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) ABSTRACT

Purpose: Our study compares methodological procedures of Brazilian
papers with those of papers published in AMJ, OS, ASQ, JMS and SM]J in
field of strategy from 2006 to 2015.

Originality/value: Our study 1. identifies and describes methodological
differences, offering a benchmark to improve future studies; 2. starts a
discussion about the reasons those differences exist and their
implications towards advancing the field of strategy; and 3. suggests
forms of overcoming the current constraints and improving the quality
of our research.

Design/methodology/approach: Based on a systematic review, we
analyzed ten Brazilian journals with the highest impact factor and five
top journals. The search yielded a final sample of 1294 empirical papers.
The data was analyzed through content analysis, for which our coding
schema contained three dimensions: research design, measurement,
and analytic approach.

Findings: We found some methodological differences that may
characterize Brazilian papers as testers and top journals as expanders,
reinforcing results found by other studies, concerning the necessity of
developing the Brazilian strategy field to be more competitive with the
international field at large. Therefore, we concluded that it is desirable
to improve our research methods as a field and possibly to overcome
methodological differences, helping not only to develop theories but
also to consider the Brazilian reality.

KEYWORDS

Research methods. Quantitative. Qualitative. Data analysis. Strategy
field.
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) 1. INTRODUCTION

The discussion about the quality of academic publication in Brazil has
been a constant in the last decades. First, the systematic reviews have
enlightened our comprehension on theoretical models driving the research
in Brazil from organizational studies (Vergara & Carvalho Jr., 1995) to
finance (Leal, Oliveira, & Soluri, 2003) to marketing (Vieira, 2003), and has
shown our balance between theoretical and empirical papers. Second,
network analyses of co-authors have shown the evolution and the
configuration of research teams (Rossoni & Guarido Filho, 2007, 2009).
Currently, the search for internationalization has pushed researchers to
compete not only with Brazilian peers but also with international peers for
space in journals in which acceptance rates can reach only ten percent. Given
the new competitive setting, we understand that it is time to reflect on the
profile and quality of research methods in Brazil.

Although proper methodological procedures are not enough to guarantee
publication, problems in those aspects lead to paper rejection (Bergh, 2003;
Aguinis & Vanderbeg, 2014; Bono & McNamara, 2011). Likewise, methods
constrain the capacity of developing and convincing theoretical contributions,
and consequently the advance of field (Zhang & Shaw, 2012). Having this in
mind, the strategy field is one that has been recognized as an increasingly
important field of knowledge (Schneider, 2013; Guerras-Martin, Madhok, &
Montoro-Sanchez, 2014) with intense increase in the volume of publications.
However, it has also dealt with a lack of adequate methodology to sustain
the generation and advancement of knowledge along its expansion (Ketchen
Jr., Boyd, & Bergh, 2008).

To our knowledge, methodological reflections in the strategy field in
Brazil have been limited 1. to compare papers with the methodology
literature (Oliveira et al., 2012) or 2. to summarize the methods used in
papers (Rossoni, Guarido Filho, Francisconi, & Albuquerque Filho, 2010).
Although the definition of the best research method based on research
problem is effortless, lack of resources and barriers to access primary or
secondary data constrain the implementation of research, resulting only in
satisfactory procedures. Because of the rationale behind the implementation
of research methods, the current reviews have limitations. First, while
assessing methodology with literature shows how far we are from ideal
types, it offers no concrete parameter of comparison. Second, the simple
summarization of literature gives no comparative standard and guide to the
improvement of research methods.
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Unlike previous studies, our study adopts an intermediary position
between ideal method and simple summarization. To identify the profile
and the quality of research methods in Brazilian research, we compared
Brazilian papers to papers published in five top journals, a feasible standard
of research method that also suffered constraint. We gathered the Brazilian
papers from the ten most influential Brazilian journals using the five-year
impact factor without auto citation, published by Scientific Periodicals
Electronic Library (SPELL) in 2014. We recognize that Brazilian scholars
not only do not publish only in Brazilian journal but also have incentives to
try to publish their best papers in international journals. As an anonymous
reviewer noted, these factors could bias our sample. However, the frequency
in which Brazilian scholars published internationally during the period of
our time frame is very small. Thus, our sample has a small bias and,
consequently, represents a valid proxy of overall quality of Brazilian research
(see appendix A for a full explanation of the additional analyses performed
to assess the potential bias). Our study also differs from past studies because
it uses only Brazilian papers published in peer-reviewed journals. Although
in the past conference papers had more relevance, the maturation of the
field allows us to rely only on peer-reviewed papers. Selecting journal papers
represents an improvement in terms of quality because editors and the
double blind peer-review process push authors to refine methodological
procedures, fixing possible flaws. Finally, we offer a current overview of the
last decade which includes the emergence of the internationalization as
issue in Brazilian academia and an increase in the investment received by
master and doctoral programs and in post-doctoral training.

Assessing the methodological differences between Brazilian papers and
top journals papers in the field of strategy from 2006 to 2015, our study
makes multiple contributions. First, it identifies and describes the
methodological differences, offering strategy researchers a benchmark to
improve future studies. Second, it starts a discussion about reasons those
differences exist and implications towards advancing the field of strategy.
Third, the study offers suggestions for overcoming current constraints and
improving the quality of our research. Fourth, it can help Brazilian journals
advance their quality standards and their potential of internationalization.

We organize the study in five sections. Following this introduction, the
theoretical background reviews previous evaluation of the strategy field in
Brazil. The methodological procedures section describes the process of
building the corpus and coding procedures. The results and discussion
section discuss the difference between papers in Brazilian journals and

ISSN 1678-6971 (electronic version) ¢ RAM, Sdo Paulo, 19(3), eRAMR180009, 2018
doi:10.1590/1678-6971/eRAMR180009



N

Assessing the methodological differences between Brazilian journals and top journals in strategy

papers in top journals in terms of distribution of overall design and in profile
of quantitative and qualitative methods. Finally, the conclusion section
presents implications and some possible solutions to the problems identified
in the analyses.

