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The authors conducted a content analysis of the 193 articles published in the first 10 volumes

(1998 to 2007) of Organizational Research Methods (ORM). The most popular quantitative

topics are surveys, temporal issues, and electronic/Web research (research design); validity,

reliability, and level of analysis of the dependent variable (measurement); and multiple

regression/correlation, structural equation modeling, and multilevel research (data analysis).

The most popular qualitative topics are interpretive, policy capturing, and action research

(research design); surveys and reliability (measurement); and interpretive, policy capturing,

and content analysis (data analysis). The authors found upward trends in the attention

devoted to surveys and electronic/Web research, interpretive, and action research (research

design); level of analysis of the dependent variable and validity (measurement); and multile-

vel research (data analysis). Implications for training doctoral students, retooling researchers,

future research on methodology, the advancement of the organizational sciences, and the

extent to which ORM is fulfilling its mission are discussed.
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Organizational Research Methods (ORM) was first published in 1998. ORM was an

outgrowth of a special section in the Journal of Management (JOM; similar to the

field of psychology in which Psychological Methods was an outgrowth of a special section
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of Psychological Bulletin). The late 1990s marked the beginning of a new era in which

the zeitgeist in the management discipline was finally conducive to a stand-alone methods

journal. In contrast to journals devoted to methodology in various organizational sciences

subfields (e.g., Applied Psychological Measurement, Psychological Methods) or journals

devoted to specific methodological and data-analytic approaches (e.g., Multivariate Beha-

vioral Research, Structural Equation Modeling), ORM’s mission is broader. Specifically,

ORM’s mission is to bring relevant methodological developments to a wide range of

researchers in organizational and management studies and promote a more effective

understanding of current and new methodologies and their application in organizational

settings (ORM, 2008).

In addition to the facts that ORM is sponsored by the Research Methods Division (RMD)

of the Academy of Management (AOM) and that this unique sponsorship resulted from a

vote of the AOM Board of Governors (Williams, 2008), there are several additional indica-

tors of ORM’s impact and prestige. For example, consider the following information

included in two recent editorials at the time of writing this article (Aguinis & Vandenberg,

2008; Vandenberg, 2008):

• The 2007 Thomson Scientific Journal Citation Reports for 2006 assigned ORM an overall

impact factor of 1.53, placing ORM in the 21st position out of 78 journals (73rd percentile)

in the management category. The 2008 impact factor for ORM is 2.55, placing it 9th out

81 journals in management (90th percentile). There is no other journal devoted exclusively

to research methodology ranked higher than ORM in the management category.

• Seventy-eight percent all articles published in ORM from 1998 to July 2007 have been

cited at least once. On average, each ORM article published during this time has been

cited approximately 12 times. Not counting the 38 articles with 0 citations, the average

citation per article is 15.

• A survey targeting members of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology

revealed that ORM is a member of the elite Top 10 most prestigious journals in the field

of industrial and organizational psychology (Zickar & Highhouse, 2001).

• ORM is highly visible at annual meetings of AOM, and an ORM representative is routinely

included on the panel of editors organized by the various AOM Divisions.

• ORM is enjoying an increasing international reputation, and numerous universities

around the world in Australia, Germany, United Kingdom, and the United States include

it in the highest quality category of scholarly journals.

Questions Addressed in Present Study

The present study answers the following four questions about articles published in ORM:

(a) Which are the topical areas that have been consistently popular in the past decade?

(b) Which are the topical areas that have become increasingly popular in the past decade?

(c) Is the relative popularity of various topical areas different from what has been reported

in previously published reviews of the research methods used in substantive journals? and

(d) Does the research published in ORM have the potential to provide the necessary metho-

dological tools to test influential theories in the organizational sciences? It is important

to provide answers to each of these four questions given the potential implications for train-

ing doctoral students and retooling researchers, future research on methodology, the
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advancement of the organizational sciences, and the extent to which ORM is fulfilling its

mission. More specifically, answering Questions 1 through 3 will provide information

regarding the topical areas considered important and those considered up-and-coming (as

well as those that are not), as judged by some of the top methodologists in the field (i.e.,

authors of the articles published as well as the reviewers, including the editorial team, who

decided to accept these articles for publication). Providing answers to these first three ques-

tions has important implications for researchers because they will point to the areas that

already are, as well as those that are becoming, part of the mainstream methodological

toolkit in the organizational sciences. Identifying which are these topical areas will help

instructors shape the content of methodology courses targeting doctoral students in the orga-

nizational sciences. In addition, having this information will allow researchers to take speci-

fic steps toward gaining expertise in these areas so as to become more informed consumers,

journal reviewers, and even producers of substantive research conducted using these tools.

