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CROSS-CITATION AND AUTHORSHIP ANALY SIS OF
HOTEL PERFORMANCE STUDIES

Ruggero Sainaghi, Paul PhillipRpdolfo Baggio, Aurelio Mauri
International Journal of Hosplity Management 73 (2018) 75-84

ABSTRACT

This study develops a literature review of hgtetformance studies, and provides insights by adopting

a cross-citation network approach. Two researastions are defined. First question focuses on the
most cross-cited papers and journals, and identifies salient trends. Second question considers who are
the most popular cross-cited and citing authors. This work is rooted in bibliometric studies, and adopts
a relational approach. Based on cross-citatiangetwork is built by using 734 papers published
during the period 1996 to 2015, as nodes and the cross-citations between them as links. Exploratory
analysis reveals spectacular growth of outputs, with the last time period (2011-2015) including 56% of
outputs. The most cross-cited pappossess the characteristics of. being older; representing 1% of
sample but accounting for 14% of cross-citations. The 734 papers are published in 164 journals, but
they show a clear core-periphery structure witternational Journal oHospitality Management

ranked first.

Keywor ds. Hotel performance; Bibliometric analysis; Citation; Cross-citation; network analysis.

1 Introduction

The growth in the number of published papers in hospitality and tourism is triggered in part
by the creation of new journals (Cheng et al., 2011) togetitbrthose already in existence
(Park et al., 2011). Furthermore, journals m&she “hospitality, leisure, sport & tourism”
field (as defined by the Journal Citation Reppdsntinue to attract hospitality and tourism
studies (Garcia-Lillo et al., 2016gung et al., 2017). Collectively, this trend has dramatically
increased the amount of contribst(i.e. Koc and Boz, 2014).

A number of hospitality related reviews havebegublished, with the aim of identifying and
rationalising some emerging trends. Koseogt al. (2016b) found 90 reviews published
between 1998-2015 with the temporal trend shgwa progressive increase. This study
reports a list of theme-focused reviews publisireleading hospitality and tourism journals,
catogorised by disciplines antbpics. Within “management and business”, marketing
accounts for the highest percentage (39%)ovieced by information systems (13%), human
resource management (10%) and finance (1d%gre is only one papexploring the hotel
performance research stream (Sainaghi, 2010a).

This paper aims to make a contribution t@s thap, by developing a bibliometric approach,
which is able to identify leading papers, authors, journals and time trends in the field of
“performance measurement systems” or “hotefqenance”. The relevance of this topic, for
both theory and practice, is related to the central role that competitive advantage plays in
management. Based on the Porterian approammpetitive advantage is defined as “the
firm’s ability to achieve superior performance (compared to competitors)” (P85, p.

3). The resource-based view of the firm (Warfelt, 1984, 1995) with the presence of unique
resources and capabilities (Dierickx and Cd®89) that generate performance above the
mean (Barney, 1991) is pertinent. For this osaperformance measurement lies at the heart
of competitive advantage (Vertkaman and Ramanujam, 1989).

Some published reviews focused on hotel perfoceare based on content analysis and have
explored the disciplinary steture of this field by identifyng relevant topics. Sainaghi



(2010a) and Sainaghi et al. (20XRssify performance measurement papers according to the
four balanced scorecard perspectivedhile Pnevmatikoudi d Stavrinoudis (2016)
distinguish between financial and non-financraicators. The recent study of Sainaghi et al.
(2017) develops a frameworksttured around three dimensioofsthe tourism performance
measurement literature: the unit of analysis (destination, cluster, and firm level), the
approaches (efficiency; competitiveness; igmr productivity; metrics in use; performance
measurement systems) and the discipliaesqunting and financial management; economics;
strategy). Overall these studies/balearly analysed the interstructure of this field.

An important gap of these hotel performameegiews is the absence of any study based on
bibliometric approach. The present paper, by lookingthe actual citatiorand referencing
behaviour of academics in terms of their outputs, will provide some fresh insights. Cross-
citations (as later described) is a bibliometriethod which can provereliable linkages to
illustrate relationships between acadenm(i@mezelj, 2016). Discovering popular scholars
and their work can assist in understanding ewah of theory and practice (Yang and Wang,
2015; Zehrer and Pechlaner, 2010). Moreover, in light of the current growing pace in
hospitality performance measurent research, we believe that it is an appropriate time to
take stock of the research geriedaover the last two decades.

Based on some recurrent topics in bibliometrgléer analysed), the core research questions
explored by this study, using a longiinal analysis, are the following.

The first enquiry, focuses on the most crossdcpgapers and journaknd identifies salient
trends.

Resear ch question 1.A What are the most cross-atand cross-citing papers?

Research question 1.B What are the top cross-cited journals?

Resear ch question 1.C Are there some time trends of ssacited hotel pesfmance articles?

The second research question explores pomubss-cited anditing authors.
Resear ch question 2 Who are the popular cros#ted and citing authors?

The structure of this paper is as followsrsgi we make the case for the measurement of
impact, and introduce bibliometrics with empisasn cross-citationsSecond, the research
methodology is considered with details péring with sample selection, and network
approach. Third, we present the results asgudision for research questions one and two.
Finally, conclusions, limitations arfdture research are proffered.

