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Abstract

The 2008 Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) ibnited Kingdom provides a
further opportunity to consider changing trends patiers in retail research,
following on a previous commentary (Dawson et @D4). This comparison with
shows that pressures continue to mount and arectmgaetail knowledge creation
and dissemination practices, not least in ternthade engaged in retail research, the
topics and approaches utilised, the publicatiotida@nd strategies and thus the
standing of retail research in the UK and its rapah internationally.

Keywords: Research assessment, RAE, retail researddK, quality, journal
ranking

Introduction

There is increasing interest in what academicsymregdin terms of quality, as well as
volume and value of the output. To some extentetlgmensions are of course
impossible to define as there are so many confljcstances, viewpoints and biases,
as well as entrenched power and commercial positisustain. These concerns
though have not stopped the burgeoning evaluatioastry. There is thus a growing
volume of assessment and evaluation of reseandriaus levels. Commercial
companies (such as Thomson Reuters) provide, neteapd act as gatekeepers to
data. Associations and sector organisations (ssitheaUK Association of Business
Schools) have attempted (though often, in the ef/esany, failed) to bring
objectivity to disparate journal “quality” listingtnternally, universities are asking
more searching questions about their staff perfaneand often seek outside
‘objective’ assistance. Universities in the UK hags particularly, but by no means
uniquely, are subject to official government resband teaching evaluation. This
has taken the form of a sequence of Research Assas&xercises (e.g. 1996, 2001),

the latest of which reported in 2008. Such exesgiaad the implications of their



(financial and ‘league table’) outcomes, provideHar incentives to universities and
others to help guide assessments of quality. Ngirisingly, such processes raise
major issues (e.g. Fearn 2010) in terms of “juddiregjudges” and identifying and
combating various biases. There is undoubtedly géayimg of the highest order and

a variety of exposed and hidden prejudices, biasdgpower positions.

Nonetheless, such periodic assessments can prediueeby providing (selective)
data on publication trends. The sequence of Rdsé@sessment Exercises (RAE) in
the UK stretch back in various forms to the 1980¢erms of retailing, the outcome
of the RAE (2001) has been commented upon in thishpl (Dawson et al 2004). At
the end of 2008 the latest UK RAE results were ighbd. This paper therefore aims
to comment on the results of the UK RAE (2008) webard to our previous
commentary on the RAE (2001). It also considergitita in the light of intervening
publications and particularly the retail specifionw of Runyan, who has produced
three articles on various aspects of the publioghtmcess, outcome and ‘quality’ in
retailing (Runyan 2008, Runyan and Droge 2008, Rargnd Hyun 2009 — see also
Sparks 2007). This commentary is structured to éiuline the process of the RAE
(2008) and then to reflect on the results in teofrs comparison with the RAE (2001)
and on the conclusions that have been drawn by &aetsal. (2004) within the

emerging context as exemplified by the work of Ramy

The RAE 2008 Process
The RAE (2008) process was broadly similar to &¢i&001 and as presented by
Dawson et al (2004). Institutions selected staffiiglusion in the RAE and for each

included staff member submitted details of up fm#lications ‘published’ between



January 2001 and December 2007. The staff memietiohaze in post at the
institution on the census date of 31 October 2@d&if were submitted in groups by
Universities to particular Panels. Panel | coveredBusiness area and within this a
sub-panel (Unit of Assessment 36) covered BusiaeddManagement Studies

(BMS), to which most retail research was submitted.

