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Abstract Some scholars assert that entrepreneurship
has attained “considerable” legitimacy. Others assert
that it “is still fighting” for complete acceptance. This
study explores the question, extrapolating from studies
of an “elite effect” in which the publications of the
highest ranked schools differ from other research-
intensive schools. The most elite business schools in
the USA, but not the UK, are found to allocate signifi-
cantly more publications to mathematically sophisticat-
ed “analytical” fields such as economics and finance,
rather than entrepreneurship and other “managerial”
fields. The US elites do not look down upon entrepre-
neurship as such. They look down upon journals that
lack high mathematics content. Leading entrepreneur-
ship journals, except Small Business Economics Journal
(SBEJ), are particularly lacking. The conclusion argues
that SBEJ can help the field’s legitimacy, but that other
journals should not imitate analytical paradigms.

Plain English Summary Academic snobs shun entre-
preneurship journals. A goal for snobs is to exhibit
superiority over others. For business professors, one
way to do this is with mathematically sophisticated,
analytical publications. Entreprencurship journals,
Small Business Economics excepted, do this relatively
infrequently. These journals focus on the lives, activi-
ties, and challenges of diverse entrepreneurs. In the
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USA, the most elite business schools, compared with
not-quite elite business schools, allocate significantly
more of their articles to the journals of analytical fields
such as economics, and fewer to entrepreneurship
journals. This pattern is not found in the UK, where
elites may have other ways to signal superiority. These
elites, who accommodate entrepreneurship researchers,
could pioneer with outputs of both relevance and schol-
arly quality, through collaboration between their
practice-based and research-based professors.
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1 Introduction

A panel of editors for entrepreneurship journals drew an
attentive audience. Professor lan MacMillan, founding
editor of the Journal of Business Venturing (JBV), in-
troduced his then-start-up journal. To explain its novel-
ty, he proclaimed it as “double-blind reviewed.” To this,
Professor James Thompson, editor of the Journal of
Small Business Management (JSBM), objected that his
journal, too, was double-blind reviewed. However,
MacMillan was merely being tactful. He avoided stating
the obvious: JBV aimed to be the first entrepreneurship
journal for research of the highest quality. At the time
(1985), the field offered few dedicated options for schol-
arly publication. No entrepreneurship journals were
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covered by the Web of Science (i.e., Social Sciences
Citation Index). The American Journal of Small Busi-
ness had yet to morph into Entrepreneurship Theory &
Practice. Entrepreneurship and Regional Development,
Small Business Economics, and Strategic Entrepreneur-
ship Journal had yet to appear. The International Small
Business Journal was not yet professionally managed.
Moreover, guidelines for authors in JSBM showed that
its goals were practical, not scholarly. “All manu-
scripts... should be prepared with business readers...
in mind. Highly sophisticated statistical or mathematical
analyses and strictly theoretical academic discussions
should be avoided” (Anonymous, 1985, unpaginated)."

James Thomson was a professor at West Virginia
University, a research-focused but non-elite institution.
By contrast, by establishing “entrepreneurship as an
academic subject at a renowned business school such
as Wharton School of Business,” MacMillan brought
“legitimacy to the field” (Landstrom, 2010, p. 295). This
study explores Landstrom’s claim of legitimacy. Specif-
ically, it explores the academic legitimacy of its dedi-
cated journals. Academic legitimacy is not an ivory
tower matter. It is required for a scholarly field to sustain
and reproduce itself. It is required for supervising doc-
toral students, adding or replacing tenure-track faculty,
and tenuring promising scholars (Hambrick & Chen,
2008; March, 2018).

A dozen years ago and more, the legitimacy of
entrepreneurship as an academic field was described
as incomplete, “marginal,” and “partial” (Katz, 2008,
pp- 551, 562; Kuratko, 2005, p. 587). Compared with
better-established fields, such as finance, it empha-
sized “relevance for external stakeholders” at the
expense of a dominant scholarly paradigm
(Audretsch et al., 2015) with “common theoretical
frameworks” (Landstrom & Harirchi, 2019, p. 525).
These are required for academic legitimacy (Abbott,
2001, p. 145). Recently, however, Landstrom and
Harirchi found evidence of a transformation of entre-
preneurship research, thanks to “robust and theory-
based quantitative studies [using] sophisticated sta-
tistical techniques,” and concluded that “over the last
decade, entrepreneurship as a scholarly field has...
gained increased academic legitimacy” (Landstrom
& Harirchi, 2019, p. 507). Similarly, Shepherd—a

"I remember this exchange clearly, but fallible memory is my source
here. The panel would have been in the 1985 ICSB World Conference,
held in Montreal, Canada. Thanks to Jerry Katz and George Solomon
for filling in details for me.

@ Springer

well-placed observer—proclaimed that “by every
measure the field now enjoys considerable academic
acceptance and legitimacy as a scholarly discipline”
(2015, p. 419). According to Welter et al. (2017), the
field has become “extraordinarily legitimate.” By
contrast, Wood (2020) argued that “entrepreneur-
ship... is still fighting for universal recognition as a
fully legitimated academic field” (p. 1).

This study was inspired by my experiences on the
faculties of four North American business schools. I
observed the high value placed on methodological
sophistication. This study was also inspired by find-
ings and omissions in prior research on the “elite
effect,” whereby publications from elite institutions
differ favorably from nearly elite institutions. In this
study, I try to fill gaps in this research. Using
bibliometric methods, I am able to specify, and plau-
sibly explain, the limits to legitimacy still remaining
for entrepreneurship journals.

One of the gaps in previous work is comparison of
elite effects across national systems. Another gap is a
narrow focus on numbers of articles (Joy, 2006),
numbers of citations to journals of publication
(Chan & Liano, 2009) and (less often) citations to
the scholars’ articles (Ahn et al., 2014). Previous
work on the elite effect has not evaluated the prestige
of the journals of publication. Furthermore, prior
research on the elite effect in publishing did not ask
whether scholars in the highest ranked schools differ
on types of outcomes. For example, do they allocate
their efforts to different disciplines or different types
of disciplines? The elite effect has been found only
when the highest ranked agents score higher than the
next highest ranked agents on the same outcome. For
example, Oyer and Schaefer (2019) found that grad-
uates of the first through tenth ranked law schools
earned “considerably” more than graduates of law
schools ranked 11 through 20.

After this introduction, section 2 considers the
prior research. Section 3 presents the study’s five
research questions, which include a comparison be-
tween publication patterns in the UK and the USA.
Section 4 explains the method and robustness checks.
The method is bibliometric. Section 5 presents the
results, including a post hoc exploration. Section 6,
on the discussion and conclusions, reflects on impli-
cations for scholars in the entrepreneurship field, and
for people who influence publications, such as jour-
nal editors and deans.
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2 2Prior literature
2.1 Rankings of entrepreneurship journals

Optimism about legitimacy, by Shepherd, and
Landstrom and Harirchi is supported by data about
entrepreneurship journals, as McMullen (2019) reports.
Field journals reflect the status of the field and attract, or
fail to attract, submissions from capable scholars
(Hambrick & Chen, 2008; Stewart & Miner, 2011;
Wood, 2020). Those in entrepreneurship do very well
in major listings. In the UK’s Association of Business
School (ABS) list, ET&P and JBV rank at A*, the
highest level, while SBE and SEJ rank at A. In the
Australian Business Dean’s Council list, E7&P and
JBV also rank at A*, the highest level, while ISBJ,
JSBM, SBE, SEJ, and Entrepreneurship and Regional
Development (ERD) rank at A. ET&P, JBV, and SEJ are
included in the influential Financial Times 50 (FT50)
list. Table 1 lists these entrepreneurship journals, except
ERD, and the 19 other FT50 journals in the sample for
this study. Leading entrepreneurship journals have very
high impact factors. We can see that the widely noted 2-
year impact factor (JIF) for ET&P, JBV, and SEJ has
risen dramatically, by 4.23 times, over the past decade,
ranking above almost all the journals in the list, includ-
ing the finance journals.