2. Literaturereview: bibliometric studies

Within an interdisciplinary field, traditional quatliive literature reviews tend to be limited in
terms of the volume of data they can hanaltel are reliant on sudgjtive judgments. In
comparison, a bibliometric citation analysisnceonsider large datasets for quantitative
analysis. A bibliometric approach evaluated amonitors the progress given disciplines by
sorting data, including citations, author affiicas, keywords, themes discussed, and methods
employed for published studies the disciplines via basiadaanced statistical techniques
(Leung et al., 2017). As suggested by Hall (20bi)liometrics has become an increasingly
significant issue in tourism studies, while the application in hospitality is considerably less
developed Koseoglu et al., 2016aCitations are objective measures, which illustrate the
exchange of ideas within any field of enqui@arcia-Lillo et al., 2016)Researchers will cite
papers they believe to be important for their reseaBendkendorff, 200P Collectively,
citations are influential as they represent quality at the journal and individual Héasglqglu

et al., 2016b).

In recent years, there have been attemptsdtesyatically analyse the hospitality and tourism
management field Koseoglu et al., 2016a). Citation basedeasures are less prone to



systematic biases than subjective (Baumgaramer Pieters, 2003). Citations are one of the
measures used to judge research quality anddtrgnd have been a feature of a number of
hospitality and tourism studies. Commencing wtite work of Weaver and McCleary (1989),
the application of bibliometrgcto assess knowledge domains in hospitality and tourism are a
feature of a number of studies

Benckendorff and Zehrer (2013)tegorise bibliometric methods into two groups: evaluative
techniques and relational techniques. Evaluative techniques éocthe impact of academic
studies by assessing perforrnanwith productivity measuresmpact metrics, and hybrid
metrics (Hall, 2011). Relational techniques @einto relationshipamong published research
by considering their citations, authors, ket affiliations, and keywords to conduct co-
occurrence (Figueroa-Domecq et al., 2015). Ratali evaluation has been applied much less
frequently to understand tourism research #gtiand to date most studies have focused on
co-authorship analysis (Ye at., 2013). In fact, the majoy of papers (190 contributes)
analysed by Koseoglu et al. (2016a) areiews (157, 83%) or evadtive studies (13%),
while relational articles are marginal (4%he present research cohutes to this gap by
adopting a relational approach, using cross-citaimalysis (as later explained) in the field of
hospitality and in particulan sub-research streaoh hotel and performance.

The few relational papers are migitased on network analysiBgnckendorffand Zehrer,
2013 Figueroa-Domecq et al., 2016omezelj, 2016; Hu and Racherla, 208&seogluet

al., 2015; Racherla and Hu, 2010; van der Zek \éanneste, 2015; Ye at., 2013; Yuan et
al., 2014). In fact, this methodology helps tpresent co-citation, codghorship and more
generally, interaction and relationships amongokars, universities or journals. For this
reason, the present paper adopts this approach.

Bibliometric papers — both evaluative and relational — are mainly oriented to identify leading
papers (Jamal et al., 2008), scholars (Schmidgall et al., 2007), jo(8wdasson et al.,
2009a, 2009b) research collaboratigidgeogluet al., 2015; Zehrer and Pechlaner, 2010) or
showing temporal trends (Chg et al., 2011). These gapsvblainspired the research
questions previously stated.

Having clarified the positioning of this study,ist important to operationalise the relational
approach. Citation relationships among authzas be categorized ithree key ways: co-
citation, coupling and oss-citation (Wang edl., 2012) (Figure 1)Co-citation analysis use
pairs of documents which oftegppear together in referentists and have something in
common (Xiao and Smith, 2008). This methadpl, as reported in Figure 1, focuses on
references and, in this sense, explores the piblaesspecific research stream. In this sense,
co-citation analysis has proved to be aefuk empirical technique for describing the
intellectual structure of disciples (Benckendorff and Zehrer, 2013).

Two articles are bibliographically coupled if thesference list share one or more of the same
cited documents (Yuan et al., 2015). Two papmaust cite the same source todoepled,
whereas co-citation rely on any papers listedrinther’s reference list. The coupling strength
increases as the number of citations they shdsa in this case, as reported in Figure 1,
coupling-citation refers to the referenceusture of a specific research stream.

Cross-citation analysis assesses the relationships amaungpals, articlesand/or authors to
identify patterns (Howey et al., 1999). Two pegpare cross-cited, bne of them cites the
other one, as reported in Figure 1. Thighodology differs profoundly &m the first two. In
fact, while co-citation and coupling-citation hdiocus on reference structure, cross-citation
analyses relationships among papers (and tereduthors and journals) of a sample of
contributes. Given the interest on hotel parfance community, a cross-citation approach
was adopted in this study.