) 2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Given its importance to explain success and failure of firms and
organizations in general, strategy is an important field of knowledge
(Schneider, 2013; Guerras-Martin et al., 2014; Schneider, Carneiro, Serra,
Ferreira, & 2009). Identifying the sources of organizational effectiveness and
success (Guerras-Martin et al., 2014), creating and maintaining competitive
advantages, and conducting organizational changes (Schneider et al., 2009)
are some of core objectives in strategy research.

Despite its importance in the education and practice of management,
the systematization of the knowledge in strategy only happened after the
consolidation of other functional disciplines (Bertero, Vasconcelos, & Binder,
2003). In fact, it has been developed as a social science field of knowledge in
the last 50 years, what means that it is still in the process of consolidation
(Bertero et al., 2003; Ketchen Jr. et al., 2008; Guerras-Martin et al., 2014).
According to Guerras-Martin et al. (2014), the study of strategy began in the
60’s with the seminal studies of Chandler (1962), Ansoff (1965) and Andrews
(1971). Since then, the evolution of the field has benefitted from contributions
of different social sciences, with diversification of topics and research
methods, even though strategy has retained its core.

In the same way, in Brazil, the interest in studying strategy has increased
in the last decades. It can be perceived by significant growth in the volume
of academic publications in strategy, by the number of researchers working
in this field, and by the intensification of the ties of co-authorship among
researchers (Saraiva & Carrieri, 2009; Rossoni et al., 2010; Walter, Bach,
Lanza, & Sato, 2013; Guerras-Martin et al., 2014). Such increase also
reflects other aspects as the growth of the number of graduates and the
rigor of those programs, and of Brazilian governmental institutions for
better results (Saraiva & Carrieri, 2009). In the same vein, the creation of
thematic tracks in the Brazilian meeting of research in management and the
creation of the 3Es, a Brazilian meeting of studies in strategy contributed to
expand the research in strategy in the country (Rossoni et al., 2010).
Regarding the general content of the Brazilian research on strategy, it is a
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tendency to select problems and other aspects that better express the
strategic reality of national firms. That tendency results in a focus on
processes of organizational adaptation and change as a major topic in the
study of strategic management of our national firms (Bertero et al., 2003).

In the 1960’s and in the beginning of the 1970’s, strategy approaches
were more general and laid the groundwork for subsequent theorization in
the field of strategy. Thereupon, strategy was taken as a problem that
concerns the type and quality of the response of firms and organizations in
face of environmental pressures, focusing on internal and external aspects of
that relation. Although over time theories have highlighted one or another
of these aspects, both have been recognized as important and have never
been dismissed by the most relevant papers. Thus, it shows the complexity
of the phenomenon of strategy, and reflects the evolution of strategy as an
academic discipline and as an effort to comprehend the relationships
between organizations and environments, two different but intertwined
domains. The same is valid regarding the tension between micro and macro
levels (Guerras-Martin et al., 2014).

However, Mahoney and McGahany (2006) assert that strategic
management research suffers criticisms from root disciplines such as
economics, sociology and organizational theory for lacking theoretic
grounding and for dissociation of the real problems of business strategy.
Similarly, Schneider (2013), after analyzing the evolution of the study of
strategy in the last decades of the twentieth century and the first decade
of the twentieth-first century, concluded that its academic field is still
too broad, without a clear definition of its main themes. This results in a
multitude of perspectives, debates and controversies among authors.

Durand, Grant, and Madsen (2017) present a contrasting vision about
the intense and recent development of the field of strategic management.
On the one hand, there are authors who criticize the fragmentation of the
field, its lack of accuracy in the theoretic effort, among other problems. On
the other hand, there are authors who admit as positive the theoretic
pluralism and even the methodological pluralism of the field as a source of
new ideas. In both cases, however, there is a clear consensus on the necessity
of continually updating the research effort, both in terms of theory and
methodology.

To Guerras-Martin et al. (2014) one of the important reasons for the
reception of too many theoretical and methodological perspectives in
strategy is the interest for understanding the bases of competitive advantages
in firms and organizations. In view of this, Mahoney and McGahany (2006)
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argue that the strategy field must focus on some critical aspects in order to
get maturity as a field of knowledge. Among these, they highlight the
development of new integrative theory, based on insights empirically
validated and accumulated during the last years. Additionally, such
integration must also include theories and methods of research that enable
one to deepen important questions in the field and show comprehensiveness
and accuracy in handling empirical data (Mahoney & McGahany, 2006;
Guerras-Martin et al., 2014).

Consequently, a way to analyze and become aware of the possibilities of
development of the strategy field comes from mapping the field. Some
aspects of the evolution of the field, in the last decades, make clear that
some maturity has been achieved which can be made evident in the analytical
capacity and methodological accuracy, despite the limits pointed out before.
Such indicators as new theoretical directions in the field and the emergence
of new and important topics of investigation increase consensus to basic
notions, growth of the research methods used and improvement of their
sophistication, and growth of the academic community dedicated to the
field according to Guerras-Martin et al. (2014). The present growth of
the strategy field suggests the necessity of comparing scientific publication
as a way and resource to establish the present limits of the field and to know
its possibilities of evolution (Rossoni et al., 2010).

Thus, the analysis of publications in an academic field is an important
device frequently used to evaluate its development, to compare with
development in other fields and to throw light on its present limitations and
future possibilities (Saraiva & Carrieri, 2009; Rossoni et al., 2010). Brazilian
researchers have performed review studies in strategy, mainly after the year
2000, but studies which focus on methodological procedures are still rare.
At the same time, the major focus of these Brazilian reviews has been of
papers presented in meetings, with predominance of the Meeting of the
Brazilian Association of Post-Graduation in Management (Enanpad)
(Rossoni et al., 2010; Oliveira et al., 2012; Kiihl & Kiihl, 2011; Walter et al.,
2013). Oliveira et al. (2012), for example, studied how validation criteria are
employed in papers on strategy presented at Enanpad. Kiihl and Kiihl (2011),
based on the same source of papers, investigated how technology is
embedded in the studies of the strategy field. Walter et al. (2013) have
studied co-authoring networks developed from Brazilian researchers in the
field of strategy. They also used, as a source of empirical data, papers
presented at Enanpad and 3Es. Rossoni et al. (2010) evaluated quantitatively
and qualitatively the methodological framework of papers. They conclude
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that Brazilian papers in strategy do not take into consideration other national
research and lack theoretical contributions. Thereby, papers depend
excessively on foreign references. Schneider et al. (2009) found similar
results. They emphasize that the Anglo-Saxon context has strongly
influenced the Brazilian research on strategy. It is a case of asking whether
the influence also extends to other aspects of research, for example, the
proper application of methodological procedures, statistical techniques and
conceptual accuracy, or is limited to themes? This is the relevant question
we try to answer with our research.