2.2 Impact factors compared with measures of prestige

Table 1 also shows a less hopeful sign. Increased impact
factors have not been matched by similar increases in
SJR scores. Impact factors measure the “popularity” of
journals, whereas Scimago SJR scores in Scopus (and
Eigenfactor scores in Web of Science) measure “pres-
tige.” Prestige derives from citations from highly
regarded journals, as compared with popularity, which
derives from all journals regardless of quality (Bollen
et al., 2006; Franceschet, 2010). Impact factors are poor
measures of legitimacy, particularly as signs of recog-
nition from leading scholars, who often work in leading
universities. As Abbott (2001), p. 141) observed, legit-
imacy is valued most highly “in elite universities”
(Abbott, 2001, p. 141). Perhaps the reason that entre-
preneurship’s legitimacy has been incomplete, as Katz,
Kuratko, and Wood believed, is because it has not
reached the highest ranks of schools.

Due to normative and “cultural-cognitive” isomor-
phic pressures (Scott & Biag, 2016, pp. 37-38), elite

universities and publications by their faculty are the
models imitated by a wide range of schools (Harman
& Wood, 1990; Siltaoja et al., 2019). Despite
countervailing efforts to achieve distinctiveness
(Vakkayil & Chatterjee, 2017), isomorphic pressures
create ““an ongoing homogenization in terms of publica-
tion and productivity among the top-500 universities in
the world” (Hallfman & Leydesdorff, 2010, p. 69). The
model that is emulated is that of the most illustrious
universities, such as Harvard and Chicago (Medoff,
2006). The influence of elite universities, and their
heightened sensitivity to academic prestige, focus my
efforts in this study on the publication patterns of elite
compared with not-quite-elite business schools.

2.3 Elite effects

“The rich are not like us,” offered F. Scott Fitzgerald.
Emest Hemingway replied, “yes, they have more mon-
ey” (Bernard, 1965: 14). Was either of them right,
metaphorically, about publications from elite business
schools? Do elite schools differ in publications from
non-elite, research-intensive schools? If so, are the dif-
ferences merely quantitative, as Hemingway might have
expected? Or are they also qualitative, as Fitzgerald
might have expected? If there are qualitative differences,
do these reflect differences in attention to management
education or, instead, to scholarly prestige? Prior studies
have demonstrated an “elite effect” of university affili-
ation on publications. Compared with scholars in other
major research universities, those affiliated with the
highest ranked universities produce larger numbers of
journal articles (Joy, 2006) that are more highly cited
(Ahn et al., 2014) and published in journals with higher
citations (Chan & Liano, 2009). Similarly, scholars in
the best-resourced universities produce the most scien-
tific output (Lepori et al., 2019). Furthermore, this effect
“has increased... in the last three decades” (Kim et al.,
2009 p. 355).

3 Research questions

3.1 Questions, not hypotheses

Hypothesizing in this study runs the risk of HARKing—
hypothesizing after the results are known (Kerr, 1998).

Legitimate hypothesizing is not feasible for two reasons.
One is the complexity of uncontrolled factors affecting
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Table 1 Sample of journals with impact factors and SJR scores

Two-year JIF (Web of Science) SJR (Scimago/Elsevier)

2008 2009 2018 2019 2008 2009 2018 2019
AER 2.285 2.531 4.097 5.561 6.323 8.108 11.889 13.773
ECON 3.865 4.000 4.281 3.992 11.469 11.666 17.635 14.563
JA&E 2.851 2.605 3.753 3.723 7.434 4.404 6.606 5.821
JF 4.018 3.764 6.201 6.813 12.313 13.359 17.973 17.134
JFQA 1.231 1.603 2.266 2.707 3.102 4.448 3.986 3.503
JFE 3.542 4.020 4.693 5.731 9.019 10.037 13.636 11.999
MS 2.354 2227 4219 3.935 3.984 3.940 6.080 5.439
OR 1.463 1.576 2.604 2.430 3.163 3.315 3.366 3.539
RFS 2.640 3.551 4975 4.649 6.541 9.463 12.516 12.837
ISR 2.261 1.792 2.457 3.585 3322 2.209 3476 3235
JAP 3.769 3.840 5.067 5.851 4.729 5.723 6.087 6.432
JBE 1.023 1.088 3.796 4.141 0.729 0.694 1.860 1.972
JIBS 2.992 3.766 7.724 9.158 3.293 3.604 5.548 4.994
IMIS 2.358 2.098 3.013 3.949 2.053 2.050 2.388 2.863
JOM 2.420 3.238 7.776 4.673 3.102 3.732 6.481 3.957
MISQ 5.183 4.485 4373 5.370 5.663 4.463 4212 4.531
OBHDP 2.740 2.549 2.908 2.304 2.867 2.305 2.742 2722
POM 1.933 2.080 2.171 2.590 2.066 3.544 3.283 2.8343
RP 2.655 2.261 5.425 5.351 2.756 2.489 3.409 3.246
ET&P 1.726 1.704 6.193 10.750 2.321 1.971 5.073 3.566
ISBJ 1.729 1.347 3.706 3.756 0.685 0.834 1.987 1.848
IBV 2.143 2.260 6.333 7.590 3.509 3.604 4.835 4977
JSBM 0.875 1.088 3.120 3.461 0.983 0.795 1.840 1.561
SBE 1.415 1.380 3.555 4227 1.142 1.291 1.913 1.929
SEJ NA NA 2.956 6.200 NA NA 2.817 3.245
Mean
Analyt. 2.694 2.875 4.121 4393 7.039 7.638 10.410 9.845
Manag. 2.733 2.720 4471 4.697 3.058 3.081 3.949 3.680
Ent. FT50 1.935 1.982 5.161 8.180 2915 2.788 4.242 3.929
Ent. other 1.340 1.272 3.460 3.815 0.937 0.973 1913 1.779

The analytical journals are American Economic Review, Econometrica, Journal of Accounting and Economics, Journal of Finance, Journal
of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, Journal of Financial Economics, Management Science, Operations Research, and Review of
Financial Studies. The managerial journals are Information Systems Research, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Business Ethics,
Journal of International Business Studies, Journal of Management Information Systems, Journal of Operations Management, MIS
Quarterly, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Production and Operations Management, and Research Policy.
The entrepreneurship journals are Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, International Small Business Journal, Journal of Business
Venturing, Journal of Small Business Management, Small Business Economics, and Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal

the outcome. The other is the lack of theory to motivate
hypotheses. The literature offers observations about
changes in entrepreneurial scholarship, but not a theory
of changes in its legitimacy. We also lack theory from
the “elite effect” studies, which are purely descriptive.
One way to demonstrate this point is the approach they
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take to the concept of “elite.” They adopt an uncritical,
common-sense meaning, elsewhere defined as “superi-
ority in meaningful measures” (Hartmann, 2007, p. 2);
in this case, rankings. This meaning is assumed in much
other work on elite education, such as Kim et al. (2009)
and Oyer and Schaefer (2019). I follow this common
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practice in order to explore the top-ranked schools, but
recognize that the meanings of “elite,” and the related
expression “world class,” have been socially construct-
ed (Siltaoja et al., 2019; Wedlin, 2006) and should be
interpreted in its social context.