Figure 1. Co-citation, couplingitation and cross-citation



Paper 1 Paper 2 Paper 1 Paper 2

References References References References
XY, 2016, ABC XY, 2016, ABC XY, 2016, ABC XY, 2016, ABC
ZK, 2015, DEF v ZK, 2015, DEF \/
1. Co-citation 2. Coupling-citation
Paper 1 Paper 2
Title References
XY, 2016, ABC XY, 2016, ABC

\/

3. Cross-citation

3. M ethodology
This study performs a cross-¢itan analysis within the sub-figélof “hotel performance”. To

develop the study, two central thenaee relevant: i) the samplelesetion, and ii) the analysis
carried out.

3.1.Sample selection

As suggested in some previous reviews, artiolese selected according to three criteria: i)
keywords, ii) journals, iii) yeaof publication. Each point imter discussed and the choices
made are compared with the insights egimeg from previous literature reviews.
Concerningkeywords, given the focus on hotel perforntan these two words were used, in
accordance to some previous studies (PBiland Moutinho, 2014; Sainaghi, 2010a, 2010b;
Sainaghi et al., 2013, 2017). Kegmds focus only on the hotekegment, while hospitality
literature includes other sectors (Pizam anétblob, 2008). However, as reported in Table 1,
hotels play a pivotal role arare able to attract 1,155 papers, equal to 77% of total papers
(1,501), confirming their essential statin the hospitality sector.

Table 1. Different couples of key words
Hotel & Restaurant & Casino &
Couple of key words performance performance performance
Papers % Papers % Papers % Papers %
Hotel & performance | 1,155 | 77% |
Restaurant & performance 1,461 97% 437  91%
Casino & performance 1,195 80% 481 100% 59 100%
Total 1,501 100% 481 100% 59 100% 1,501 100%

Total

Focusing orjournals, the number of selected papers Wweasader than in prior reviews, who
explicitly focus their attention on hospitality tourism sector (e.gchan and Hsu, 2016; Jang
and Park, 2011; Lucas and Deery, 2004; lipsiland Moutinho, 2014; Yoo et al., 2011).
However, some recent works such as Sainaghl. (2017) clearly demonstrate the relevance
of non-tourism and non-hospitalijpurnals. In fact, their saple includes 978 articles with
585 (60%) being “non-tourism” papers, similarfnon-leading” journals account for 600
papers (61%). Given the relevance of “nongitadity”, “non-tourian” and “non-leading”



journals, the sample will include these outputee empirical study was carried out at the
beginning of August 2016 and these keywords @soand performance”) were researched in
abstract, title and keywords in the Scopus daab@his approach is widely used in review
and bibliometric papers (Gross et al., 2013aH2016; Sourouklis and Tsagdis, 2013; Tsai et
al., 2011). Only journals published in Hist were included in the sample.

Finally, concerning theaime horizon, the analysis embraces 20 years, from 1996 to 2015
inclusively. Many papers have adopted the sanguite similar time horizon (Chan and Hsu,
2016; Jang and Park, 2011; Yeakt 2013; Zhao and Ritchi2D07). Four time periods were
identified in order to map trends: firslice 1996-2000, second slice 2001-2005, third slice
2006-2010 and fourth slice 2011-2016yerall, these choices asswavide coverage of the
literature. Using these three critettlae final sample includes 1,155 papers.

All the papers were analysed to verify the tielaship with the “hotel performance” research
stream. Only articles that explore deteramts of results (Sainaghi, 2010a) or, on the
otherhand, propose performance measuremestegrsyg (Phillips, 1999; Phillips and Louvieris,
2005) were included in the finale@le. This choice is consistewith previous studies (i.e.
Tsang and Hsu, 2011; Yoo et,a2011); as reported in Tablk 268 papers were excluded
(23%). It is interesting to note that 90%tbhése outliers (241) are Rotoss cited contributes
(or “disconnected papers”). Thereforee ttproposed methodology (cross-citation) helps
researchers to verify the releng of used keywords. This is reasonably, in fact if some
papers are outliers (not relevdot a specific research stream), they are not cited by other
studies and therefore they remain “disconnected”.

Table 2 reports the sample size. Netmpke counts 887 papers, but 153 (17%) are
disconnected and therefore not included in tleéwork analysis reported in the findings
section, while 734 (83%) are crosised articles (cells squateand coloured) and comprise
our final net sample.

Table 2. Sample size

Gross sample Outliers Net sample
Papers
# % # % # %
Gross sample 1,155 100% 268 23% 887 77%
Disconnected papers 394 34% 241 90% 153 17%
Connected papers 761 66% 27 10% 734 83%

3.2. Cross-citation analysis

This section briefly describesdrstructure of the database used the analysis carried out.
Concerning the database, the researehm downloaded 1,155 papers, including all
contributes details. In partiaid, for each paper the full citations were downloaded. The whole
sample includes approximatelyftyi-five thousand references. istenabled the creation of an
ordered database with 1,115 rows (the pgparsl some descriptive information in the
columns (i.e. authors, title, journal, numbr citations, DOI and references). References
were checked and when the research team rptdgems, such as incomplete information,
the full citation were souglih Google Scholar and replaced in the dataset.