The 2008 RAE differed however in one major way frilia 2001 version. Rather
than assigning submissions a single grade for tee@arch quality as in 2001, a
quality profile was generated for each instituteosaibmission in terms of the
proportion of the submission’s research that wdgga to be on a scale from 4* to
0*. Quality itself was defined in terms of threeachicteristics, originality, significance
and rigour and the levels were defined as:

4* - quality that is world leading, that has becoones likely to become, a primary
point of reference in the field or subfield

3* - quality that is internationally excellent, tHaas become, or is likely to become, a
major point of reference in the field or subfield

2* - quality that is recognised internationallyatthas made, or will make, a
contribution to knowledge, in theory, policy or ptiae

1* - quality that is recognised nationally, thashmade or will make a limited
contribution

Unclassified (0*) - quality that falls below theastlard of nationally recognised work
or which does not meet the definition of research

The requirement on the RAE Panels and sub-panelsonassess submissions’
quality in terms of their submitted research oupthie research environment and the
esteem of the staff members. A profile was gendrfeeach and these were
combined (weighted 70%, 20%, 10% respectively inNb produce an overall

quality profile (i.e. a percentage grade for eagimipon the scale 4* to 0*). This



paper however is only concerned with the outpute RAE sub-panel was required
to produce a quality grading for every single pieteork submitted; in the case of
BMS some 12,575 items. The results that have bestemublic consist of the grade
profile for each of the 90 institutions that suldedtto the Business and Management
Studies sub-panel, together with details of allghbmitted individuals and
publications. The grades given to individual ousgubwever have ndteen made

available.

The Dataset
The submissions to, and results from the RAE 2@0& been published at

www.rae.ac.ukThe databases are both downloadable and seaschadiiting a study

of retail related research and retail journal piesiees in the submissions possible.
Using the total submissions database, a keywordls@eas made for retail entries
using key retail terms. Defining the boundarieshef sub-discipline is always
problematic but the search process and mechanitowéal that used to study the
2001 RAE submissions (Dawson et al., 2004), in ot@l@id comparability. As in
2001 the financial services sector was excludeah fitus analysis, as were
submissions in Art and Design, which were maini@akagues or collections for
retailers or retail events. In addition to the keyavsearching, lists of academics
known to be interested in retail research (e.qxgifie RAE (2001) and Stirling
databases) were checked against submissions. Sahwse known to be researching
on retailing were either not selected for includoyrtheir institution, or else had

submissions based, in full or in part, on theirlmations on non-retail topics.



The data do not present an overall picture of mebea the discipline or sub-
discipline because of the numerical constraintsrdividual submissions (4 pieces)
and also because of the institutional influence sudmission choices (people and
publications). Despite pleas to be inclusive, tnsittns were variably selective in
order to maximise the perceived quality of the siglsion, post RAE league table
positions, and financial outcomes. The data howdwaeveal how institutions
present themselves, their academics and theirngsegving some insights into
disciplinary identities. The data also show jounmaferences, which of course reflect
to some degree perceptions of journal quality (fmjpviduals, institutions and other
‘judges’). Since 2001, the importance of journdésgon has been increasingly
emphasised, with the continued publication of Esicanking journals and discussing
the appropriateness or otherwise of so-calledcffi journal rankings (e.g. in
marketing, Svensson, 2006, 2007, Svensson and \R@@®] Svensson et al 2008,
Macdonald and Kim 2007, and in retailing RunyanZ@unyan and Droge 2008,

Runyan and Hyun 2009 provide details of some ofg¢bees and debates).

As will be understood from this description, sorae&ai scholars were excluded by
their institution for varying reasons including kaaf, or perceived low quality of,
publications. Others may have been excluded faomsmof ‘strategic fit'. Choice of
articles submitted will also have been processemltih various perceptions and
information (of varying quality). What follows thefore is an analysis of the
submitted state of retail research in the UK in&@Cfiter it had been ‘filtered’ by
individuals, institutions and “advice” by the Pgreahd bearing in mind the different

‘games’ or strategies adopted by Universities.



Retailing research: comparing 2001 and 2008

Table 1 provides some basic comparative data. Ret\@6801 and 2008 there was a
large increase in the number of articles submiibetthie RAE on retail topics,

although the increase in the number of individua®lved was proportionately
greater. This was accompanied by a wider dis@pyithase and a substantial increase
in the number of institutions containing some sutediretail papers. The number of
different journals involved in publishing work oetailing also increased. The
increase in articles (26%) mirrors the total insean submission of publications to

the BMS sub-panel.