3.2 Five questions

The first question sets the context for entrepreneurship
journals, as representatives of managerial, rather than
analytical, fields. Do elite effects exist, whether positive
or negative, for analytical, managerial, and entrepre-
neurship journals? Elite effects are positive if elites
allocate significantly more to the type of journal in
question, and vice versa. Because we lack strong rea-
sons to classify the journals by category, these effects
will be examined journal-by-journal.

Second, do elite effects, should they exist, improve
for entrepreneurship journals over the prior decade? For
example, is there a negative elite effect in the first period
but a neutral effect in the second period? Is there a
neutral effect in the first period and a positive effect in
the second period? The third question is similar. Does
the allocations of publications to entrepreneurship
journals increase, for each category of school, over the
decade? Fourth, do the results apply only to entrepre-
neurship journals in the FT50 list, or do they apply to
other leading, but non-FT50 entrepreneurship journals?

3.3 US-UK comparisons

The fifth question is, do the allocations of publications
to entrepreneurship journals differ between the USA and
the UK? This study examines possible elite effects
within the same nation, because higher education sys-
tems differ across nations (Pezzoni et al., 2012). I ex-
amine publications in business schools in the USA and
the UK, which differ in their environments for entrepre-
neurship research (Aldrich, 2012). These are the largest
and second largest countries for publications in scholar-
ly business journals (Chan et al., 2007). They are cur-
rently the only systems of business schools large enough
to examine elite effects, which compare several elites
with larger numbers of major research business schools.
(This will no doubt change.) They are also similar in
national cultures (Ronen & Shenkar, 2013). Nonethe-
less, business schools in the two countries are different
enough that their publication patterns might differ
(Lampel, 2011). Usdiken (2014) found that UK

business school scholarship has remained less influ-
enced by US styles of research than have other coun-
tries. Major UK business schools are young, as Cam-
bridge launched its MBA in 1991 and Oxford in 1996.
Other elite UK business schools at that time were only
about 40 years old (Anderson, 2006: Chap. 4). Another
difference is that elite business schools in the USA are
all housed in prestigious universities, but this is not the
case in the UK, where Cranfield, widely seen as an elite
MBA school, is part of a major engineering university,
but not an elite institution. The same could also be
claimed for Cass, part of City, University of London.

American universities are highly diverse, UK univer-
sities less so (Rowlands, 2017; Scott & Biag, 2016). The
USA has major private research universities, the UK
does not (Arum, Gamoran, and Shavit, 2007). Diversity
in the USA has meant that “institutional rivalry has
always marked American higher education to a greater
extent than in other countries” (Bok, 2003: 14). How-
ever, since the mid-1980s, the UK system has experi-
enced increasing rivalry for discretionary funding as
state support declined (Anderson, 2006, Chap. 11;
Foskett, 2011). UK business schools experienced an
increasing concern for their ranking and chances for
“global elite” status, and responded with managerialism
and marketization.

4 Method
4.1 Sample of business schools

The sample of universities for the USA is the 115
universities with the highest levels of research activity
in the Carnegie Foundation classification, covering the
closest (2015) academic year. “Elites” are not compared
with universities that are clearly inferior. Eight univer-
sities (such as Brown, Princeton, and Cal Tech) that lack
business schools were dropped, as were schools with
research masters but not MBAs (e.g., LSE and UCL).
For the UK, the Quacquarelli Symonds (QS) and Times
Higher Education (THE) rankings were used to deter-
mine how many universities are equivalent in global
ranking to the 115 US universities. Nine schools were
dropped from the sample for fewer than five publica-
tions in the sample, leaving 102 US schools and 38 UK
schools. Only main campuses are counted, and only the
graduate (MBA) school if distinct from the undergrad-
uate school (as with Virginia).

@ Springer
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4.2 Delineating the elite MBA institutions

To differentiate between elite and less elite, or “research
business schools,” the MBA rankings are for 2016, as an
estimate of the lead times from research concept to
publication. The overall measure of 2016 MBA rank-
ings in Poets & Quants was used. It is a weighted
average of rankings from Business Week, Financial
Times, Forbes, The Economist, and U.S. News for the
USA and all but the latter for the UK. Rankings are
contestable; none are definitive. However, studies in
cognate fields (public administration and sociology)
suggest that ranking are quite stable, especially towards
the top (Fowles et al., 2016), and the delineation be-
tween “elite” and non-elite departments is enduring
(Weakliem et al., 2012). Because rankings of the
MBA programs are the basis of delineation, the term
“elite” refers to that basis only.

Rankings do not provide unequivocal boundaries
between elite and research schools. Exclusivity is a
requirement for elite status (Leibenstein, 1950), yet a
larger set of elite universities provides a conservative
way to test elite effects. Thus, the sample was split in
two ways. Based on relatively large discrepancies in
rankings, 14 US business schools were classed as the
“stringent” elite: Berkeley, Chicago, Columbia, Cornell,
Dartmouth, Duke, Harvard, Michigan, MIT, Northwest-
e, Pennsylvania, Stanford, Virginia, and Yale. Seven
UK business schools were classed as “stringently” elite:
Cambridge, Cranfield, Lancaster, LBS, Manchester,
Oxford, and Warwick. Next, the samples were split into
quartiles. This created a US “quartile elite” that adds
Carnegie Mellon, Emory, Indiana, North Carolina,
Notre Dame, N.Y.U., Rice, Texas, UCLA, and Wash-
ington. By the same token, Cass, Durham, Imperial, and
Strathclyde were added to form the UK quartile elite.

4.3 Sample of journals

Table 1 showed the sample of journals. It was designed
to compare the allocation of publication by elite with
non-elite business schools, across analytical fields and
those that (in the critics’ view) should be more, not less,
developed. Reviewing the critical literature and
searching in ProQuest yields six scholarly fields that
are widely promoted as needing more attention: entre-
preneurship and innovation (Spender, 2014), ethics and
social responsibility (Dyllick, 2015), information sys-
tems (Thomas et al., 2013), international management
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(Jain & Stopford, 2011), operations (Lambert & Enz,
2015), and “soft skills” and organizational behavior
(Pfeffer & Fong, 2002). The six fields were broadly
defined.

To control for one influence on the allocation of
publications across journals, I sampled only those in-
cluded in the Financial Times 50 (FT50) list. This is
only one ranking list, but an influential one. I selected 22
journals for the managerial fields, and nine that cover
analytical fields. Based on SJR scores, I added the three
most prestigious non-FT50 entrepreneurship journals,
International Small Business Journal, Journal of Small
Business Management, and Small Business Economics,
in order to compare them with the three FT50 journals. I
excluded three important analytical journals. Because
we wish to see the effects of factors influencing business
schools, and the rankings to delineate elites are based on
business schools, not universities, I counted only au-
thors with at least a joint affiliation in a business school.
A consequence of this decision was omitting three F750
economics journals. The Quarterly Journal of Econom-
ics, Journal of Political Economy, and Review of Eco-
nomic Studies seldom note affiliations below the uni-
versity level.