In order to analyse the cross-citation, somdrices were created. €huse of matrices is
popular in the bibliometric field (i.e. Bekendorff, 2009; van der Zee and Vanneste, 2015)
and Racherla and Hu (2010) exjol how to transform a networkto a data matrix. In the
present contribute, a first matr{paper cross-citation”) was eated: it consists of 1,155 lines
x 1,155 columns, containing all of the sample. Twpgra (x and y) are related if the title of
paper “X” is cited by paper “y” or the contrarjhe link between the two papers is ordered,



and it is possible to distinguish between citimgl @ited works. This matrix permits analysis
for the first research question (most croged papers, journals and time trends).

A second matrix was created with the aim aftsty emphasis from articles (the focus of the
“paper cross-citation” matrix) tauthors. In fact, for all the paggewith more than one author,

it is necessary to create additional rows aothmns. For this reason, the second matrix is
called “author cross-citation” and it counts 27®ws and columns. This number (2,732) is
the product between éhnumber of papers (1,155) ana thverage number of co-authors
(2.3654). Furthermore, given the presence of nmaurtiiors that have written more than one
article, the final matrix is 1,096 x 1,096. Theaed matrix will providethe context for the
second research question, thatdentifying popular authors botin term of cross-citations
and published papers.

In order to answer the research question tandse the matrix, network analysis was used.
Network analysis is a methodological ammb that is appromte for describing,
investigating, and understanding various typesroictiral and relationaspects. One of the
advantages of the network abstraction is thalldws a relatively easy visualization of the
main features of the systematitan be validated through wefitablished metrics (Baggio et
al., 2010; Baggio and Sainaghi, 2011, 2016; Nemn2810), is able to manage the complex
structure of the reality under study (Sajhmaand Baggio, 2017), and thus resulting in a
deeper unbiased understanding of the system.

The network is built by using the papers as nodes and the citations bétesesis links. It is

a directed network and the degrees (the nurobdéinks a node has) peesent the citations
received (in degree) and thoseeagi (out degree) to other nodes.

The analysis is conducted at two levels. Fiadta global level we examine the statistical
distribution of the links and the Gini coeffictetihat provide an idea of how uniform or not
the links are distributed and sidmessible complexities in the structure of the system. In the
hospitality literatureGini index is used in many stwdi (Fernandez-Morales et al., 2016;
Lacher and Nepal, 2013; Lau ak, 2017; Martin et al., 2@). The Gini index has some
advantages: it is a measure that takes intoustdbie skewness of the distribution and it is
less influenced by extreme values than ottmrcentration measures (Cisneros-Martinez and
Fernandez-Morales, 2015). We also calculate dbnsity, the ratio between the number of
links and the total possible numibef links that could be present (da Fontoura Costa et al.,
2007). This analysis provides a description efwhole set of papers examined looking at the
topology of the network. In thigvay it is possible to analystae general patterns of the
connections and to see the extent to which these connections are formed. Moreover, the
scrutiny of the degree distribution provides sdndications for the mechanisms that lead to
the composition of the network. For exampleighly power-law degree distribution is known
to be generated mostly by a preferential attaatt mechanism. In other words, citations are
given more frequently to aady highly cited papers thao others less known works
(Newman, 2010).

Second, at a microscopic level we examine the position of the most important nodes in terms
of in degree and out degree (citeus received and given). This allows the identification of the
most popular actors in the netwpunderstanding how they ardated to the other elements
of the system examined.

4. Resultsand discussion

Results of the study are now explored withia tontexts of the two research questions. The
first one is analysed in S#an 4.1, which focuses on cross-citation papers. This paragraph,
based on network analysis, givescuerall perspective of theass-cited papers, journals and
time evolution (trends). The second reseajobstion focuses on populauthors. Based on



the author network structure, the most sroded and the popular ags-citing authors are
identified. The analysis is developed in Section 4.2.

4.1. Resear ch question one: Cross-citations

In order to assess the first e@sch question, the following sext consists of four parts.
Initially, some basic descriptive results ceming cross-cited papers are presented. This
point does not refer to the fingtsearch question, but helps readto understand the structure

of the net sample (734 articles); next, the most relevant cross-cited and cross-citing
contributes are identified (remeh question 1.A). Finally, éhtop-ten journals are shown
(research question 1.B) and, fourth, some teaipwends are depietl (research question
1.0).

The whole network

Figure 2 reports the whole network of all tbess-cited papers. Each node in the graph
(Panel A) represents an aréiclwhile each link is a citatioreceived (in degree, acronym
InDeg) or given (out degree or OutDeg). Asiaisin the network approach, the analysis of
exponent degree (Panel B) shows a markedepdow distribution, which signals a complex
set of interconnections between the papers. affaysis of the degredistributions shows a
marked power-law shape, similar to many otbemplex networks of riaral or artificial
origin (Newman, 2010). This, as said abovgnals a preferential aithment mechanism for
the formation of the network. The similarity be@®n in and out degreesakso interesting as

it depicts that the mechanisms for givingdaeceiving citations are quite similar.