In relation to the methodological aspects of Brazilian papers in strategy,
Rossoni et al. (2010) have concluded that many papers inappropriately use
some methodological procedures and techniques. For authors, there are
some problems that allow one to put under suspicion the real development
and maturity of the field of strategy in Brazil. One of these problems is the
predominance of case studies in qualitative research. What is even worst
when the cases are taken as exemplification of a phenomenon and not as
source of evidence. Another identified problem is the low number of studies
based on multi-methods for analyzing data and the low effort applied to
theoretical papers. The same problems were also pointed out by Bertero
et al. (2003), without repercussion in the field.

In this paper we acknowledge that the method is a crucial attribute for
scientific knowledge. As Ketchen Jr. et al. (2008) suggested, some of the
first studies in strategy had durable impact on the field due to their
methodological framework. Moreover, they argue that from the 1980’s, with
the intense increase in the volume of papers published, the strategy field
experienced a theoretical rebirth demanding new methodological
perspectives to sustain the generation of knowledge. Additionally, a central
problem in the strategy field is the lack of adequate methods to depict and
understand the process of implementation and execution of strategies. The
persistence of this problem will limit the conditions for generating good
insights and the transfer of knowledge to management practice (Ketchen Jr.
et al., 2008).

Although research methods play a key role in the advancement of the
field — because empirical data provide support and questions, and help expand
theoretical arguments — they have been neglected many times in strategy
research (Ketchen Jr. et al., 2008). Additionally, the intense growth of a field
and its consequent aim of progress and maturation demands that scholars
employ proper methodology that provides safe and well-directed advancement.
The expansion of theoretical approaches and of adequate methods provides
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the foundation for the strategy field to deal with the challenge of producing
knowledge that translates the multifaceted and complex character of
organizational phenomenon (Mahoney & McGahany, 2006).

) 3. METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

Given our intent to compare Brazilian papers with papers published in
five top journals in the field of strategy, we used the five-year impact factor
without auto-citation calculated by Scientific Periodicals Electronic Library
(SPELL) and published in 2014 to identify ten Brazilian management
journals with the largest impact factor. We used the SPELL impact factor
rather than Qualis Capes because whereas the former offers a clear ordinal
rank of Brazilian journals, the latter has no criteria for distinguishing
journals inside a category and to define their impact in other Brazilian
journals. Additionally, we elected to not use the auto-citation five-year
impact factor because auto-citation inflates the impact factor and
misrepresents the influence of journal. Unlike other studies, our study did
not sample conference annals. While conference annals have no negative
impact in topic analysis, in our analysis it could impact significance. The
double-blind review process filters the quality of papers published, offering
a better estimate of overall quality of Brazilian papers.

The Brazilian journals selected were Brazilian Administrative Review,
Cadernos Ebape, Organizagdo e Sociedade, Revista de Administragdo Contempora-
nea, Revista Administragdo Empresas, Revista de Administragdo Piblica, Revista de
Administragdo da USP, Revista de Administragdo Mackenzie, Revista de Adminis-
tragdo da UFSM and Revista de Contabilidade e Finangas. In addition, we selected
Academy of Management Journal, Administrative Science Quarterly, Strategic
Management Journal, Journal of Management Studies and Organization Science
because they are considered “A+” journals in the strategy field by virtue of
acceptance rate, influence and contributions to field. Finally, we defined the
period from 2006 to 2015 as time frame because prior this period the most
part of Brazilian papers ended in conference annals.

In each journal, we searched in title, abstract and keywords for the
following terms: strategy, strategic management, resource-based view,
dynamic capabilities, transaction costs, institutional strategy and strategic.
In Strategic Management Journal, we decided to gather all papers rather than
use the key terms to filter articles because it represents a leading journal in
the strategy field. The terms capture a broad range of theories and
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perspectives aligned with strategic phenomena (Ronda-Pupo & Guerras-
Martin, 2012). The search retrieved 1,620 papers, 1,289 came from top
journals and 331 came from Brazilian journals. From total, 20% percent
were theoretical papers. Thus, our final sample consisted of 1,294 empirical
papers, 1,038 articles (80%) from top journals and 256 articles (20%) from
Brazilian journals.

To analyze the data, we undertook content analysis, which is considered
an appropriate method for review studies (Duriau, Reger, & Pfarrer, 2007).
We read and coded the method sections of all empirical papers. Figure 3.1
illustrates the scheme used to code our sample. Following previous
methodological studies (e.g., Aguinis, Pierce, Bosco, & Muslin, 2009;
Ketchen ]Jr. et al., 2008; Scandura & Williams, 2000; Cools, Armstrong, &
Verbrigghe, 2014), our coding schema contained three dimensions: research
design, construct measurement, and analytic approach. First, in terms of
research design, we coded six aspects: the overall design, research strategy,
sample size, time frame, number of data sources, and data source. Second,
in relation to construct measurement, we coded how the constructs were
validated through five aspects: exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory
factor analysis, reliability test, common method variance, and other types.
Finally, regarding the data analysis approach, we investigated the level of
analysis and the type of analysis by differentiating between quantitative and
qualitative techniques. Three authors who have completed research methods
and statistics courses coded all papers retrieved using spreadsheet software
to support the coding process. Finally, given that our variables are non-
metric, we performed a chi-square test of independence, a nonparametric
test, to assess the association between two categorical variables.
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C Figure 3.1 )

CODING SCHEMA OF PAPERS PUBLISHED IN STRATEGY

l

Research
Design

]