Retail Specialists and Generalists

A distinction can be made between generalists padialists. Specialists are defined
here as those who submitted all four articles fartle RAE in BMS, it was articles
rather than books that were submitted, althougérg few individuals did include
books, book chapters and conference papers) ahtogti@s to the RAE. Whilst
overall there may appear to be an expansion ingstién retail research, the specialist
sector has not expanded and indeed on all categarieable 1 the level of entries by
this group were lower than in 2001. The proportdgeneralists with submissions of
only one entry on a retail topic increased, reprisg 36% of all retail topic
submissions and 65% of all individuals. By conti@dy 17% of individuals
submitted four articles on a retail topic represen89% of all entries. This figure

compares with 55% of submissions by specialis0l and 34% of individuals.

From this we conclude that retailing appears teeHacome a topic of greater interest

across academia, with more individuals, instituitigmapers and journals involved.



This interest however, has grown more strongly afr@y traditional core retail
specialists. Retailing is being ' picked up ' by4metail academics seeking new
sectors to investigate from their own origins, iagts and disciplinary bases. The

retail specialists submitted a lower proportioriledir papers on retail topics in 2008.

Retail Entries and Discipline Identity

Business and Management Studies was again theawveiall disciplinary base for
submissions (Table 2). Business and Managemenéaineady the main base from
2001 but in RAE (2008) it has become even more danti This change seems to
have been primarily due to the demise of retagaesh within the discipline of
geography. In part this has continued as yet meogi@phers have shifted from
positions in geography departments or units, toness and management schools or
departments. This reflects both changes within ggggy as a discipline and possibly
changes in retail research agendas which have sieted a more business oriented

or focused approach.

There has been an increase in retail submissionsdreas such as history,
economics and art and design. Their contributiomaias proportionately low, but
such expansion reflects the growing interest iailiag in these subjects. Retail
history for example has undergone its own renasand even economists are now
realising that retailing represents significantigtithct and difficult research

challenges.

In terms of retail specialists, the disciplinargbas considerably narrower. This was

true in 2001, but there has been further conceatraif researchers in business and



management. This reinforces earlier comments abeutliscovery’ of retail by non-
specialists looking outside what is their mainstiesaubject area. An alternative
explanation is that the number of retail specisligts declined as retail scholars have
been drawn to research outside the field of regiir have chosen to publish in fields

outside the core area.

The Geography of Retail Research

Table 3 lists the institutions most involved inaiebased research. The University of
Stirling numerically remains the lead institution2008, as it was in 2001, though
other groups have grown significantly. There isikinty between 2001 and 2008,
with some changes in relative contributions. MastéreMetropolitan University
continues to have a presence, as do the universitiglanchester and
Gloucestershire. Although the University of Survegs on the 2001 list, it has
increased its scale notably in 2008. Heriot Wativersity is amongst new entrants.
Similarly, Loughborough University did not makeoit to the list of the largest retail
research institutions in 2001, which at the timensed curious (Dawson et al, 2004),
but it does appear in 2008. These institutions r@ceath the analysis of publications
provided by Runyan and Hyun (2009) and so are uinpirising. The changes to some
extent could reflect the movement of staff from amstitution to another, but also
demonstrate where investment has been made (arghiobsff). In both 2001 and
2008 in BMS alone, only 6 institutions had morenti@ entries. Table 3 seems to be
pointing to a limited consolidation in institutiobstween 2001 and 2008. Although
as in 2001, a few institutions were the foci ofei@sh, they constituted a smaller
proportion of total retail entries in 2008. The poation of entries in the top eight

institutions was 41% in 2001 but only 38% in 200Bis might suggest that there are



two related processes underway; a small consadilati specialists into leading

centres and a widening of the scholar base ovetallested in retailing.