4.4 Measures and analysis

Many disciplines have recently discouraged the use of
p values in reporting findings (e.g., Gardner & Altman,
1986, in medicine). I follow the advice of Gardner and
Altman (1986), Meyer et al. (2017), and Schwab (2015),
presenting the results with 95%confidence intervals as
estimates of differences between classes of schools, with
an estimate of effect size; in this case, Glass” A. Prob-
abilities are interpreted as follows: disjoint confidence
intervals mean that the samples differ, P < 0.05. Over-
lapping confidence intervals mean there is no difference
between the samples, P > 0.05. Effect sizes are
interpreted with the “conventional” heuristic of 0.2 stan-
dard deviations meaning “small,” 0.5 meaning “medi-
um,” and 0.8 meaning “large” (Schifer & Schwarz,
2019, for limitations of heuristics absent the research
context). Confidence intervals are presented in tables
rather than graphs. These results are complex as it is;
graphs would be overwhelming. Therefore, bolding and
underlining in the tables are used to draw attention to
significant results. The tables provide all details for
interested readers. Fortunately, the results, reported be-
low, are straightforward.
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Fig. 1 Clustering of journals by ©
business school of authorship. E B Jg J MJ I J E J
Johnson’s hierarchical method, AC H JR APFJIIMSSSJI IJTJIS
using UCINET 6 (Borgatti et al., EOMDOFFJ&OQASSIBBEBRBO&BB
2002) for transforming to a single RNSPRESFEMAPROQSEJJEPSMPVM
mode matrix (sum of minimums
method), creating a correlation 1 1 1122221112112
matrix, and clustering. Figures in Level 90154236871 5713423460895
the leftmost column are Pearson’s - _ - _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
r 0.9878 III
0.9870 III 111
0.9850 III III 111
0.9808 III III IIT III
0.9789 IIIIIII IIT III
0.9720 IITIITIIIIT IIT ITII
0.9700 IIIIIIIII IIT III 111
0.9647 IITITIIIIT IIT IIT IIIT IIT
0.9556 IIIIIIIIIII III IIT III 111
0.9523 IITITIIIIITIIII IIT IIT IIIT IIT
0.9493 IITITIIIITIIIII IIT IIT IIIT ITTIIT
0.9456 IITITIIIIITIIII IIT IIIITI IIIT ITIIIT
0.9449 IITITIIITIITIIII ITIIII IITIIT IIT ITIIT
0.9449 IITITIIIIITIIII IIIII IIIIT IIT IIT ITIIT
0.9159 ITIT IIITIITIIIIIIIT IIIIT IIIIT IIT ITT ITIIT
0.9154 IIT IIIIIIIIIIIIL IIIII IIIII III IIIII IIIII
0.9118 IIT IIIIIIIIIIIIL IIIII IIIIT III IIIIIII IIIII
0.9025 IIT IIIIIIIIIIIIL IIIIIIIIIIL III IIIIIII IIIII
0.8808 IIT IIIIIIIIIIIIL IIIIIIIIIIL III IIIIIIIIIIIII
0.8284 IIT IIIIIIIIIIIIL IIIIIIIIIIL III ITIIIIIIIIIIIIIL
0.8192 IIT IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIL III ITIIIIIIIIIIIIIL
0.7927 IIT IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIININIIL IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIL
0.6610 IITITIIIITIIIIIIIIITIIIIIIIIIITY ITITIIIIITITIIIIIIIIII
0.4848 IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIT

The SJR was used as the measure for journal
prestige because it is size-independent and draws
from a larger sample of publications than the
Eigenfactor score (Gonzalez-Pereira et al., 2010).
One other judgment was needed. Should author-
ships be discounted by numbers of co-authors?
Studies of scholarly output do so (Abramo et al.,
2013) This is appropriate for such a purpose, even
though “universities generally do not fully dis-
count... in promotion, tenure, and salary deci-
sions” (Hollis, 2001, p. 526) However, discounting
is not appropriate when the research question is
the relative association of types of universities to
scholarly fields. Unlike most bibliometric studies,
this study does not compare authors or journals; it
compares business schools. Thus, the unit of ob-
servation is the undiscounted authorship. Author-
ships are the unit of measurement as they reflect
allocation of scholarly work, regardless of number
of authors.

4.5 Two robustness checks

Two robustness checks examine my categorization
of the 22 journals into analytic and managerial
categories. The first correlates journals based on
shared school authorships. This required an adja-
cency matrix representing the number of school
authorships shared by each journal. It was created
with the sum of the cross-minimums method in
UCINETS®6, transforming a two mode matrix of
schools-by-journals to a one mode matrix of
journals mapped onto journals (Borgatti et al.,
2002). This method is used with valued, non-
negative data, as in this study (Hanneman &
Riddle, 2005, Chap. 6). I used Johnson’s hierar-
chical method to cluster a correlation matrix of the
adjacency matrix. The clustering, shown in Fig. 1,
is similar to the categorization of journals used in
this study, but there are differences. As expected,
the major disjunction, at r = 0.485, is between all
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Table 2 US business school allocations of publications to analytical journals, confidence intervals, and effect sizes

2008-2009 AER ECON JA&E JF JFE JFQA MS OR RFS

SE low 3.38% 0.33% 2.16% 9.31% 7.42% 0.22% 15.49% 5.73% 10.35%
SE mean 5.66 % 222% 5.15% 12.09 % 10.22% 2.04% 18.43% 10.39% 14.16%
SE high 7.95% 4.11% 8.14% 14.88% 13.03% 3.85% 21.37% 15.05% 17.96 %
Glass’ D 3.491 0.772 0.263 1.064 0.242 —0.266 1.006 2.373 0.814
QE low 2.25% 0.17% 2.40% 8.16% 7.63% 1.23% 13.22% 5.05% 10.64 %
QE mean 3.95% 1.34% 4.57% 10.52% 10.73% 2.48% 15.82% 8.39% 13.59%
QE high 5.66 % 2.51% 6.74% 12.87% 13.84% 3.73% 18.42% 11.72% 16.55%
Glass’ D 2.362 0.39 0.177 0.828 0.3 —0.179 0.731 1.807 0.748
Res low 0.03% —0.09% 1.85% 3.46% 6.07% 2.23% 6.71% 1.19% 5.29%
Res mean 0.37% 0.44% 3.38% 4.98% 8.08% 3.40% 8.87% 2.00% 7.23%
Res high 0.72% 0.96% 491% 6.51% 10.10% 4.57% 11.04% 2.80% 9.17%
2018-2019

SE low 2.38% 0.84% 3.84% 4.74% 7.00% 0.85% 23.60% 3.76% 6.77%
SE mean 4.90 % 2.12% 6.00% 6.30% 9.88% 3.52% 27.17% 7.76 % 8.29%
SE high 7.43% 3.40% 8.16% 7.85% 12.76% 6.18% 30.74% 11.77% 9.81%
Glass’ D 2.698 2.78 0.403 0.971 0.609 —0.456 1.461 1.571 0.798
QE low 1.81% 0.89% 3.47% 4.21% 7.60% 2.23% 19.21% 3.95% 6.84%
QE mean 3.53% 1.76 % 5.15% 5.39% 9.46 % 4.70% 23.01% 6.64 % 8.54%
QE high 5.24% 2.63% 6.82% 6.56% 11.32% 7.17% 26.80% 9.32% 10.24%
Glass’ D 1.847 2.78 0.403 0.971 0.538 —0.301 1.091 1.273 0.844
Res low 0.17% 0.02% 2.24% 1.37% 4.91% 5.30% 8.22% 0.97% 2.78%
Res mean 0.53% 0.15% 3.27% 2.11% 6.24% 7.00% 10.72% 1.81% 3.98%
Res high 0.89% 0.28% 4.30% 2.86% 7.56% 8.69% 13.22% 2.65% 5.18%

«a = 0.05. SE, stringent elite; QF, quartile elite; Res, research schools. Comparisons are read vertically. Bolding: positive elite effect (elite
allocation is higher) for confidence intervals. For example, with American Economic Review, there is a positive elite effect for both the
stringent elite and the quartile elite, as both categories of elites allocate a significantly higher percentage of their publications to this journal

than do the major research business schools

nine of the analytical journals and all six of the
entrepreneurship journals. The entrepreneurship
journals cluster together at a minimum correlation
of 0.793. The strongest cluster among them, at
0.881, is ET&P, JBV, and JSBM. However, only
four other managerial journals cluster with the
entrepreneurship journals: Journal of Business
Ethics, Journal of International Business Studies,
Journal of Operations Management, and Research
Policy. An egregious misclassification is OBHDP,
with its 0.956 correlation with finance and OR
journals.