Overall Design

| Qualitative

| Quantitative

L Mixed

Research Strategy

| Experiments/quasi experiments
| Experiments/quasi experiments
L_ Simulation

| Field Study with primary data

| Survey

| Action Research

| Ethography

| Case Study

Deductive

Inductive

L Other

L Field Study with secondary data
|— Archival / Event study

| Case Study

Deductive

Inductive

| Bibliometric / scientometrics
| Meta-analysis

L Other

Sample Size

Time-Frame

| Cross-sectional
L Longitudinal
Number of Data Sources
| Single

L_Multiple

Data Source

| Self-reported

| Observation

| Interview

|— Company Reports

| Database
L Other

Coding Schema

v

Construct
Measurement

]

Exploratory Factor
| Analysis

Confirmatory Factor
| Analysis

Reliability test
| (Crobach's alpha)

Common method
variance

Other types
L toidentify

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

l

Data Analysis
Approach

]

Quantitative Tecniques

| Descriptive

| Correlation

L Analysis of Variance
| Chi-square

| Network Analysis

Structural Equation Modeling /
| Path Analysis

Regression / Time Series

L Event Study

| Logit

Generalized method

L of moments

| Negative Binominal

|— Poison

| Generalized Least Squares
| Ordinary Least Squares

|- Two-stage Least Squares
Hazard Model / Weibull / Cox
| Proportional Hazard

| Hierarchial lienar modeling
| Probit

| Tobit

L Other

Quantitative Tecniques
| Content Analysis

| Discursive Analysis

|— Narrative Analysis

| Comparative methods - QCA, DFA
|— Other

L_ Not Reported

Level of Analysis

| Individual

L Group

| Organization / Firm

| Industry / Field

L Societal
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) 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The research method utilized in a project is a central piece of scientific
endeavors because it represents the tools that distinguish the knowledge
produced by researchers, academia in general, from everyday knowledge.
However, selecting a method implies how we see, how we collect and how
we analyze the data. Consequently, it affects our capacity to have a dialog
with previous and future research and can hide a genuine great idea to
advance knowledge within the field. Given such importance, we compare
methodological procedures of Brazilian papers with papers published in five
top journals in the field of strategy.

In Figure 4.1, we summarized overall research design, time frame and the
level of analysis of the 1,294 empirical papers analyzed. A chi-square test of
independence was performed to examine the relationship between overall
design between Brazilian journals and top-five journals. The relationship
between these variables was statistically significant, y*=(2,N=1294)=
370.282, p < .001. Effect size, measured by Cramer’s V, was .541, which is
considered to be a large effect size. This means that between Brazilian
journals and top-five journals there is a difference in the proportion of each
overall research design. While in Brazilian journals qualitative research
accounted for a large proportion of research published, 44% and 55%
respectively, in top journals quantitative research represented the dominant
approach, 90% and 89% respectively. The predominance of qualitative
methods over quantitative methods, in Brazilian journals, can be explained
by the difficulty of gathering data. These findings reinforce a pattern already
discussed, that may express a fragility and immaturity of the research field
(Rossoni et al., 2010; Bertero et al., 2003).

For instance, whereas the mean of the sample in quantitative studies in
Brazilian papers is 196 cases, the mean of the sample in top journals papers
is 11,234 cases, which is 50 times higher. Additionally, the lack of access to
databases such as Compustat or services such as Wharton Research Data
Services, which facilitates the process of gathering data to analyze, may
induce the Brazilian researcher to choose qualitative research. Yet the
process of collecting data from databases is not as straightforward and easy
as one may normally think. It requires retrieving and matching cases from
different sources, finding new sources or using the data in different ways.
Hence, the difficulty of building a valid sample should not be considered an
obstacle to conduct quantitative research in Brazil. We will revisit this
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discussion posteriorly when we discuss the different profiles of quantitative
research. A second reason for the predominance of qualitative researchers
can be explained by the better fit to Brazilian journals. For instance, a
quantitative paper showing no relationship between two variables that were
related in a developed country has less impact than a qualitative paper
describing how a theoretical relationship changed in Brazil.

To test our phenomenon, we performed a chi-square test of independence
to examine the relationship between time frame of research with Brazilian
journals and top five journals. The relationship between these variables
was statistically significant, y* =(1, N =1234) = 73.320, p < .001. The effect
size, measured by Phi, was .244; which means a medium effect size. Given
that qualitative research methods rely on primary data, we expected the
emphasis to be on cross-sectional time frame instead of longitudinal research.
Furthermore, another plausible explanation is that the pressure to publish
and the process of evaluation of graduate programs in Brazil bias the
conceptualization of research. Additionally, the short period that academics
have to complete their master’s and Ph.D. degrees makes it more difficult to
dedicate oneself properly to longitudinal research. In a North American
context, a Ph.D. student has a financial limitation — funding of four years, for
example, but not a time constrain of 48 months as Brazilian students have.
The chi-square test of independence performed to examine the distribution
of level of analysis was statistically significant z* =(5,N =1270) = 44.318,
p <.001. The effect size, measured by Cramer’s V, was .187, a medium effect
size. While Brazilian papers have few studies at the multilevel and individual
level of analysis, those in top journals have few at the societal level.

(Figure 4.1)
SUMMARY OF EMPIRICAL PAPERS IN STRATEGY

Brazilian Journals Top Journals

2006-2010 2011-2015 2006-2010 2011-2015

Overall design

Quantitative 39(37%) 47(33%) 405(90%) 519(89%)

Qualitative 47(44%) 79(55%) 31(7%) 52(9%)

Mixed 19(18%) 17(12%) 13(3%) 12(2%)
(continue)
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C Figure 4.1 (conclusion) )
SUMMARY OF EMPIRICAL PAPERS IN STRATEGY

Brazilian Journals Top Journals

2006-2010 2011-2015 2006-2010 2011-2015

Time Frame
Cross-sectional 93(85%) 120(80%) 227(50.5%) 242(41%)
Longitudinal 15(13%) 28(18%) 226(49.5%) 343(59%)
Level of Analysis
Individual 2(2%) 1(1%) 23(5%) 53(9%)
Group 0(0%) 4(3%) 9(2%) 9(2%)
Organizational 85(79%) 116(78%) 361(80%) 462(79%)
Industry/Field 9(8%) 10(7%) 29(6%) 27(5%)
Society 7(7%) 11(7%) 8(2%) 7(1%)
Multilevel 1(1%) 1(1%) 15(3%) 19(3%)
Not applied 3(3%) 5(3%) 8(2%) 8(1%)