The large number of entries from non-retail spéstimhas several implications. Some
of these individuals are in institutions with rétaisearch clusters, and thus may be
associated with them, but the majority are not. disénction between those whose
interest in retail research is the primary focutheir research and those for whom a
retail example may be part of another piece of wagknains and is reinforced. Many
of the Business and Management departments are daigjthe number of research

entries on retail topics and individuals relativetyall.

Journals and Retail Research

The majority of entries in RAE (2008) in Businessl anagement Studies were
journal articles (90%). Only 4% were books and 586kbchapters with a small
remainder of other types of publication (e.g. coerfee papers). Amongst retail
specialists 94% of entries were journal articlegefdecent years there have been
many attempts to establish rankings of journalg. (Bhe Association of Business
Schools and Thomson Reuters), sometimes basedanesy of bibliometric
measures which aim to capture the impact of thelestsubmitted to the journal (e.qg.
Geary et al, 2004), and sometimes as an amalganofllists’. This, as noted above,
is a controversial field. There is discussion ofraareasing emphasis on metrics (e.g.
citations and impact) for the Research Excellemeenéwork (REF - as the 2013/14

replacement for the RAE).
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There are many critiques of metrics both within keéing and business and
management but also more widely in the academyhMifithe emphasis of the
literature on journal citations and journal ranlaritas focused on the mechanics of
achieving meaningful rankings. A recent articledzhen RAE results in the context
of geographical research (Richards et al. 2008)amn#ke point that metrics look
back, whilst peer review looks forward and thatnastmeasure some dimension of
impact, but not quality. They dispute the oft quibtgew that impact equates to
guality, on the basis of the rankings that indiabarticles achieved in the RAE
process, compared with what they would have acHiewvethe basis of prescriptive
thinking about journals. The RAE 2008 subject oi@mreport for Business and
Management (and the RAE Panel in this area wereesgly forbidden to
formulaically use journal quality ranking lists)rslarly notes:

‘The sub-panels assessed virtually all the subohitterk by examining it and did not
use its place of publication as an evaluative cite. It is worthy of note that there
was not a perfect correlation between the qualitg piece of work and its place of
publication. Although much top-quality work waseed published in what are
generally regarded as leading journals, top-qualitgrk could also be found in
journals occupying a lower position in conventiorahkings. Similarly, some of the
work considered that had been published in so-dd#ading journals was thought to
be less than top quality. The proportions of thestegories also varied across sub-
disciplines. There was also a considerable amo@mtark published in books or
other formats, some of which was of world leadinglidy. It would therefore be
inappropriate in the future to use assessments of journal quality aloneto assign
quality ratingsto individual items of work’. (RAE 2010, p1-2, emphasis added)
Paul (2008) who was a member of the 2008 RAE maireP! states thabne major
conclusion appears to be journal rankings are ngoad indicator of the quality of
any paper published in the journal, nor necessahly combined quality of all the

papers'(Paul, 2008, p 324). This of course does not gteottage industry of

journal quality rankings, nor does it stop somedaocaic managers from grasping at
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such ‘objective’ rankings as the least effort byiahhto judge their academics’

performance.

In a specialist sub-discipline such as retailinthats are faced with the dilemma of
attempting to publish in journals which focus oa thain discipline and may be more
‘prestigious’ (according to the journal rankingdis or of publishing in specialist
journals, which are often regarded (by generahistnted journal quality ranking lists)

as less prestigious, but which reach readers icdghemunity of interest.

With retail articles in RAE (2008) in over 100 d@ifent journals, the retail literature is
at one level dispersed. This is due to some extbethie interdisciplinary nature of
some retail research and the rising importanceenérplists as noted earlier.
However, within the Business and Management dis@p) area there is both
dispersal of the literature on the one hand, &d ah important focus on key retail
journals. 35% of all entries are to be found inydnjournals which include the retail
specialist journal¥helnternational Review of Retail, Distribution and i3umer
ResearclandThe International Journal of Retail and Distributidlanagement.
Amongst retail specialists this rises to 51% ofiest For those with single retall

entries however it is less than 20% (Tables 4-5).