Figure 2. Cross-cited papers: the whole network
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The 734 papers accounts for 1,767 links (Panel C). The density is rather low (0.003), this
level indicates that many papemsceived (or given) few crosstations, as it appears for
many peripheral contributes in network figufanel A). It means that the network is
populated by an higher percentage of articleghk ¥@éw cross-cited connected and therefore are
quite marginal (or peripheral) in the networkusture. This is clearly showed in the figure
(Panel A). Concerning the Gini index, it is imfaort to remember that this ratio moves from
0 to 1. The higher the value, the hightde inequality distbution and the opposite.
Concerning this paper distribution, the Gindex is equal to 0.696 (InDeg) and 0.580
(OutDeg). Generally speaking, thovalues depict a relatiwelhigh concentration, which
means that few papers attract (gives) an itgpdrpercentages of ags-citations. This is
coherent with the network figure (Panel A), where, in the centre, papers are more highly
connected. Focusing on the indicators, cifapers (in degree) show a higher level of
inequality distribution than citig papers (out degree). What ddesean in the field of hotel
performance literature? A possible explamatiis the following. More or less all the
contributes pertaining to thigsearch stream should posititremselves and therefore their
literature section depicting sonetations (out degree) from twgr papers. Of course, in our
matrix, the number of in degree and out @egis always the saméut the Gini index
suggests that out degree is more homogenecss ¢tancentrated). It means that a relatively
higher percentage of studies provide some ctdasons (0.580). By antrast, these citations
are directed to a more smaller group of papbet, attract cross-citations. Therefore the Gini
index of in degree is higher (0.696), which me#re inequality distrition (concentration) is
higher. Finally, it is important to note thatthlistance between the two Gini indexes is not
very large.



A visual inspection of the network (Panel Agveals a more densely connected area (the
centre) with a less densely gareral populated layer. Thiomfiguration is even evident
when examining the network formed by the jolsn@#ater analysed), supporting the division
between different journals (top orl#ing versus non-top and non-leading).

Most cross-cited papers (research question 1.A)
Figure 3 represents the network of the masiss-cited papers and distinguishes between
cited (in degree) and citing@(t degree) contributions.

Figure 3. Most cross-cited papers
Indegree B

indegree Indegree

Rank Authors Slice Joumal
(7] (%]

1 Hwangand Chang (2003) 2nd T™ o1 2.9%
2 Barrosand Mascarenhas (2005) 2nd [IHM 25 1.4%
3 Kalnins and Chung (2001) 2nd ASM 24 1.3%
4 Alvarez Gilet al. (2001) 2nd Omega 24 1.3%
5 Barros (2004) 2nd TE 20 1.1%
6 Pine and Phillips (2005) 2nd JHM 19 1.1%
7 Phillips (1999) 1st  LIHM 17 1.0%
8 Israeli (2002) 2nd UIHM 16 0.9%
9 Wang et al. (2006) 3rd  IJHM 16 0.9%
10 Botti et al. (2009) 3rd Omega 16 0.9%
11 Wang et al. [2012) 4th  UHM 16 0.9%
Total 244 13.7%

C Outdegree

Rank Authors Slice Joumal Gutdegras-Gutdagras
(#) (%)

1 Pengetal. (2015) th  JHM 32 1.8%
2 Sainaghi (2011) 4th  CHM 28 1.5%
3 Sainaghi etal (2013) 4th  1IHM 26 1.4%
4 Parte-Esteban and Alberca-Oliver (2015a) 4th JCHM 14 0.8%
5 Sainaghi and Baggio (2014) 4th  [IHM 14 0.8%
6 McManus (2013) 4th  JHM 14 0.8%
7 Gross et al. (2013) 4th TMP 14 0.8%
8 Parte-Estebanand Alberca-Oliver (2015b) 4th CIT 13 0.7%
9 Lai and Choi (2015) 4th  JHLSTE 13 0.7%
10 Espino-Rodriguez and Gil-Padilla (2015) 4th THR 13 0.7%
11 Kimet al. (2015) 4th  JHM 13 0.7%
12 Grissemann et al. (2013) 4th  [JHM 13 0.7%
Total 207 11.4%

Legend: TM = Tourism Management; IJHM = International Journal of Hospitality Management; ASM =
Advances in Strategic Management; TE = Tourism Economics; IJCHM = International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management; TMP = Tourism Management [Ratves; CIT = Current Issues in Tourism; JHLSTE

= Journal of Hospitality, Leisure, Sport and Touri&ducation; THR = Tourism and Hospitality Research