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

To verify the overall methodological differences, we evaluated whether
the quantitative and qualitative research differ on research strategy, number
and kind of source and data analysis techniques. Figure 4.2 summarizes the
information on quantitative methods, and Figure 4.3 does the same for
qualitative methods. Assessing research design in quantitative papers, we
identified that papers in Brazilian journals used survey predominantly (61%
of papers in both periods) whereas papers in top journals utilized archival/
event studies as the mainresearch design. The chi-square test of independence
to examine this difference was statistically significant y* =(2,N =1014) =
54.124,p <.001 and the effect size, measured by Cramer’s V was .231, a
medium effect size. The difference holds even if we test the periods separately.
For the period of 2006 to 2010, the y* =(2,N =446)=15.825,p <.001, and
effect size was .188. For the second period 0f 2011102015, z* =(2,N =568) =
41,352 p <.001 and the effect size was .270. This represents that the gap
between papers in the five top journals and papers in Brazilian journals is
not closing. In actuality, it is expanding. This interpretation is strengthened
when we compare whether quantitative research design inside a category of
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paper differs from period 1 to period 2. While the chi-square test of
independence for papersinfive topjournals was significant y* = (2, N =928) =
15.456 p <.001, with an effect size of .129, it was not as strong for papers in
Brazilian journals, though it was still significant at * =(2,N =86)=000
p <.001, and had an effect size of .002. This signals that the lack of maturation
described by Rossoni et al. (2010) persists in the study of strategy in Brazil.
As an anonymous reviewer noted, one possible alternative explanation could
be the fact that Brazilian scholars have tried to internationalize more of their
publications. Therefore, they sent their best paper to a foreign journal and
papers with lower quality to Brazilian journals. However, in our time frame
this tendency is not accentuated, so the probability that this tendency
explains all the change is low (see appendix one for the full explanation
about the internationalization tendency).

The use of survey and self-reported data presents limitations in terms of
information and theoretical problems addressed, and increases the threat to
validity (Green, Tonidandel, & Cortina, 2016). First, organizations are
widely recognized by having low engagement in surveys. Baruch and Holtom
(2008) identified that the average responseratein studies at the organizational
level was 37%, which was 12% less than that of studies at the individual
level. Additionally, surve y requires the elaboration of scales that need to be
developed and purified before the study. Social desirability, questionnaire
length, mood, reliability and construct validity are all possible threats to
such study (e.g., Clark & Watson, 1995; Mackenzie, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff,
2011 to discussion on each point). Another threat to validity is common
method bias (CMB). CMB posits that the correlation found among variables
was not due to an empirical relationship but due to sharing a same source of
data (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Analyzing editor and
reviewers’ letters of Journal of Business and Psychology, Green et al. (2016)
suggested that if editors and reviewers found CMB issues in the study, they
will likely reject the manuscript. To overcome this problem, the researcher
should collect the data for the predictor (independent) variable and the
outcome (dependent) variable from two different sources or, at least,
calculate Harman’s one-factor test to evaluate whether data relies on more
than one factor. The practice of using different sources or calculating
Harman’s one-factor test is well established in the five top journals with
papers assessing and discussing the threat of common method bias. As
Green et al. (2016) noted, there are better statistical remedies to CMB such
as those described by Podsakoff et al (2003), Conway and Lance (2010), and
Johnson, Rosen, and Djurdjevic (2011). However, such patterns have little
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resemblance to Brazilian papers, in which 75% of papers rely on a single
source for data, and in fact only one paper discussed the result of Harman’ s
one-factor test.

Another underperforming point in Brazilian papers is the fact that
around 12% of quantitative papers used descriptive statistics and correlations
as the main statistical technique. Both are basic procedures used primarily
to describe the characteristic of data. Furthermore, most regression studies
rely on ordinary least squares as model of fit. It reflects the limited scope of
quantitative research published in Brazilian journals. In contrast, papers in
top journals explore a greater variety of analytical techniques to approach
strategy phenomena. Whereas the ordinary least squares method requires a
metric variable as dependent variable, logit and probit models use a binary,
non-metrical variable as the dependent variable, which allows the researcher
to investigate membership phenomena. Zypher (2009) argued that when
researchers are thinking about research design and statistical techniques,
they should switch their usual mindset — a regression researcher should
think as a structural equation researcher and vice-versa, to evaluate the
technique with the best fit for the research design and to assure that
the collected data has been properly gathered. The same exercise can be
done by Brazilian researchers, in particular by qualitative researchers —
thinking about how the usual qualitative study can be performed by
quantitative researchers. Evaluating which alternative offers the best result
in terms of building theory and communicating the idea can increase not
only the methodological quality of papers but also the creativity for new
theoretical advances.

(Figure 4.2)
SUMMARY OF QUANTITATIVE METHODS OF PAPERS IN STRATEGY
Brazilian Journals Top Journals

2006-2010 2011-2015 2006-2010 2011-2015

Experiment/Quasi 0(0%) 0(0%) 10(e%) 27(5%)
experiment/quasi experiment 0 0 5 15
Simulation 0 0 5 1e

Field study with primary data 24(61%) 29(61%)  124(31%) 106(20%)
Survey 24 29 124 106

(continue)
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C Figure 4.2 (continuation) )
SUMMARY OF QUANTITATIVE METHODS OF PAPERS IN STRATEGY