Table 4 shows a number of trends. There is cleaggnetration of a wider literature
base and a growth in breadth. This comes from tmatie general journals increasing
their representation, but also significant spesigtiurnals such a@usiness History
gaining status. There is growth in the presenaaarketing journals. Much of this

may be attributed to metrics (e.g. Thomson Reutard)journal ranking lists (e.qg.
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Association of Business Schools (ABS)), as wellcaihie increase in interest in
retailing from outside the specialist subject bollye two main retail specialist
journals have declined proportionately, thoughelremains a substantive specialist

community.

Runyan’s analysis of journal rankings highlightederal aspects of place of
publication choices (Runyan and Droge 2004, Rurd@08) and two sets of
particular issues; discipline issues and geograpigsues. In terms of discipline
issues Runyan noted that in his study of academefeencesjournal of Retailing
andJournal of Marketingvere the top preferences for many retail reseascftizough
given that the vast majority of these respondeatsat publish in these journals,
there is a degree of unclarity and aspirationaldriess in the argument). Journals
such asT'he International Review of Retail, Distributionda@onsumer Researemd
The Journal of Retailing and Consumer Servenesregarded as of lesser but still
significant statusThe International Journal of Retail and Distributiddanagement

was regarded as acceptable.

Issues of geography focused on differences in prebées between the US and Europe
and the UKTheJournal of Retailindhas long been regarded as Americentric, with a
bias against non-US submissions (Sparks 2007, Ruy2¢®8). The composition of

the editorial board and the journal’s track redorgublishing papers from outside the
US help substantiate this view (80%Tdfe Journal of Retailingrticles were

authored by academics in the US; by contrast lems 25% of articles in the other
three retail journals were authored in the US)th@fsix entries iffhe Journal of

Retailingsubmitted to the RAE (2008), three of these irdiials were not working in
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the UK when they submitted the articles and thapgrs were either on US topics or
had US co-authors. The RAE panel noted with spetfierence to marketing, that
the recruitment of US scholars with papers in tat@d’ journals was a practice
adopted by some institutions (and the Panel weseagit in principle). European
academics had, from Runyan’s work, a more posuige of the European based
retail journals. However the RAE results showed #ithough both generalists and
specialists did choose to publishTihelnternational Review of Retail, Distribution
and Consumer Research, The Journal of Retailing@misumer ServicendThe
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Magementgeneralists often
preferred mainstream marketing or business joummhilst specialists selected papers
from a mix of generalist journals and retail jousnd 0 some extent this is
understandable; generalists will use retailingrasxample in papers in their home
subject base, whilst specialists, probably dué¢oeffect of journal ranking lists and
other perceptions, will attempt to play both a splest and a mainstream ' game .

This may be particularly the case for more esthblisresearchers.

A different approach to the subject of journal dyalas been taken by Mingers et al
(2009) in attempting to reverse engineer the RABD& results into journal quality
rankings via a linear programming approach. Soméamis advised though, as the
underlying assumptions of this process may notibieedy justified. However this
does not impinge on two specific comments thabhieterest here. Mingers et al.

(2009) note that:

(a) The volume of submissionsThe International Review of Retail, Distribution

and Consumer ResearamdThe International Journal of Retail and Distributio
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Managemenagain (as in 2001 and 1996) place them in thé&%mf frequency of
submitted journals in BM&s a whole They thus have considerable ' face value ' with
academics in the field, despite not being in ThamReuters and lowly scored by

ABS;

(b) The output of the linear programming exerciBable 6) confirms to some extent
the thrust of the earlier discussion about joucuallity in the retail field. There is a
problem in Mingers et al (2009), as they have twwies forThe International
Review of Retail, Distribution and Consumer Rededree to confusion over
ampersands! The results do seem to suggest affedb & The Journal of Retailing
solid performance iifhe International Review of Retail, Distributionda@onsumer
Researchand lower than expected outcomesThoe International Journal of Retail
and Distribution ManagememndThe Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services
‘True’ outcomes from the panel for each individaatput are of course not

published.