A second check is counting the number of
articles with Greek mathematical letters. This re-
quired a list of such letters and an iterative process
to see which such letters are in fact used in the
sample. I did not use «, 3, u, or o, because they
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are widely used in statistics. I used 17 letters: T,
Y, A, b, ¢, 00,0, A, A\, X, D, @, U, P, , and
w. As a more discriminating set, I also used O, 0,
A, and A Although these sets have only face
validity, they served to discriminate amongst the
journals, as shown in Table 9. Journals classed as
“analytical” have much higher percentages of arti-
cles with these letters. The entrepreneurship
journals, except SBE, have especially low percent-
ages. These results help explain the relatively low
clustering of JFQA with the other finance journals,
but leave unexplained the results for OBHDP.

% Where possible, I used computer searches with journal ISSNs. In two
cases, Journal of Management Information Systems and Review of
Financial Studies, 1 counted articles manually.
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Table 3 US business school allocations of publications to analytical journals, confidence intervals, and effect sizes

2008-2009 ISR JAP JBE JIBS IMIS JoM MISQ ~ OBHDP  POM RP
SE low 005%  0.69%  —0.11%  —009%  —0.07%  -0.04%  —0.06%  1.96% 0.76%  036%
SE mean 040%  259%  494%  046%  074%  0.50%  0.19%  3.60% 221%  139%
SE high 074%  450%  999%  1.00%  1.55%  1.04%  045%  5.24% 3.67%  242%
Glass’ D 0429  -055  —0.33 ~0712  —0406 0471  —0.545 0005  —0217  0.73
QE low 050%  2.09%  049%  030%  046%  —0.09%  021%  226% 149%  0.42%
QEmean  1.51%  434%  564%  LI18%  134%  196%  0.68%  3.88% 274%  1.10%
QE high 252%  659%  1080%  206%  206%  401%  115%  5.49% 3.99%  1.79%
Glass’ D -0247 0385 0285 0621  —0316  -0237  -0.48)  0.044 -0.129  0.055
Res low 1.63%  599%  653%  434%  194%  2.02%  294%  235% 215%  041%
Resmean  3.03%  839%  1006%  6.17%  347%  344%  492%  3.63% 351%  097%
Res high 443%  1079%  13.60%  8.00%  500%  5.00%  689%  491% 487%  1.52%
2018-2019

SE low —0.15%  143%  -1.07% 005%  0.00%  —005% —0.11% 448%  377%  1.02%
SE mean 0.64%  2.85%  264%  047%  000%  0.14%  032% = 720%  603% = 226%
SE high 143%  428%  635%  089%  0.00%  033% = 0J5%  11.77% = 829%  3.51%
Glass’ D -0.611  —0467  -0.653  -0383  —0.684  —0538  —0.637 124 -0574  0.138
QE low 1.14%  186%  051%  035%  —0.04% 0.11%  0.54%  3.52% 556%  0.82%
QEmean  337%  282%  277%  1.22%  061% = 0.72%  157% = 5.62% 7.70%  1.79%
QE high 560%  378%  5.03%  210%  126%  132% = 261%  7.72% 9.83%  2.75%
Glass’ D -0.162 0471  -0.644 023 -0.546  —0446 0488  0.729 039 0

Res low 301%  5.09%  871%  126%  2.05%  213%  381%  1.77% 939%  1.02%
Resmean  4.36%  7.11%  1183%  236%  3.03%  3.53%  561%  2.67% 11.50%  1.78%
Res high 571%  9.03%  1495%  346%  402%  493%  154%  3.57% 13.62%  2.55%

«a=0.05. Bolding: positive elite effect (elite allocation is higher). Underlining: negative elite effect (elite allocation is lower). For example, in
both time periods, the stringent elite, but not the quartile elite, allocated a significantly lower percentage of their publications to /nformation

Systems Research than did the major research business schools

5 Results
5.1 Elite effects: US schools

Question 1 asked whether elite effects exist, either pos-
itive or negative, for analytical, managerial, and entre-
preneurship journals. Results are reported in Table 2.
For each time period there are nine analytical journals
and two delineations of elites, and thus 18 possible elite
effects (Table 2). With US schools in 2008-2009, we
find 10 such effects, all positive, with elites allocating
significantly more of their publications to these analyt-
ical journals than do the major research business
schools. Effect sizes are large in six and medium in
two of the cases. With US schools in 2018-2019, we
find 13 elite effects, all positive, with 11 having large
effect sizes and two with medium effect sizes. Thus, we

see a strong orientation among elite US schools in favor
of analytical journals.

Compared with major research business schools, US
elites publish more in analytical journals, and corre-
spondingly less in managerial journals. Out of 20 pos-
sible elite effects for the latter journals, eight are nega-
tive for 2008-2009 and 13 are negative for 2018-2019
(Table 3). Effect sizes are small in 10 cases and medium
in eight. However, the later period also saw one positive
elite effect (for OBHDP), which had the only large
effect size. Results are similar for the entrepreneurship
journals, which could be classified as managerial. Out of
12 possible elite effects, five are negative for 2008—2009
and six are negative for 2018-2019, with five small and
one medium effect sizes (Table 4). This is the flip side of
the preference for US elites to publish in relatively
analytical, mathematically intense journals.
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Table 4 US business school allocations of publications to analytical journals, confidence intervals, and effect sizes

2008-2009 ET&P JBV SEJ ISBJ JSBM SBE
SE low -0.43% ~0.51% -0.07% 0.00% 0.00% ~0.15%
SE mean 0.45% 131% 0.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.31%
SE high 132% 3.12% 1.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.77%
Glass’ A -0.481 -0.197 -0.419 ~0.116 0415 -0.18
QE low ~0.19% ~0.15% 0.33% ~0.04% -0.04% 0.00%
QE mean 1.13% 1.61% 1.06% 0.04% 0.04% 0.33%
QE high 2.45% 3.38% 1.80% 0.13% 0.13% 0.67%
Glass’ A -0.397 ~0.124 ~0.305 ~0.105 ~0.409 ~0.176
Res low 2.53% 1.18% 1.42% ~0.43% 1.34% 0.06%
Res mean 4.40% 2.12% 2.47% 0.45% 2.97% 1.24%
Res high 6.27% 3.06% 3.52% 133% 4.60% 241%
2018-2019