Brazilian Journals Top Journals

2006-2010 2011-2015 2006-2010 2011-2015

Field study with secondary data 15(38%) 18(38%)  273(67%) 388(75%)
archival/event 9 15 256 366
case study 4 1 13 15
bibliometric/scientometrics 2 1 l 1
meta-analysis 0 1 2 5
other 0 0 0 1
Number of source
Single 29(75%) 34(73%)  275(68%) 326(63%)
Multiple 10(25%) 13(27%)  132(32%) 195(37%)
Data source
Self-reported 25(64%) 30(63%)  127(31%) 113(21%)
Observation 1(2%) 0(0%) 1(0%) 2(0%)
Interview 2(5%) 4(8%) 16(3%) 20(4%)
Database 16(41%) 18(38%)  272(67%) 390(75%)
Company report 8(20%) 5(10%) 24(6%) 25(5%)
Other 1(2%) 3(6%) 15(3%) 23(5%)
Data analysis
Descriptive 6 1 0 0
Correlation 1 3 3 2
Analysis of variance 7 4 19 19
Regression 8 23 339 450
Chi-square 2 1 3 0
Discriminant and cluster 7 5 4 1
Network analysis 1 2 5 9
Structural equation modeling/path analysis 5 10 26 21
(continue)
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C Figure 4.2 (conclusion) )
SUMMARY OF QUANTITATIVE METHODS OF PAPERS IN STRATEGY

Brazilian Journals Top Journals

2006-2010 2011-2015 2006-2010 2011-2015

Time series 1 0 6 5
Other 1 0 1e
Regression model

Logit 0 1 55 74
Generalized method of moments 0 1 5 15
Negative Binomial 0 0 24 28
Paisson 0 0 10 1e
Generalized Least Squares 0 0 19 11
Ordinary least squares 2 9 80 87
Two-stage least squares 0 2 13 19
Hazard model/ Weibull/cox proportional hazard 0 0 13 25
Hierarchical modeling/ Multilevel analysis 1 0 43 40
Probit 2 1 18 40
Tobit 0 0 16 16
Other 0 1 12 23

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

In terms of qualitative methods, we found no difference between strategy
papers y* =(1,N =226)=3.764p=.052, data sources y*=(I,N=226)=
=1.232p =.267, and analytical techniques y* =(4,N =166)=6.721p =.151
Case study with multiple sources, including interview and archives, database
or company reports, and with content analysis was the main design among
papers. Nevertheless, they differed in one critical aspect. Brazilian papers
are predominantly deductive case studies whereas those in five top journals
are inductive. Why does the difference matter? Deductive case studies
describe the fit between a theoretical framework and the case which has
limited potential to generate any theoretical contribution, especially if it
employs only one theory. On the other hand, inductive case studies build a
new concept or explain gaps in the current knowledge.
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C Figure 4.3 )
SUMMARY OF QUALITATIVE METHODS OF PAPERS IN STRATEGY

Brazilian Journals

Top Journals

2006-2010 2011-2015 2006-2010 2011-2015
Field study with primary data 50(94%) 81(93%) 28(84%) 45(86%)
Survey 0 1 0 0
action research l 0 0 0
Ethnography 0 1 1 1
case study 47 /8 26 44
Other 1 1 1 0
Field study with secondary data 3(6%) 6(7%) 5(16%) 7(14%)
History 1 2 2 2
archival/event 1 0 1 3
case study 0 1 1 0
bibliometric/scientometric 1 3 1 2
Number of source
Single 10(19%) 20(23%) 6(18%) 7(14%)
Multiple 43(81%) 67(77%) 27(82%) 45(86%)
Data Source
Self-reported 6(11%) 6(7%) 1(3%) 1(2%)
Observation 16(30%) 27(31%) 17(52%) 22(42%)
Interview 47(89%) 78(90%) 28(85%) 41(79%)
Database 13(26%) 23(27%) 12(36%) 30(58%)
company report 21(40%) 28(32%) 9(27%) 10(20%)
Other 2(4%) 3(3%) S(27%) 8(15%)
Data analysis
Content Analysis 30 51 21 28
Discursive Analysis 2 5 2 6
Narrative Analysis 0 5 3 6
Comparative methods - QCA, DFA 0 2 2 2
Other 8 4 l 6
Not reported 13 20 1 4

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
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These findings strengthen the discussion started by Bertero et al. (2003)
and Rossoni et al. (2010), that most papers in Brazil employ case study not
as tool to develop new ideas with the proper rigor that the method requires,
but as mere exemplification of singular cases. Moreover, it is possible that
such issue occurs due to the short duration of graduate courses. The short
period that academics have to conclude their research leads them to prioritize
cross-sectional research (Figure 4.1), which, in turn, does not provide
enough time to deepen their studies theoretically and methodologically.
This historical pattern may reflect consequently in a lower effort to advance
the knowledge in the Brazilian academic field.

Moreover, this scenario serves to increase the difference between
Brazilian papers and top journals papers given that usually the cases adopted
have little relevance in a broader context. Studies investigating specific, and
frequently non-relevant organizations, contribute neither internationally
nor nationally to the field as a whole. Therefore, it partially helps to explain
why Brazilian papers tend to ground their studies in Anglo-Saxon research
(Schneider et al., 2009).

Thus far, we have described and pointed out the differences between
Brazilian papers and paper in five top journals, and although we have
identified possible reasons and ways to overcome these differences, a critical
point was not fully elaborated. Considering all points described previously,
we defend the notion that overall the drivers motivating Brazilian papers and
top-five journals papers are unequal, reflecting on methodological procedures.
Colquitt and Zapata-Phelan (2007) proposed that every paper can be analyzed
in two dimensions: the level of building theory (from attempts to replicate
previous effects to examine a previously unexplored relationship or process) and the
level of testing theory (is inductive or grounds prediction with logical speculation to
grounds predictions with existing theories). Using two dimensions, they created
five kinds of papers. For our purposes only three matter: builders, testers,
and expanders. Builders are studies focused on proposing new constructs,
relationships or processes; testers test hypotheses of well-established
theories; and expanders theorize new constructs, relationships or processes
while they submit current theories to test empirically. Given that Brazilian
papers principally utilize deductive qualitative case studies, cross-sectional
design, descriptive statistics and few kinds of regression, we characterized
those on average as testers—the focus is to test whether theories developed
in a different context fit with Brazilian reality. On the other hand, papers in
top journals were essentially expanders because of the high degree of
pressures the journals had to accept only papers with original theoretical
contribution.
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Is it desirable to move from testers to expanders? Is it possible even
without access to resources such as large structured databases? In our view,
the answer is yes to both questions. A recurrent claim on bibliometric studies
is the necessity to create theories adjusted to the Brazilian context (Vergara
& Carvalho, 1995; Schneider et al., 2009). To accomplish this goal, we need
to minimize the methodological differences described before. Inductive case
studies and quantitative research, using public but still not compiled data,
comprise the first step not only to increase the quality of research but also
to organize and to create a set of theories and body of evidence from the
Brazilian context. To overcome a possible problem of sample size, for
instance, researchers can use experiments and quasi-experiments to deliver
theoretical contributions describing and explaining causal mechanisms
associated with theories in strategy. Because they focus on causal links,
experiments and quasi-experiments require a smaller sample size than field
studies (see Chatterji, Findley, Jensen, Meier, & Nielson, 2016). Simulation
experiments are another possibility. They can test temporal dynamics and
interaction effects on controlled environments (see Fioretti, 2013). On the
qualitative side, the use of inductive case studies or comparative analysis
such as fuzzy set (see Fiss, 2011) represents viable alternatives to current
methods. Additionally, we can use the different context (the Brazilian
context) not only to assess the fit of theoretical framework but also to create
unexpected breakdowns between theory and empirical context, exploring
them to refine the relationship or process among variables (see Alvesson &
Sandberg, 2011).