Focusing orcited articles (in degree), in order to increase the readability, only studies that
accounts for at least five connections (i.e. foress-citations) are represented in the graph
(Panel A). For this reason some contributgsear disconnected. In fagthile the net sample
includes 734 papers, Panel A agots 122 studies, therefore soardicles, despite receiving
citations, have no arrows because the citing papers are not included in the graph. Inside the
network, the most cited papease numbered. The table (Panel B) reports some information.
The most cited contributes are reged in the bibliography of thipaper. It is interesting to
note that the majority of thes¢udies (7 out of J)lbelong to the secorslice (2001-2005). It
appears reasonable for two motives. First, aslusube literature, older papers receive more
citations than recent one, given the time lergftknowledge diffusion; second, this research
stream is rapidly increasing (kger depicted in the “time trends” section) and therefore very



old papers (first slice) do noepresent the pillars. In term @durnals, hospitality journals
published the majority of contributes and IJHidcounts for more than six papers (over 11).
The most-cited studies collectively attract 24dssrcitations, represeny 13.7% of the total.
The citing contributes (out degree) present a very different timgrofile. In fact, they are
recent papers (all pertain to the fourth slieed six (out of 12) Beng to the last year
included in the analysis (2015). This evidencedkerent. In fact, on orgde, as previously
described, recent articles account for more refsge, when compared to older outputs, on the
otherhand, more recent studies can cite oldpersabut not the opposite. Said differently, the
citing direction is necessarily glaoriented. Focusing on authosgme researchers appear in
more than one contribute (i.e. Sainaghi thiieees; Parte-Esteban and Alberca-Oliver two
times). Hospitality journals play a crucial rad@d IJHM published six papers, followed by
[JCHM (two articles). The twelve moreiting studies account 207 cross-citations,
representing 11.4% of the total.

Top journals (research question 1.B)

Following the structure of 84.1 and the netkw modularity emerging in the previous
paragraph, the journals are now analysed igeori) to identify the existence of sub-
community and ii) to describe sorpessible trends (time evolution).

In the same way as for the papers, we btild network of cross-citations between the
journals in which the papers considered (73gre published (Figure 4). The network has
164 nodes (journals) and 658 links with a dignequal to 0.025, quite low as well. The
degree distributions are, as can be easilpgimed, a power-law shape (Panel B) with
exponents: in degree = 1.82+ 0.10 and out degree = 1.94+ 0.12.

In this case the interesting feature to be nagethat: the network tsaa clear core-periphery
structure (Panel A) with a central area obsgly connected nodes and a periphery of nodes
that link (or are linked) the centre with praellg no connections between them. The core is
formed by élite journals, that incidentally arestip leading or top journals, that interlink by
citing each other.

The network metrics (Panel C) depict a dgnsdtio very similar with those previously
described focusing on the whole networihile the modularity index shows a strong
reduction, given that this analysis focuses aumrals and therefore some of them account
many papers — International Journal of Htajppy Management (IJHM) has published 142
papers, International Journal of Contempyptdospitality Management (IJCHM) 79, Tourism
Management (TM) 43. By contrast, these diffenat¢s played by single journals explain the
high value of the Gini index for both in degi®861) and out degre6.757) cross-citations.
The role played by thé&op ten journals (Panel D) is crucial: they have published 56% of
cross-cited papers, attract 72% of total crotsions (in degree) andvg 60% of out degrees
(evidences not reported in Figure 4). Theg@ires suggest their centrality in the knowledge
diffusion inside the hotel performance strearkiMJis ranked first in Panel D, followed by
[JCHM; TM is the first non 100% hospitality iented journal. The table suggests that top
journals are mainly hospitality oriented (IJHM, IJCHM, CHQ, JHTR, JHMM) or tourism
oriented (TM, TE, APJTR). Only two journadse outside of hospité§yi and tourism field:
Service Industries Journab(irth) and Omega (eighth).
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Figure 4. The journals’ communities

@®InDeg
O OutDeg
Oe
Oe
10 100 1000
Degree (k)
C Network type Directed D
Nodes 164 Rank Authors Papers
Links 658 8%
] 1 International lournal of Hospitality Manage ment (IJHM) 142 19%
Density 0.025 International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Modularity 0212 Management (|ICHM) T ek
Gini index of the degrees 3 Tourism Management ™ 43 6%
indegrees 0.861 4 Cornell Hospitality Quarterly (CQ) 32 4%
4 0.757 5 Service Industries Journal {S1) 32 4%
outdegraes 6 Joumal of Hospitality and Tourism Research (JHTR) 31 4%
Degree distributions exponents 7 Tourism Economics (TE) 2 3%
indegrees 1.82+0.10 8 Omega 4 1%
outdegrees 1.94+0.12 9 Joumnal of Hospitality Marketing and Management {HMM) 11 1%
10 Asia Pacific Jounal of Tourism Research (APITR) 13 2%
Total 409 56%

Time trends (research question 1.C)

Regarding the evolutiortime is analysed, based on four slices, each composed by 5 years.
Given the high number of isolat@apers, especially in the first two slices, as later described,
the analysis is not supported by the four neksaepresentation but 5@ key measures are
reported (Table 3). In fact, the figure oftwerk 1996-2000 is composed by 32 nodes (papers)
but only four of them are connected by 8kB and 28 (88%) are disconnected. A similar
situation characterizes the sead slice (2001-2005), where the pantage of isolated papers

IS 71%.

Having clarified why a network representatioma reported, Table 3 depicts time evolution.

A first remark concerns the impressive inceeasthe number of pape(nodes). As reported

in the third column from left (percentage mddes), the first slice accounts 4% of the total
number of cross-connectedpers (734), the second 108file the last 56%.