Conclusions: Retailing Research in the UK in 2008

In 2004 the commentary on the RAE (2001) concludatiin the UK the sub-
discipline of retail studies was firmly locatedBaisiness and Management having
migrated from its geographical roots (Dawson et2104). The RAE (2008) sees a
strengthening of this identity. Within retail resglawhilst there was a decline in the
number of specialist entries there are a numbenpbrtant clusters of specialists and

the specialist literature is important.
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The American/European divide identified in RAE (2D@nd by others (e.g. Runyan
2008) has continued. This is a methodological gnstemological issue. From the
RAE perspective, however, issues relating to jougnality rankings and the possible
future use of metrics must be of concern to retmearchers. The European based
specialist retail journals have not as yet beeeatec by Thomson Reuters (which is
Americentric). This is a problem for UK (or indeglbbal) retail research and
particularly for the future of the key specialistijnals which draw the sub-discipline
together to be a research community. The RAE (2608)ome has demonstrated the

impact of this on the wider and specialist reseaarnmunities.

Our commentary on the 2001 RAE drew a number oflosions and possible
directions for retail research endeavour:
1. Animplied (American, external) model of subjectd®pment is being
imposed on retail research in the UK;
2. US cultural, technological and methodological apphes are being imposed
on the UK in the form of greater standardisatiometil research;
3. Journal ranking lists, due to their inherent noand stereo typing will alter
the publication process for retail research;
4. There will be an increasing narrowness and sintylarfi topics being
published in retailing research as a consequence;
5. UK retail research will be diminished internatidgals a consequence;
6. Funding for retail research will be scarcer infineire due to institutional and

subject concentration.

The discussion here of the results of RAE (2008)ldigeem to point to the

continuation and impact of these tendencies. Theeiaf retail research
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development has adjusted to a more positivist, EI8ric, culturally specified
approach. This has been driven by the continueskbiaf the journal ranking
'gatekeepers' and by the approaches taken bytheahked' journals. The evidence is
clear for a changed approach for research andulgigation strategy. We contend
that this is detrimental to UK retail research &ndational and international
standing. Whilst we have not performed a topic ysialon the submitted papers, our
understanding is that there has been an impadteotopics being pursued. The
implication of all these tendencies is for a sqeeaz funding and status of retalil
research in the UK and likely further concentratidrspecialists. There are great
concerns for the stability, ability and probabl&erof any ' next generation ' retail

researchers in the UK.

The RAE (2008) indicates that many of the conceérosached in Dawson et al (2004)
are now taking ' centre stage '. There is a rigifigence of generalists into retail
research, reflecting the ' discovery ' of retailitigpugh these are perhaps not fully
engaged with the subject and its subject speaall$tere may be a clear demarcation
between two elements emerging, and this is to stent the outcome of the RAE
process under way as it has been implemented@aged '. The likely introduction

of metrics into future assessments is probablygymrexacerbate these tendencies.

For retail researchers it is somewhat problembat the focus of research managers
and others has become so muclwiiere we publish rather thawhat we publish, for
whom and to what effect or even impact. One hagaiwder where such a process
will end up, and thus where UK and internation&hiteesearch will be situated in the

future.
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Table 1 Base Data: Comparison of 2001 and 2008 RAEtries

2001 2008

All Specialists All Specialists
No. Institutions | 54 24 72 23
No. Individuals | 110 36 189 33
No. Articles 269 144 338 132
No. Disciplines 13 7 19 4
No. Journals 86 52 111 39
Table 2 Disciplinary Identity — Entries by SubjectArea