4.1. Robustness check

The chi-square test of independence performed in the last section to
verify the association between methodological profiles and Brazilian journals
and top journals is influenced by the sample size. The Strategic Management
Journal represents around 70% of our sample and its overall methodological
profile is statistically different from other top journals, y* = (2,N = 1084) =
105.716, p < .001, meaning our results could be biased by the Strategic
Management Journal methodological profile. Hence, we performed the same
chi-square test of independence on the last section without papers from
Strategic Management Journal. Overall, our results remained consistently
the same. The only noticeable difference occurred in the comparison of
research designs in the period of 2006 to 2010. The statistically significant
chi-square test of independence became insignificant, y* =(2,N =136) =
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5.500,p =.064. This means that when we exclude Strategic Management
Journal papers from the test, the research designs applied in the top journals
were not different those in Brazilian Journals. However, the test of the period
of 2011-2015 was still significant, the y*=(2,N=177)=12.68,p=.002.
Unfortunately, it positively supports our argumentation that the
methodological difference between the research designs applied is increasing.

) 5. CONCLUSION

Based on a systematic review, our research promotes a methodological
comparison between Brazilian papers and papers in five top journals in
the strategy field. Besides presenting a summary and a comparison of the
scenario identified, our study also presents some implications from
the results that we expect may contribute to the advancement of the Brazilian
academic strategy field and to overcome the differences discussed.

Among the main findings, we identified significant differences in
proportion to the research design, with a lower preference for quantitative
methods in Brazil. Not only do Brazilian papers use less quantitative methods,
but also those that employ them tend to do it with less rigor and less refinement
as compared to top journal papers. The differences between the mean of the
sample, time frame and data analysis procedures exemplify this.

Whereas the majority of Brazilian papers are based on survey research
and descriptive statistical analysis and correlation, in the top international
journals there is a preference for studies based on archival/event studies.
Such attributes provide the possibility of using a larger range of data, tests
and statistics models in the analysis process with, consequently, a better
robustness concerning the hypothesis test.

What is more, as Brazilian papers are mainly based on qualitative
research with primary data, they mainly favor cross-sectional research rather
than longitudinal ones. In the same vein, time frame is probably linked to
the evaluation process of Brazilian post-graduate courses and the mindset of
their students, studies being predominantly conducted under a clear concern
to finish the program inside the available timeframe, which is 24 months for
amaster’s degree and 48 months for a doctoral degree. Consequently, theses
based on a cross-sectional framework of research, more than those based on
a longitudinal one, are more adequate. In contrast, in North America, for
instance, only funding is restricted to 48 months, yet the research program
expects that the student finish in 48 months.
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Also, concerning qualitative papers based on case study as a research
strategy, although we did not find significant differences between Brazilian
and international papers, we noticed that most Brazilian case studies express
a deductive logic while international case studies are predominantly
inductive. This impacts the possibility of generalizing the findings of the
research. In other words, it means that nationally the case studies are
conducted not as an epistemological form of accumulating observations but
as a substitute for experimental testing of theoretical propositions.

Therefore, our study reinforces some results found by other studies,
concerning qualitative studies and the necessity of maturation and
development of the strategy field in Brazil in comparison to the international
field (Bertero et al., 2003; Rossoni et al., 2010). It does not mean relying
exclusively on other contexts, but, by contrast, developing knowledge that
adapts to the Brazilian context (Vergara & Carvalho, 1995; Schneider et al.,
2009) and simultaneously provides theoretical contributions. By seeking to
do this, Brazilian researchers will move from testing developed theories
through different example cases to expanding actual knowledge through
original theoretical contributions.

As pointed by Aguinis et al. (2009), organizational science researches
have their own methodological comfort zones which make change usually
difficult and effortful. However, since theoretical advancements are not
possible without better and improved methodological tools, the findings
here drawn contribute to the goal of strategic management scholars
becoming more knowledgeable about these aspects and to strategy science
moving forward.

Finally, our study also has its limitations. First, the research designs
that appeared in top journals were not immune to criticism. On the contrary,
deep qualitative reviews assessing only a small fraction of research designs
have identified methodological limitations in those works, in issues such as
moderators and mediation (Aguinis, Edwards, & Bradley, 2016), structural
equation modeling (Williams, Gavin, & Hartman, 2004), the use of logit
and probit models (Hoetker, 2007) and sampling (Short, Ketchen, & Palmer,
2002). Second, our paper did not include papers published in conferences,
which in Brazil is still an important way of publication for research results,
even in strategy. Notwithstanding these, we believe that our study contributes
to the discussion and serves to highlight the differences between Brazilian
publications and publications in some of the top management journals, in
order to guide further research forward to the development and advancement
of the field of strategy. Developing better methodological procedures is
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necessary to improve good theory in the scientific domain. Therefore, by
mapping the field, we have highlighted some aspects that make evident some
limitations and lack of contribution, and simultaneously we have cast light on
some future possibilities of evolution.