SE low ~0.06% ~0.06% 0.00% ~0.26% -0.09% ~0.28%
SE mean 0.18% 0.15% 0.00% 0.27% 0.10% 0.80%
SE high 0.43% 036% 0.00% 0.81% 0.28% 1.88%
Glass’ A -0.514 ~0.453 -0.447 ~0.104 ~0.444 ~0.146
QE low -0.09% ~0.19% ~0.20% ~0.15% 0.03% 0.08%
QE mean 0.71% 133% 0.28% 0.17% 032% 0.84%
QE high 1.52% 2.86% 0.76% 0.49% 0.61% 1.60%
Glass’ A ~0.411 ~0.268 -0336 ~0.184 ~0.381 ~0.132
Res low 1.67% 1.63% 0.57% 0.12% 0.90% 0.57%
Res mean 2.80% 3.04% 1.13% 0.42% 1.70% 125%
Res high 3.93% 4.46% 1.70% 0.71% 2.50% 1.93%

a = 0.05. Underlining: negative elite effect (elite allocation is lower)

5.2 Elite effects: UK schools 5.3 Change over the decade

Elite effects in UK business schools do not show the bias
towards analytical journals that we find for elite US
schools. UK schools show fewer elite effects (Tables 5,
6, and 7). With analytical journals, in both periods, there
are four elite effects, all positive with large effect sizes. In
both periods, the elites also allocate more publications to
the Journal of Finance than research schools, with a large
effect size, but with overlapping confidence intervals.?
With managerial journals, in both periods, there are two
elite effects for the Journal of Business Ethics, both
negative and with large effect sizes. For entrepreneurship
journals, there are no elite effects in the second period,
and one negative effect for ISBJ, with a medium effect
size, in the first period.

3 We can assert that disjoint confidence intervals indicate difference,
but the assertion that overlapping confidence intervals indicate insig-
nificance (the heuristic used here) is not strictly true (Greenland et al.,
2016).
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Question 2 asked, do elite effects improve for entre-
preneurship journals over the decade? For example, is
there a negative elite effect in the first period but a
neutral effect in the second period? Is there a neutral
effect in the first period and a positive effect in the
second period? In only two cases does an elite effect
change, but in each case for the worse. For the US
stringent elite, JBV has a neutral elite effect in the first
period and a negative effect in the second. For the UK
stringent elite, /SBJ has a neutral elite effect in the first
period and a negative effect in the second. Question 3
asked whether allocations to entrepreneurship journals
increased, in any category of school. Here, we see one
sign of change, and it is an improvement. The alloca-
tion to JSBM significantly increased among the UK
research schools. However, the pattern is stasis over
the decade, contrary to the optimistic view of
Landstrom and Harirchi (2019).
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Table 5 UK business school allocations of publications to analytical journals, confidence intervals, and effect sizes

2008-2009 AER ECON JA&E JF JFE JFQA MS OR RFS
SE low 0.00% 0.00% —0.24% 0.68% 1.92% —0.24% 0.60 % —2.45% 0.22%
SE mean 0.00% 0.00% 0.26% 8.50% 5.91% 0.26% 6.73 % 6.58% 13.49%
SE high 0.00% 0.00% 0.76% 16.32% 9.91% 0.76% 12.87% 15.60% 26.77%
Glass’ A NA NA —0.244 1.184 NA —0.384 NA 0.85 16.071
QE low —0.46% —1.34% —0.16% 0.35% 0.73% —0.16% 1.65% -1.36% 0.06%
QE mean 0.48% 1.40% 0.16% 5.72% 3.76 % 0.16% 5.87% 4.50% 9.07%
QE high 1.42% 4.14% 0.48% 11.10% 6.79 % 0.48% 10.08% 10.36% 18.08%
Glass’ A NA NA —0.261 0.828 NA —0.397 NA 0.49 10.702
Res low 0.00% 0.00% —1.60% —1.60% 0.00% —0.98% 0.00% —1.60% —0.23%
Res mean 0.00% 0.00% 1.67% 1.67% 0.00% 2.86% 0.00% 1.67% 0.24%
Res high 0.00% 0.00% 4.93% 4.93% 0.00% 6.70% 0.00% 4.93% 0.70%
2018-2019

SE low —0.26% 0.00% —0.83% -1.59% 1.41% 0.95% 6.29 % —1.14% 0.89%
SE mean 0.97% 0.00% 1.71% 3.26% 5.35% 4.29% 12.70% 2.01% 3.76%
SE high 2.20% 0.00% 4.24% 8.11% 9.28% 7.63% 19.11% 5.15% 6.63%
Glass” A 0.01 —0.276 0.017 1.272 5.466 0.377 6.51 0.625 0.437
QE low —0.05% —0.23% —0.28% —0.52% 1.92% 1.34% 5.55% —0.51% 0.86%
QE mean 1.10% 0.24% 1.41% 2.73% 4.77% 3.77% 10.58% 1.52% 3.11%
QE high 2.24% 0.71% 3.10% 5.97% 7.62% 6.21% 15.61% 3.55% 5.36%
Glass” A NA —0.157 NA 1.03 4.855 0.259 5.364 0.391 0.269
Res low 0.00% —0.19% 0.00% —0.39% —0.16% 1.02% —0.04% —0.08% 0.64%
Res mean 0.00% 0.55% 0.00% 0.44% 0.19% 2.64% 0.65% 0.70% 2.07%
Res high 0.00% 1.30% 0.00% 1.26% 0.53% 4.26% 1.33% 1.47% 3.50%

«a =0.05. SE, stringent elite; QF, quartile elite; Res, research schools. Bolding: positive elite effect (elite allocation is higher)

5.4 Other differences in allocations of publications

Question 4 asked if the results apply only to
entrepreneurship journals in the FT50 list, or also
to other leading, but non-FT50 entrepreneurship
journals. US elites appear to prioritize FT50
journals, but we cannot conclude that the FT50
entrepreneurship journals receive more elite atten-
tion than leading non-FT50 journals (ISBJ, JSBM,
and SBE). For this comparison, there are 54 jour-
nal dyads (three FT50 journals paired with three
non-FT50 journals, three categories of schools, and
two time periods). In 38 dyads, the differences are
not significant. In five cases, the FT50 journals
receive significantly more allocations. All of these
apply to US research schools. In 11 cases, the
non-FT50 journals receive more than the FT50
journals, in all cases with UK schools. Three cases

apply to quartile elites and the other eight to
research schools.*

Question 5 asked if the allocation of publica-
tions to entrepreneurship journals differs between
the USA and the UK. As the differences in elite
effects suggest, with fewer among the UK schools,
differences in allocations do exist, but these are
the minority. There are 36 dyads of the same
journal, year, and class of school. In 28 of these
cases, the differences are not significant. In five

4 For the US research schools, in the first period, ET&P receives
significantly more than ISBJ and SBE and SEJ more than ISBJ. In
the second period, ET&P and JBV receive more than ISBJ. For the UK
quartile elites, in the first period, SBE receives significantly more than
ET&P, and ISBJ and SBE receive more than SEJ. For the UK research
schools, ISBJ receives more than both JBV and SEJ in the first period.
In the second period, ISBJ and SBE both receive significantly more
than any of the FT50 entrepreneurship journals.
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Table 6 UK business school allocations of publications to analytical journals, confidence intervals, and effect sizes