Moving from nodes to links, a sitar strong increase idepicted in thedurth column from

left. The percentage accounted by the klgte (2011-2015) is more than three-quarters
(76%). The increasing number loiks reduces (as reasonabilge number of isolated papers,

as reported in the third column from right. If we focus the attention on percentages
(penultimate column), they show a rapiduetion during the years, moving from 88% (1996-
2000) to 35% (2011-2015). The explanation of this dynamic is quite simple: recent papers
tend to cite previous (oldestudies, increasing the number aifnnected papers. Therefore
considering more years (newices) decrease the percentage of isolated studies. Said
differently, the higher the number of articlesg thigher the probability that some papers are
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cited, as confirmed by Table 3. @ldecreasing number of isolatpdpers is also favoured by
the increasing number of averaginitations per article. Inatt, this figure moves from 36
references in the first slice to 63 in thetléhe evidence notperted in Table 3).

Finally, the last column reports the density measures. As previously clarified, this index refers
to the ratio between the numbeif links and the t@l possible number of connections that
could be present. Therefore, a low densiams a paucity of relationships among articles.
This is coherent with the number of links depetin Table 3, that presents a small amount.
In fact, considering the 734 papethe highest amount of contieas is equal to 354 (fourth
slice). Interestingly, the density measure riimamore or less the same during the four
periods. This confirms that the real connetsidlinks) are a small amount of all possible
relationships and it confirms the central rplayed by top journals: a few amount attracts a
disproportionate percentage afross-citations, while nomp journals are relatively
disconnected.

Table 3. Time evolution (based on number of papers)

Subnetwork # Nodes Percentage Number of Percentage Number of Percentage

Densit
(year) (papers) of nodes links of links isolates  of isolates v
1996-2000 32 4% 2 0% 28 88% 0.002
2001-2005 72 10% 16 3% 51 71% 0.003
2006-2010 221 30% 95 20% 109 49% 0.002
2011-2015 409 56% 354 76% 145 35% 0.002

4.2.Resear ch question two: Popular authors

The second research question focusepapular authors. Figure 5 reports the main findings
distinguishing between leadj cited and citing scholars.

Concerningpopular cited authors (in degree), Panel A reports a selected group of researchers
accounting for the highest values of crosstidtes. The network includes 142 scholars and
the figure clearly shows a contrapositiorivibeen a relatively small group of centpalpular
authors (the bigger circles) and a second gommpposed by many peripheral researchers (the
smaller circles). The Panel B reports the tep cited authors. The names present some
similarity to the most cited papers (i.e. Bar&€hang, Hwang, and Phillips); furthermore, in
many casepopular scholars have written papers together, as the case of Claver-Cortés,
Pereira-Moliner, Molina-Azorin and Tari l(@drom Spain), on onehand, and Chang and
Hwang (both working in Taiwan), dine other. In term of topicshey show a strong focus on
some issues, as hospitality strategy and performance for Claver-Cortés, Pereira-Moliner,
Molina-Azorin and Tari; human resourcemanagement for Karatepe; performance
measurement systems for Phillips and Leeckdficy for Barros, Chang, Hwang; marketing
and online review for Law.

With the exception of Chang and Hwang (tlag co-authors and both account for a single
contribute), all the othepopular authors have published masyudies, with the pick of
Karatepe (35 contributes). Thesepular scholars represent, collectively, 18% (131 articles)
of the sample.

The citing popular authors (out degree) present a similar network structure, with a relatively
few central researchers and many peripheral pddasel C). This angsis includes the 133
most citing scholars. The tableafiel D) reports the names antthé lines account at least 5
papers. Sainaghi is the leadioging author, with five paper@wo of them are reviews and
therefore account an higher number of references) (SainaghiBaggio, 2014; Sainaghi et
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al., 2013; Sainaghand Canali, 2011; Sainaghi, 20102011), followed by Karatepe and
Mattila.

Figure 5. Popular authors

B Rank Author Papers (#) Papers (%) E Rank Author Papers (#) Papers (%) [
1 Claver-Cortés E. 15 2% 1 Sainaghi R. 5 1%
2 Karatepe O.M. 35 5% 2 Karatepe O.M. 35 5%
3 Pereira-Moliner J. 16 2% 3 Mattila A.S. 11 1%
q Phillips P.A. 9 1% 4 Claver-Cortes E. 15 2%
5 Molina-Azorin J.F. 12 2% 5 Zhao X. 5 1%
6 { Chang T.-Y. ik 0% 6 Pereira-Moliner J. 16 2%

Hwang S.-N. il 0% 7 Cvelbar L.K. 10 1%
7 Law R. 15 2% 8 Assaf A.G. 12 2%
8 LeeS. 15 2% 9 Molina-Azorin J.F. 12 2%
9 Barros C.P. 4 1% 10 Wul 8 1%
10 Tarill 8 1% Total 131 18%
Total 131 18%

Finally, it is interesting to note some relatioqshbetween cited and citing authors (Panel E,
arrows). This can suggest a pogtcircle between ting and be cited, on one side, and given
the high number of published papers of thesh@ast(at least 12), the psibility to generate
an important flow of self-citabns (equals to 31% of total @®-cited citations in the case of
Karatepe).

