments or with the research

conducted by single authors.

The results presented above point to the conclusion that scholars do have an influence
on their citation success. While chances are slim that authors will actually attempt to
change his or her sex in order to boost their citation rate, they might try to get an ap-
pointment as full professor at an economic or history department in an Anglo-Saxon
country. Although producing exactly 34 pages of research and inviting someone to
collaborate on the work may increase one’s chances of receiving citations, a some-
what more tractable way of driving up the citation rate would be desirable. However,

there is help ahead: what follows is a ‘shortcut’ to citation success.

!> The ranking of universities comes from the Sunday Times’ “Higher Educational Supplement”, pub-
lished December 2007. The only case in which we get a positive and (weakly) significant coefficient is
when we group by top 100 universities. Excluding the extreme outlier, however, the statistical signific-
ance of this effect disappears.

11



3.3 The role of diffusion of academic work

Scholars have become increasingly aware of the different means of disseminating
their work and ideas. This takes place through a variety of channels, spanning from
participation in research seminars, workshops and conferences to internet-based ven-

ues for working papers and academic blogs (Colander, 2008; Frey et al., 2009).

One potential source of citation success could be the diffusion of an author’s work,
either through presentations (research seminars, workshops, conferences, etc.), or
through asking someone to read and comment on the work. We address this issue by
collecting additional information concerning 34 of the most and least cited articles in
our database.'® Supplementary data was gathered from the articles’ acknowledge-
ments regarding the number of individuals thanked for comments, suggestions and so
forth, as well as the number of seminars, workshops and conferences where the work

was presented.

Figure 5 scatter-plots the author’s citation rate against each type of acknowledgment.
This data suggests a positive association in both cases: the correlation coefficients are
0.73 for acknowledgement of individuals and 0.50 for acknowledgement of presenta-

tions.

[Figure 5 about here]

However, other factors may be responsible for the positive impact of presentations.
For example, full professors might have relatively larger networks—they might get
more invitations to research seminars; they may attend more conferences; and they
may have easier access to colleagues for help. Hence, in order to disentangle the im-
pact from research presentations and individual comments, we run Poisson regres-
sions controlling from a number of bibliometric variables, as well as author back-

ground variables.

The results are shown in Table 5. The simple bivariate specifications show that the

positive correlation between acknowledgements and citation success is indeed valid.

1% Once the number of articles to be included in each category had been chosen, the specific items were
randomly picked up by a uniform number generator from the distribution of similar articles.

12



This holds true even after controlling for article length and number of authors (linear
and squared), as well as for years since publication. None of these bibliometric vari-
ables generate significant effects (except in one case in which years since publication
seem to matter)—but they all have the expected signs. When using a dummy variable
equal to one if the author is a full professor (a highly significant factor for the cita-
tions rate in previous regressions), this does indeed play a significant role regarding

research presentations, which increase the likelihood of being cited.

Notably, however, the control variables—the dummy for full professor included—
have no major impact on the effects of acknowledgments on citation success. Whether
it comes in the form of quality-enhancement arising from receiving comments; from
testing his or her ideas prior to submitting the work to a journal; or from simply mak-
ing other scholars aware of one’s studies, it is clear from the regression analysis that
disseminating one’s work matters when seeking to generate additional citations. In-
deed, the returns of diffusion of research are quite substantial; authors can improve

their citation success up to 30 percent by doing so.

[Table 5 about here]

4 Summary and Concluding Remarks

This study offers a modest attempt to identify some of the factors that determine the
citation success of authors who publish their work in economic history journals. Simi-
lar studies have been done for other disciplines, including economics, but there has
been no explicit treatment of economic history as a self-contained field. Arguably, our
sub-discipline approach might be useful in truly understanding the citation success of

economic historians.

Our findings can be summarized as follows: longer papers receive more citations, but
only up to a certain point. The same is true for number of authors involved. The ‘op-
timal’ number of authors for a paper is 2, while the ‘optimal’ length of a paper is 34
pages. Authors appointed at universities in Anglo-Saxon countries are more likely to
get their papers cited than authors employed in Latin, Nordic, or German-speaking
countries. Academic titles matter: being a full professor significantly increases the

13



citation rate as compared to assistant professors and post-docs. Furthermore, authors
from economics or history departments are cited more often than those who come
from economic history departments and other kind of institutes. Gender also seems to
matter: women, especially those who come from economics departments, are less
cited than men. Finally, the seemingly ‘shortcut’ approach to citation success: the dif-
fusion of an author’s research, as reflected in number of presentations and people

thanked in the article’s acknowledgement, drives up an author’s citation rate.