2008-2009 ISR JAP JBE JIBS IMIS JOM MISQ OBHDP POM RP

SE low —0.76% —0.98% 4.20% 1.06% -1.52% —0.40% —0.80% -1.71% —0.49% 0.35%
SE mean 0.79% 1.02% 13.76% 6.44% 1.59% 1.30% 2.61% 1.79% 0.51% 9.47%
SE high 2.35% 3.02% 23.33% 11.81% 4.70% 3.01% 6.01% 5.29% 1.51% 18.59%
Glass” A NA —0.208 -1.279 —-0.293 NA 0.073 NA 0.268 NA —0.394
QE low —0.48% —0.43% 8.16% 1.25% -0.97% —0.24% —0.58% —0.71% —0.31% 0.67%
QE mean 0.51% 1.35% 17.08% 5.35% 1.01% 1.77% 1.66% 1.61% 0.32% 11.60%
QE high 1.49% 3.12% 26.00% 9.45% 2.99% 3.78% 3.90% 3.94% 0.96% 22.53%
Glass” A NA —-0.14 -1.112 —0.363 NA 0.202 NA 0.215 NA —0.244
Res low 0.00% —0.70% 27.88% 2.18% 0.00% —1.00% 0.00% —0.89% 0.00% 7.02%
Res mean 0.00% 2.02% 39.06% 11.00% 0.00% 1.04% 0.00% 0.93% 0.00% 15.09%
Res high 0.00% 4.75% 50.25% 19.81% 0.00% 3.08% 0.00% 2.74% 0.00% 23.15%
2018-2019

SE low —0.44% —0.65% 11.21% 1.00% —0.43% -0.21% -0.23% —0.39% 1.29% 4.76%
SE mean 0.46% 2.51% 20.92% 4.58% 0.45% 2.62% 0.87% 0.41% 5.43% 9.77%
SE high 1.36% 5.68% 30.63% 8.16% 1.32% 5.44% 1.97% 1.21% 9.57% 14.77%
Glass’ A 0.585 0212 —1.203 —0.281 0.489 —0.055 —0.065 —0.084 0.352 0.430
QE low —0.20% —0.04% 11.77% 0.31% —0.19% —0.25% —0.18% —0.20% 2.33% 6.31%
QE mean 0.62% 2.25% 21.86% 291% 0.61% 1.66% 0.55% 1.30% 5.56% 10.33%
QE high 1.43% 4.53% 31.95% 5.52% 1.41% 3.58% 1.28% 2.80% 8.79% 14.35%
Glass” A 0.851 0.153 —1.152 —0.432 0.739 —0.195 —0.187 0.331 0.369 0.512
Res low —0.10% —0.10% 36.38% 3.60% —0.11% 0.47% 0.08% —0.21% 0.34% 425%
Res mean 0.12% 1.56% 43.25% 7.67% 0.13% 2.99% 1.04% 0.59% 2.95% 6.80%
Res high 0.33% 3.22% 50.13% 11.75% 0.37% 5.51% 2.00% 1.39% 5.57% 9.35%

a = 0.05. Underlining: negative elite effect (elite allocation is lower)

cases, the UK schools allocate significantly more
publications to entrepreneurship than the US
schools, and in three cases the reverse is true.’

5.5 Post hoc exploration

For purposes of the analyses above, business
schools were aggregated into categories and publi-
cations were expressed relative to a school’s total
works in the sample. We can also explore the indi-
vidual elite schools, expressing entrepreneurship

> The UK allocations are significantly higher for JBV among stringent
elites in the second period, for ISBJ among the quartile elites in the first
period and among the research schools in both periods, and for SBE
among quartile elites in the first period. The US allocations are signif-
icantly higher for SEJ among research schools in the first period, for
JSBM among research schools in the first period, and for SBE among
research schools in the second period. There are no significant differ-
ences for ET&P.
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publications in absolute terms. We can also extend
the time period to 5 years, 2015-2018, for the same
reason that Journal Impact Factors are expressed for
both 2 and 5 years: 2 years may have more anom-
alies than five. Results in absolute terms for each
elite school are presented in Table 8. As with so
much of scholarship, the results are highly skewed
(Seglen, 1992). By this token, the US stringent elites
skew to the bottom, largely ignoring the entrepre-
neurship journals. The main distinction is between
that set of schools and all the others. We also see
some schools, with MIT and Stanford standing out,
that have well-known teaching programs but little
interest in the entrepreneurship field journals.
Stanford’s program demonstrates the elite predilec-
tion for analytical fields, as the academic head of its
entrepreneurship program is an operations research
professor.
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Table 7 UK business school allocations of publications to analytical journals, confidence intervals, and effect sizes

2008-2009 ET&P JBV SEJ ISBJ JSBM SBE
SE low 0.00% -1.01% —0.24% —0.49% —0.98% —3.40%
SE mean 0.00% 2.10% 0.26% 6.93% 1.02% 8.69%
SE high 0.00% 5.20% 0.76% 14.36% 3.02% 20.78%
Glass” A —0.495 0.347 0.021 —0.34 NA 0.113
QE low —0.90% 0.42% —0.16% 1.46% —0.39% 2.92%
QE mean 0.94% 3.53% 0.16% 9.60% 0.96% 11.43%
QE high 2.78% 6.63% 0.48% 17.74% 2.32% 19.93%
Glass” A —0.495 0.347 0.021 —0.34 NA 0.113
Res low —0.51% —0.91% —0.23% 4.29% 0.00% —0.58%
Res mean 3.53% 0.95% 0.24% 10.90% 0.00% 7.14%
Res high 7.57% 2.82% 0.70% 17.52% 0.00% 14.86%
2018-2019

SE low —2.84% 0.56% —0.82% —0.88% 0.09% —0.45%
SE mean 4.94% 2.56% 2.09% 0.92% 1.24% 6.20%
SE high 12.72% 4.56% 4.99% 2.73% 2.39% 12.86%
Glass’ A 0.805 0.007 0.183 —0.767 —0.484 —0.216
QE low —0.83% 0.45% -0.19% -1.05% 0.18% 0.77%
QE mean 7.90% 2.64% 2.28% 2.93% 2.09% 5.28%
QE high 16.63% 4.82% 4.76% 6.91% 4.00% 9.79%
Glass” A 1.618 0.026 0.245 —0.531 —0.31 —0.299
Res low 0.66% 0.93% 0.32% 4.29% 1.79% 4.49%
Res mean 2.01% 2.52% 1.50% 7.44% 3.60% 8.59%
Res high 3.36% 4.12% 2.68% 10.58% 541% 12.69%

« = 0.05. Underlining: negative elite effect (elite allocation is lower)

6 Discussion and conclusions
6.1 Limitations

This study is based on archival data. These have
the advantages of being widely available and non-
obtrusive. However, the results are static. We can-
not infer directionality of causation. This study
also concerns only one aspect of business school
stature—publications—although this measure does
show a striking congruence between elite standing
of both the university and the business school.
Moreover, the relationship between approaches to
management learning and the disciplinary focus of
research is unknown. I have relied on an assump-
tion, based only on my experience in research-
oriented business schools, that research-active fac-
ulty wield the most influence on the curriculum
and the prevailing conception of student learning.

This assumption is, however, consistent with in the
perceptions of McMullen (2019) and Wood
(2020).