5. Conclusions, limitations and future research

The proliferation of hospitality and tourismsearch and its sub-fields make it timely to
consider hotel performance. The influential nature of these cudpeatof interest to a variety
of constituents. Established and emerging schalaed to know where the influential papers
are located across the domain. This will alldve identification of salient works by non-
specialists too. The longitudinal approach ob tdecades provides valuable insights into the
development.

Conclusions are structured at two levelsaatordance with the two research questions. In
both cases, theoretical and empirical (when jpessimplications are stated. Focusing on the
first research question, findingse structured in four pointg; the whole network, ii) the
most cross-cited and citingers, and iii) journals, and iv) the temporal trends.

The whole network shows a low density, which includegny less cross-connected articles,
accounting for an higher value of the Gindex, which suggests the existence of some
internal communities. Based on these resultshebretical level is possible to affirm that
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there is a small group of studies around whiah tletwork rotates. Ehability to identify
these articles help understanding the heartisfrésearch stream. These findings confirm the
validity of the first researclyuestion. For managers, this cahtcorpus of studies help
understanding where researchers’ energies werested and to evaluate the fit existing
between practitioners problems (practiaall theoretical edributes (rigor).

The mostcross-cited papers (in degree) are mainly older (64% belong to the second slice),
they represent 1% of sample but account Bf%ross-citations, theourism and hospitality
journals published 73% a@hese contributes and IJHM 55%he implications for both theory
and practice are the following. Tmeajority of most-cited papenefer to the past and they
represent the pillars for researchdut are probably less relendor practitioners, given the
age of publication. Hospitality artdurism journals are more able attract higher levels of
cited papers. For researchers, it is importanpublish in these journals, because they can
assure high visibility andttract citations. The mosiross-citing papers (out degree) are
recent (100% belong to the fourth slice, 50% to 2015, the last year considered in the sample
selection), 12 papers repreterl.6% of the sample buwccount 11.4% of cross-citing
citations. All the papers are published in pitdity and tourism journals, while 1JHM
published 50% of these studies.

The 734 papers are published in J6drnals, but they show aedr core-periphery structure.
Central area is populated byatg connected journals, whifgeripherals show no (or few)
connections between isolated journals, hate more relationships with the centi@p
journals (ten) attract 56% of papers, 72% obss-citations (in degree) and 60% of out
degree. Some clear implications for reseactae the following: i) there is a wide and
increasing number of journalstamested in hotel performanci), top journals assure high
visibility, attract a considerdp amount of papers (56%) andainly attract (in degree) a
disproportionate percentag#2%) of cross-citations.

The time trends show an increasing (booming) numizérpublished papers (first slice 4%,
fourth slice 56%). During the years, the percgataf isolated articlemove from 88% (first
slice) to 35% (fourth slice), given the parallel increase in cross-citations (links). At a
theoretical level, this research streamais emerging area of enquiry. The high volume of
recent papers is establishing many links with previous studies, creating the hotel performance
network. At the empirical level, researchesire devouting time to measure and analyse
results. Practitioners can find many uefusights and papers can support the continuous
adaptation of real performae measurement systems.

Finally, the second resedr question focuses @opular cited and citing authors. Given the
similarity of findings, the diagssion is not articulated bystinguishing between citing and
cited popular authors. The network graphs ldigpelatively few coregesearchers and many
peripherals. Leading scholars usually haveliphbd many papers, some of them are co-
authors and illustrate a geographical proximityeyfiocus on some recurrent topics such as
strategy and performance, performance measurement systems, human resource management,
efficiency, marketing and online reviews. Téas some overlap between cited and citing
popular authors with a positive cirddetween cited and citing authors.

5.1.Limitations and future research

This work presents some limitations that are prity identified to suggest a future research
agenda, for authors and other researcherst, Rhe study uses the Scopus database which
despite being authoritative wilesult in some research outputs not being accessible because
of their unavailability at the timef the research. The Scopus taise is not exhaustive of all

the possible publications relating to pem@ance measurement, and we do not include
textbooks in our sample.

14



Second, the chosen keywords (hotel andiopeance) favoured a focus on the hotels,
reducing the generalizability gbresent results to other hosptia sectors. However, as
reported in Table 1, lodging playa pivotal role inside thehwle industry, assuring a wide
paper saturation (77%).

Third, the two research questions have fagdua more descriptive approach, focused on
general trends of the topic (hotel performance), and on most cross-cited and citing papers,
journals and authors. Thus the study has mploeed analytical sufields in-depth. This
limitation can be overcome with future studieattlexplore the salientlusters of papers
sharing similar topics across networks.

The collection of the articles on the topic of hotel performance shows many multi-authored
papers. In line with Ye, Song, and Li (2012 further research development can be
represented by the study of cross-institutional neite/ of co-authorship, in order to highlight
research collaboratidmetween institutions.

Finally, this study covers 20egrs from 1996 to 2015. During thpsriod some journals have
altered their focus and currgntio not publish hotel operaticand performance measurement
studies. As an example, this study includes jdsreach as Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism
Research, which are no longer active in publislarigles relating to hotel performance.
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