Future work could involve a number of other factors: the topic of the article; whether
the article has a theoretical or empirical approach; the sort of data it reports; if it is
available online prior to its publication, and for how long; and finally how often it was

cited in years preceding the year of analysis.

14
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Figure 1: Number of authors for each citation count
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Figure 3: Article length and expected citation success.
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Figure 4: Number of authors and citation success.
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Figure 5: Academic presentations and acknowledgments and citation success.
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Table 1: Summary statistics

Variable Description N Mean S.D. Min Median Max
Basic sample (450 observations)
Cites Total number of citations 450 195 251 1 1 37
Selfcite-share  Share of self-citations 450 0.13 0.30 0 0 1
JCR-share Share of JCR-journal citations 450 069 0.44 0 1 1
Length Number of pages in articles 450 2445 8.36 2 24 50
Authors Number of authors 450 156 0.69 1 1.12 4
Rich sample (325 observations)
Cites Total number of citations 325 218 284 1 1 37
Selfcite-share  Share of self-citations 325 0.16  0.33 0 0 1
JCR-share Share of JCR-journal citations 325 0.68 0.45 0 1 1
Length Number of pages in articles 325 2555 8.09 5 25 50
Authors Number of authors 325 167 0.73 1 2 4
Female Female author 325 0.13 0.33 0 0 1
Anglo From Anglo-Saxon country 325 0.66 0.48 0 1 1
Latin From Latin European country 325 0.17 0.38 0 0 1
German From Germanic country 325 0.08 0.27 0 0 1
Nordic From Nordic country 325 005 021 0 0 1
Prof Full professor 325 0.67 0.47 0 1 1
Associate Associate professor 325 0.17 037 0 0 1
ToplOuniv Top 10 university in THES® 325 0.07 0.26 0 0 1
Top1050univ  Top 10-50 university in THES® 325 013 0.34 0 0 1
Econ Economics dept. affiliation 325 0.58 0.49 0 1 1
Hist History dept. affiliation 325 0.12 0.32 0 0 1
Echist Economic history dept. affiliation 325 0.14 0.34 0 0 1

Note: JCR-journals are journals listed in Thomson Reuter’s Journal Citation Reports. Country groups
are defined as follows. Anglo-Saxon: Australia, Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, United Kingdom,
United States; Latin European: France, Italy, Portugal, Spain; Germanic: Austria, Belgium, Germany,
Netherlands, Switzerland; Nordic: Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden.

® THES = Sunday Times Higher Educational Supplement, December 2007.
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Table 2: The role of bibliometric variables (basic sample)

) Poisson Negative
Poisson (zero—truncated) binomial OLS
Selfcite—share 0.49** 0.47** 0.54** 0.59**
(0.21) (0.20) (0.23) (0.28)
Length 0.14%*** 0.21%** 0.13*** 0.12%**
(0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03)
Length squared —0.00*** —0.00*** —0.00*** —0.00***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Authors 2.42%** 3.62%** 2.35%** 2.06***
(0.58) (0.79) (0.57) (0.53)
Authors squared —0.63*** —0.99*** —0.60*** —0.51***
(0.15) (0.24) (0.15) (0.13)
JCR-share 0.29* 0.37* 0.30* 0.28*
(0.16) (0.20) (0.16) (0.15)
Constant —1.72%** —5.34%** —1.70%** —1.79%**
(0.32) (0.87) (0.31) (0.54)
Observations 450 450 450 450
R2 (pseudo, adj.) 0.13 0.21 0.07 0.48
Alpha 0.15

Note: Dependent variable is the total number of citations (Cites). Coefficients are presented as marginal
effects. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Pseudo-R2 for all models except OLS for which R2-
adjusted is used. ***, ** * denote statistical significance at the 1%-, 5%- and 10%-level.
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Table 3: The role of academic variables (rich sample)