Generalists Specialists

N (%) 2001 2008 2001 2008
Business and | 184 (68.4) 241 (71.3) 108 (75.0) 116 (87.9)
Management
Geography 39 (14.5) 14 (4.1) 12 (8.3) 4 (3.0)
Town and 12 (4.5) 16 (4.7) 8 (5.6) 8 (6.1)
Country
Planning
History 6 (2.2) 15 (4.4) 4 (2.8) 4 (3.0)
Art and Design| 4 (1.5) 18 (5.3) 4 (2.8) 0 (0)
Economics and 4 (1.5) 9 (2.7) 4 (2.8) 0 (0)
Econometrics
Other 20 (7.4) 25 (7.4) 8 (5.6) 0 (0)
Total 269 338 148 132

Figures in parentheses are in column percentages.
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Table 3 Geography of Retail Research: Institutionsvith the Most Retail Entries

Overall Business and
Management
Only
2001 No. | 2008 No. | 2001 No. | 2008 No.
2001 2008 2001 2008
University of | 28 University of | 27 University of | 28 University of | 27
Stirling Stirling Stirling Stirling
Manchester 17 University of | 19 Manchester 13 University of | 19
Metropolitan Surrey Metropolitan Surrey
University of | 12 Heriot Watt 16 University of | 10 Heriot Watt 16
Ulster University Ulster University
University of | 11 Loughborough| 15 University of | 11 Loughborough| 12
Gloucestershire University Gloucestershire University
Manchester 11 Manchester 14 Manchester 11 Manchester 12
University Metropolitan University Metropolitan
Glasgow 11 University of | 13 University of | 10 University of | 12
Caledonian Gloucestershire Surrey Gloucestershire
University
University of | 11 University of | 12 Glasgow 9 Manchester 9
Oxford Cardiff Caledonian University
University
University of | 10 Manchester 12 University of |7 Brunel 7
Surrey University Oxford University
University of | 10 University of | 6
the Arts, Cardiff
London
Brunel 10
University
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Table 4 Outlet of Publication (Journals with 6 entres or more)

2001 2008
All Specialist| All Specialist
Entries | (n=148) | Entries | (n=132)
(n=269) (n=338)
International Review of | 33 21 29 18
Retail, Distribution and
Consumer Research
International Journal of | 33 19 35 16
Retail and Distribution
Management
Environment and Planning 16 7 24 16
A
European Journal of 11 5 17 10
Marketing
Journal of Marketing 9 4 14 8
Management
International Research in| 8 5 0 0
Marketing
British Food Journal 7 4 0 0
Property Management 6 5 0 0
Journal of Retailingand | 4 3 10 5
Consumer Services
Service Industries Journal 4 1 7 6
Urban Studies 3 2 7 6
Journal of Retailing 1 1 6 0
Business History 3 0 6 3
Journal of Business 1 3 6 2
Research

Note: The criterion for entry to the table is 6rezgt in either 2001 or 2008. We have
then included any entered journal for both yearshimwv change.
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Table 5 Place of publication: Comparison between Sgialists and Single Retail

Entry 2008

Single retail entry Specialists (n=132)

(n=124)

Number % Number %
International Review of Retail,| 7 5.6 18 13.6
Distribution and Consumer
Research
International Journal of Retail | 11 8.9 16 12.1
and Distribution Management
Environment and Planning A 2 1.6 16 12.1
European Journal of Marketing 2 1.6 10 7.6
Journal of Marketing 2 1.6 8 6.1
Management
Journal of Retailing and 4 3.2 5 3.8
Consumer Services
Service Industries Journal 1 0.8 6 4.5
Urban Studies 1 0.8 6 4.5
Journal of Retailing 6 4.8 0 0
Business History 2 1.6 3 2.3
Journal of Business Research 2 1.6 2 1.5
Totals 40 32.2 90 68.2

Table 6: Retail Journal Quality Profiles accordingto Mingers et al (2009)

N= 4* 3* 2% 1* 0
International Journal of Retajl34 100
and Distribution Management
International Review of 13 79 21
Retail, Distribution and
Consumer Research
International Review of 15 37 36 27
Retail, Distribution &
Consumer Research
Journal of Retailing 6 100
Journal of Retailing and 10 100
Consumer Services

Note: the figures in bold are the implied modalding for the journals according to

Mingers et al (2009).
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