AVALIANDO AS DIFERENCAS METODOLOGICAS
ENTRE PERIODICOS BRASILEIROS € TOP JOURNALS
EM ESTRATEGIA

) RESUMO

Objetivo: Nosso estudo compara os procedimentos metodolégicos de
artigos brasileiros com os de trabalhos publicados na AMJ, OS, ASQ,
JMS e SMJ no campo de estratégia, de 2006 a 2015.

Originalidade/valor: Nosso estudo (a) identifica e descreve diferencas
metodologicas, oferecendo uma referéncia para aprimorar estudos fu-
turos; (b) inicia uma discussao sobre as razdes pelas quais essas dife-
rencas existem e suas implica¢des no avango do campo de estratégia; e
(c) sugere formas de superar as restri¢coes atuais e melhorar a qualidade
de nossa pesquisa.

Design/metodologia/abordagem: Com base em uma revisao sistematica,
analisamos dez periddicos brasileiros com maior fator de impacto e
cinco top journals. A pesquisa gerou uma amostra final de 1294 artigos
empiricos. Os dados foram analisados por meio da andlise de contetido,
pela qual nosso esquema de codifica¢ao continha trés dimensdes: design
de pesquisa, medida e abordagem analitica.

Resultados: Encontramos algumas diferencas metodolégicas que podem
caracterizar os artigos brasileiros como testadores e os top journals como
expansores, reforcando os resultados encontrados por outros estudos
quanto a necessidade de desenvolver o campo da estratégia no Brasil
para ser mais competitivo com o campo internacional em geral. Portan-
to, concluimos que é desejavel melhorar nossos métodos de pesquisa
como um campo e, possivel superar as diferengas metodoldgicas, aju-
dando nao apenas a desenvolver teorias, mas também a considerar a
realidade brasileira.
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( aPPENDIXA)

Given our goal to compare a representative sample of overall quality of
methodological procedures in Brazilian strategy research to the methodological
procedures in the papers published in top strategy journals, the possibility
that the best Brazilian research was published internationally is a threat that
could potentially bias our comparison. Thus, to evaluate whether our sample
is a valid proxy of the true overall quality of Brazilian research, we assessed
the potential of bias in our sample—in other words, how often Brazilian
scholars have published internationally.

First, using CAPES data on the intellectual production of graduate
programs from 2013 to 2016 in Brazil, we calculated the proportion of
occurrences of 1. top 50 journals, and 2. papers written in English that were
not published in Brazilian journals. The CAPES dataset is compiled from the
data filled out by graduate programs during the evaluation process. Thus,
our assumption is that if Brazilian researchers are consistently publishing
their “best” research internationally, it will show up in the CAPES dataset.
CAPES records occurrence by researcher and not by paper. One paper, for
example, which has three coauthors, appears three times in the dataset.
Each occurrence has institution, field of program, year, language of publication,
and journal title.

The prevalence of the top 50 management journals, by Journal of
Citations Reports (26% of total of journals in Management category), is
.53% (124). Because this number is downward biased by the fact that we
cannot separate the strategy field from other fields inside of management,
we calculated the occurrence of English papers that are not published in
Brazilian journals, 14.16% (3308). This is a very conservative measure given
that we are not controlling for journal quality. Both measures do not indicate
that Brazilian scholars, on average, reach international journals, which could
bias our sample and comparison.

Second, we verified the possibility of bias by checking the proportion of
Brazilian publications in a subset of authors of our dataset. This improves
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chances of obtaining evidence of a relationship because we cannot sort
CAPES dataset by strategy authors and by paper. We have 587 Brazilian
authors in our dataset. From that, we randomly selected 50% of authors.
From each author, we accessed the curriculum lattes and counted the total
number of publications from 2006 to 2015 (the same timeframe of our
sample) and the proportion of Brazilian publications. Our expectation is
that if authors publish frequently internationally, then the proportion of
papers in Brazilian journals will be low. We established as null hypothesis a
proportion of 75% or less Brazilian publications. This hypothesis means
that if the author has 4 projects, the author will publish at least one (the
best) project in an English journal, generating a ratio of 1:3.

The average number of Brazilian publications was 90.47%, and the
standard deviation was 13.24%. We performed a one-sample t-test to evaluate
whether we could reject the null hypothesis. We also tested by period (2006-
2010, 2011-2015) separately. Finally, the result could be upward biased
because of less productive scholars and one-timers authors. Thus, we
performed the three tests again but using only scholars who have ten or more
publications. Figure A1 summarizes the statistical results. In all scenarios,
we found evidence to reject the null hypothesis. In the last scenario, the
result is similar to the 14.16% that we found using the CAPES dataset.

CFigure Al )

RESULTS OF ONE-SAMPLE T-TEST AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS
FOR PROPORTION OF BRAZILIAN PUBLICATIONS

Comparison 95%Cl
Outcome M SD . for Mean t p df
Value )
Difference
Overall Proportion 9047 1325 296 75 1395,16.98 20.08 <001 295
Proportion (2006-2010) 9425 1422 262 75 1752,2098 2191 <001 261
Proportion (2011-2015) 8660 1800 271 75 945,1376 1061 <001 270
Overall Proportion > 10 8897 1274 194 75 1217,1577 1527 <001 193
Proportion (2006-2010) >10 9424 1194 186 75 1751,2097 2196 <001 185
Proportion (2011-2015)>10 8485 1747 194 75 747,1242 793 <001 193

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Finally, using only the sample of scholars who have more than 10
publications, we performed a paired-samples t-test to identify if the difference
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in means found in previously test was significant. There was a significant
difference in the scores for the proportion of Brazilian publications with
more than 10 publications at Time 1 (M=94.24, SD=11.94) and at Time 2
(M=284.95, SD=17.47); t (-8.01), p < .05. It means that Brazilian scholars
are indeed moving to publish in international journals, but it happens less
often and has fewer implications for our study than predicted.

Following our use of the CAPES dataset and our authors test, we
conclude that examining articles published in Brazilian journals serves as a
valid proxy of the true overall quality of Brazilian research.
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