6.2 The USA is not the world

We see elite effects in both the UK and the US
business schools, but we also see differences; in
particular, the greater variation in UK publications.
The impetus for elitism and the modes for its
expression differ, as institutional norms are cultur-
ally and historically contingent (Vakkayil & Chat-
terjee, 2017; Veblen, 1918 [1899]: 133). For ex-
ample, the greater age of the UK universities
might afford their faculties more autonomy from
external pressures, in the direction of either pres-
tigious or managerial disciplines. Norms are also
path-dependent. Compared with the staffing of US
business schools by many economists, UK schools
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Table 8 Publications by stringent and quartile elites in entrepreneurship journals, 2015-2019
School Category ET&P IBV SEJ ISBJ JSBM SBE Sum
Indiana USQE 11 18 1 0 3 7 40
Lancaster UKSE 9 2 0 0 1 5 17
Warwick UKSE 4 2 1 4 0 0 11
Notre Dame USQE 3 7 0 0 1 0 11
Washington USQE 4 1 0 2 0 1 8
Imperial UKQE 3 0 4 0 0 0 7
UNC USQE 0 1 3 0 1 1 6
Duke USSE 0 0 0 0 0 5 5
Strathclyde UKQE 0 1 2 0 1 0 4
Cambridge UKSE 0 2 0 0 1 1 4
UVA USSE 0 0 0 1 3 0 4
Manchester UKSE 0 1 0 0 1 1 3
Cranfield UKSE 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
Durham UKQE 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
Oxford UKSE 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
CMU USQE 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
Pennsylvania USSE 0 1 0 0 0 1 2
Cass UKQE 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Rice USQE 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
NWU USSE 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Michigan USSE 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Stanford USSE 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Chicago USSE 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
LBS UKSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NYU USQE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas USQE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
UCLA USQE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Emory USQE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yale USSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Berkeley USSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Columbia USSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cornell USSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dartmouth USSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Harvard USSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIT USSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean USSE 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.29 0.50 1.07
Mean USQE 1.90 2.80 0.40 0.20 0.50 1.00 6.80
Mean UKSE 1.86 1.00 0.57 0.57 0.43 1.29 5.71
Mean UKQE 0.75 0.25 1.50 0.25 0.50 0.25 3.50

hired sociologists (Paul Tracey, personal commu-
nication). Furthermore, unlike the USA, the UK
schools face a common set of scholarly standards,
and the Research Assessment Exercise and
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Research Excellence Framework, along with the
ABS and FT journal lists, appear to have leveled
the playing field amongst disciplines (Pidd &

Broadbent, 2015).
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Table 9 Use of Greek mathematical symbols in journals

Sorted by mean percentage, 2018-2019

Number of Greek letters  2008-2009 2018-2019

17 4 17 4
Econometrica 9244% 71.43% 95.38% 71.54%
Oper Res 12.56% 821% 9591% 68.18%

63.04% 40.43% 90.61% 52.58%
7749% 41.88% 84.92% 51.98%

Rev Financ Stud
J Financ Econ

J Financ 74.85% 44.17% 83.33% 48.61%
Am Econ Rev 32.45% 16.83% 75.49% 55.77%
Manage Sci 18.43% 8.19%  71.33% 47.39%
Prod Oper Manag 4845% 32.99% 70.03% 45.45%

J Account Econ 62.50% 27.78% 58.14% 27.91%

J Oper Manag 32.14% 833% 51.39% 30.56%
Inform Syst Res 9.84% 328%  48.82% 25.98%
MIS Quart 0.00% 0.00%  43.06% 22.22%

J Financ Quant Anal 18.68% 8.79%  37.77% 20.74%

Small Bus Econ 8.62% 345% 38.98% 13.56%
Res Policy 2996% 14.61% 35.29% 16.53%
7 Appl Psychol 2545% 536% 3523% 6.82%
T Manage Inform Syst ~ 47.50% 17.50% 30.77% 10.99%

14.67% 6.67%
Organ Behav Hum Dec  22.55% 5.88%
Entrep Theory Pract 6.61% 1.65% 18.56% 5.15%
Strateg Entrep J 11.76% 3.92% 14.55% 7.27%
J Int Bus Stud 20.99% 11.60% 14.19% 6.08%
J Small Bus Manage 714% 0.00% 14.36% 4.26%
J Bus Ethics 022% 0.11% 10.45% 3.55%
Int Small Bus J 0.00% 0.00% 6.67% 0.00%
50.27% 29.75% 76.99% 49.41%
2371% 997%  36.32% 16.98%
Mean entrepreneurship ~ 8.13%  2.61% 18.92% 6.06%

20.41% 6.12%
23.97% 1.65%

J Bus Venturing

Mean analytical

Mean other managerial

6.3 What should entrepreneurship scholars do going
forward?

Should entrepreneurship scholars respond to these find-
ings by trying to raise the prestige of their field still
further, with US elites in particular, by imitating the
analytical paradigms of economics and finance? Ac-
cording to Landstrom (2018; Landstrom & Harirchi,
2019), increases in the acceptance of entrepreneurship
have followed just such a shift in method and in theory.
Similar emulation has helped the acceptance of strategic
management (Hambrick & Chen, 2008) and family

business (Stewart, 2018). We have reason to think it
could continue to work for entrepreneurship as well. US
elites do not seem to deemphasize entrepreneurship
scholarship as such; they deemphasize the non-
analytical fields more generally. Moreover, the field
does have a relatively analytical journal that helps the
field’s legitimacy, Small Business Economics. (If fi-
nance can have the “Journal of Financial Economics,”
can SBE be called the “Journal of Entrepreneurial
Economics™?)

6.4 Implications for influencers: journal editors
and deans

Editors of entrepreneurship journals affect the scholarly
orientation of entrepreneurship professors. They could
seek to increase the prestige of their journals with more
mathematically sophisticated articles. They could incite
this by judicious use of special issue topics and special
issue editors. Alternatively, they could stay the course,
and seek out works that serve the full range of enterpris-
ing students, and practitioners, in their myriad cultural,
social, and affective contexts. The crux of our choices is
who we wish to serve with our research. If we wish to
serve only “enterprising individuals [seeking] lucrative
opportunities in the form of economic rents, and
downplaying social structure, context, and the remark-
able heterogeneity of human desires” (Baker & Welter,
2017, p. 170; also Welter et al., 2017), we can get by
only with economics-oriented scholarship and, for that
matter, the dominance of teaching by non-research fac-
ulty. However, entrepreneurship is “an inherently het-
erogeneous phenomenon” (Audretsch et al., 2015, p.
709). Therefore, I hope we sustain a focus on scholar-
ship that is deeply bound with relevance.

I hope we explore even more, not just exploit the
prevailing templates of research (Shepherd, 2015). One
hopeful trend is an increasing number of entrepreneur-
ship journals with Web of Science standing. Younger
journals with good 2019 JIF or SJR scores include the
International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour
and Research (JIF 3.529; SIR 0.967), the International
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal (JIF 3.472;
SIR 1.164), and the Entrepreneurship Research Journal
(JIF 1.643; SIR NA). Family Business Review (JIF
5.212; SJR 2.608) and the Journal of Family Business
Strategy (JIF 3.927; SJR 1.763) also publish entrepre-
neurship research. Alternatives in outlets promote more
innovation in publication. They help us resist perceived
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constraints on “theoretical eclecticism” (Aldrich, 2012,
p. 1248) and help us explore uniquely entrepreneurial
constructs (Wood, 2020).

Deans in elite US business schools might be pleased
to note the findings in this study. However, shunning
dedicated entrepreneurship research creates an impor-
tant opportunity cost. Although the effort would not be
easy, deans and other leaders could spur collaborative
studies among practice-savvy instructors and entrepre-
neurship researchers. This could generate outputs with
various media, which would be “useful for theory and
practice” (Lawler et al., 1999). Such outputs would have
positive “societal impact,” a key goal of the AACSB
(AACSB, 2020). Perhaps the UK elites, and all schools
that accommodate both scholarly and practice-based
professors, are already leading the way in such an
enterprise.
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