_ Poisson Negative OLS
Poisson (zero-truncated) binomial
Selfcite-share 0.47 0.54** 0.57** 0.61*
(0.29) (0.24) (0.28) (0.35)
Length 0.16%** 0.19*** 0.15%** 0.14%**
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)
Length squared —0.00*** —0.00*** —0.00*** —0.00***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Authors 2.34%%** 2.74%** 2.13%** 1.94%**
(0.73) (0.83) (0.63) (0.69)
Authors squared —0.63*** —0.76*** —0.55*** —0.49***
(0.19) (0.23) (0.15) (0.16)
JCR-share -0.20 -0.05 -0.06 -0.09
(0.27) 0.27) (0.22) (0.26)
Female —-0.44* —0.47** -0.31 -0.25
(0.24) (0.24) (0.19) (0.21)
Anglo 0.98*** 1.13%** 1.00*** 1.10%**
(0.26) (0.29) (0.24) (0.30)
Latin 0.51 0.95 0.61 0.53
(0.55) 0.77) (0.52) (0.50)
German 1.02* 1.52 1.10** 0.93**
(0.56) (0.98) (0.54) (0.38)
Nordic -0.03 0.02 0.05 0.08
(0.35) (0.54) (0.34) (0.33)
Professor 0.95*** 1.01%** 0.89*** 0.98***
(0.19) (0.23) (0.17) (0.20)
Associate 0.12 0.30 0.14 0.13
(0.25) (0.41) (0.22) (0.20)
Topl1Ouniv 0.81 -0.22 -0.29 -0.40
(1.09) (0.35) (0.38) (0.52)
Top1050univ -0.31 -0.24 -0.28 -0.34
(0.26) (0.24) (0.23) (0.31)
Econ 0.68** 0.68** 0.40** 0.34*
(0.30) (0.27) (0.19) (0.19)
Hist 1.86*** 2.44%*>* 1.61*** 1.41%**
(0.59) (0.93) (0.50) (0.44)
Echist 0.16 0.46 0.08 -0.02
(0.38) (0.54) (0.32) (0.32)
Constant —2.63*** —6.39%** —2.49%** —3.64***
(0.45) (0.96) (0.40) (0.83)
Observations 325 325 325 325
R2 (Pseudo/Ad;j.) 0.11 0.30 0.10 0.55
Alpha 0.13

Note: Dependent variable is the total number of citations (Cites). Coefficients are presented as marginal
effects. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Pseudo-R2 for all models except OLS for which R2-
adjusted is used. ***, ** * denote statistical significance at the 1%-, 5%- and 10%-level, respectively.
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Table 4: Testing equality of estimated coefficients (from Table 4)

Test F-statistic Prob.>F
Echist = Econ 4.40** 0.04
Econ = Hist 0.89 0.35
Echist = Hist 6.08** 0.01
Anglo = Latin 0.76 0.38
Anglo = German 0.12 0.73
Anglo = Nordic 13.73%** 0.00
Latin = German 0.28 0.60
Latin = Nordic 3.44* 0.06
German = Nordic 6.99*** 0.01
Prof = Associate 14.41*** 0.00
ToplOuniv = Topl1050univ 0.00 0.99

Note: The tests are based on Poisson regressions in Table 3, column 1.

Table 5: The effect of research diffusion

Number of acknowledgment in the form of:

Comments from individuals Seminar/conference presentations

Diffusion 0.12*** 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.29*** 0.19** 0.20**
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08)
Length 0.14 0.14 0.19 0.19
(0.09) (0.09) (0.13) (0.12)
Length squared —-0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Authors 1.97 1.18 2.01 -0.29
(1.95) (2.53) (2.63) (2.71)
Authors squared -0.60 -0.35 -0.68 0.08
(0.50) (0.72) (0.68) (0.72)
Years published -0.10* -0.09 -0.03 -0.00
(0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.07)

Any professor 0.42 1.22%**
(0.82) (0.43)
Constant 1.05%** -2.56 -2.59 1.38%** -4.99 -4.77
(0.29) (4.36) (4.28) (0.33) (8.73) (7.77)

Observations 34 34 34 34 34 34

Pseudo R2 0.17 0.20 0.20 0.08 0.14 0.16

Note: Dependent variable is the total number of citations (Cites). Poisson regressions with coefficients
are presented as marginal effects. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. *** and ** denote statisti-
cal significance at the 1%- and 5%-level.
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