Answering the fourth question will allow for an assessment of whether ORM is producing

knowledge that responds to the needs of substantive researchers and whether ORM has the

potential to help substantive researchers produce significant advances by testing proposed

theories empirically. In other words, answering the fourth question will allow for an evalua-

tion of the extent to which ORM is achieving its goal of advancing the organizational

sciences by bringing relevant methodological developments to substantive researchers.

Next, we provide a summary of previously published reviews of the research methods

reported in the organizational sciences literature. This summary is informative and rele-

vant because it will allow us to compare patterns of stability and change in how research-

ers use methods (i.e., substantive journals) as compared to how researchers develop and

improve methods (i.e., ORM). Also, this review is informative because it will help us iden-

tify the modal design, measurement, and analysis characteristics observed in substantive

journals and compare those to the modal design, measurement, and analysis characteristics

of articles published in ORM. Because our interest is in comparing ORM trends with

trends identified most recently, we focus our description on sources published in the past

two decades (i.e., since 1987).

Previous Reviews of Research Methods Reported

in the Organizational Sciences Literature

We focus on four reviews of research methods used in the organizational sciences:

Podsakoff and Dalton (1987); Stone-Romero, Weaver, and Glenar (1995); Scandura and

Williams (2000); and Austin, Scherbaum, and Mahlman (2002). Other reviews exist, but we

do not describe them in detail because they either address specific research domains (e.g.,

Casper, Eby, Bordeaux, Lockwood, & Lambert, 2007) or they do not address design, mea-

surement, and analysis topics as we do herein (e.g., Dean, Shook, & Payne, 2007; Shook,

Ketchen, Cycyota, & Crockett, 2003; Taylor, Goodwin, & Cosier, 2003). Next is a summary

of each of the four reviews, including their results and main conclusions.

Podsakoff and Dalton (1987) reviewed the research methods and analyses used by authors

of all articles published in the 1985 volumes of the following five journals: Academy of

Management Journal (AMJ), Administrative Science Quarterly (ASQ), Journal of Applied
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Psychology (JAP), JOM, and Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes

(OBHDP). The review included the 193 articles that reported empirically based research.

Each of these articles was coded using the following 12 dimensions: primary location of

data collection, level of analysis, sample size, type of sample, occupation of subjects, pri-

mary means of data collection, type of dependent variable, number of dependent variables,

type of analysis, time frame of study, nature of results verification, and nature of construct

validation procedure. In terms of design, results showed that a majority of studies relied on

surveys (40%) and were cross-sectional (79%). Regarding measurement, a majority of stu-

dies focused on the individual level of analysis (73%) and conducted some type of reliability

analysis (67%), and very few studies (3%) reported evidence regarding discriminant and

convergent validity. In terms of analysis, a majority of studies (i.e., 67%) included more

than one dependent variable, but only 6.6% of studies actually used multivariate analytic

procedures (e.g., MANOVA, MANCOVA, canonical correlation). The majority of studies

used correlations (21%), ANOVA (19%), and multiple regression (14%). The overall con-

clusion of the Podsakoff and Dalton (1987) review was that there is intransigence in organi-

zational research methodologies, and this is happening because people do what they know,

what they have done, what is efficient and easier, and what is rewarded (i.e., published).

Stone-Romero et al. (1995) reviewed all articles published in JAP from 1975 to 1993.

Their review included a total of 1,929 articles, and each was content analyzed using the

following two dimensions:

1. design: experimental, quasi-experimental, nonexperiments, and other; and

2. data analysis: covariance structure analysis (CSA), classical path analysis, zero-order

correlation, multiple regression/correlation, canonical correlation, discriminant function

analysis, multiple discriminant function analysis, factor analysis, cluster analysis, analysis

of variance, analysis of covariance, chi-square-based tests of association, multivariate

analysis of variance, multivariate analysis of covariance, t tests of mean differences, and

other.

The main question posed by Stone-Romero et al. (1995) was whether the availability of

software packages such as LISREL and EQS to conduct CSA-based procedures affected

methodological practices regarding design and data analysis. In terms of design, no clear

trends were found in the relative use of nonexperimental as compared to experimental

designs during the 19-year review period, and each of these categories was implemented by

40% to 50% of studies. However, there was a slight increase in the use of other research

designs, such as meta-analysis, narrative literature reviews, and comments, from about 10%

to about 20%. In terms of analysis, the majority of studies used correlations (about 40%),

the use of multiple regression increased substantially from about 10% to about 30%, and

perhaps surprisingly, the use of path analysis was higher than 5% in 1988 only. Also, the

use of MANOVA increased over time (from about 5% to more than 10%) but was still far

less popular than univariate procedures such as ANOVA (between approximately 30% and

40%) and t tests (between 20% and 30%). MANCOVA was used very rarely and did not

even reach 5% for any of the 19 years included in the review. An analysis of CSA-based

procedures showed a notable increase in the testing of measurement models as well as full

models, from 0% until the early 1980s to about 10% in 1993. Although CSA-based
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procedures were not nearly as dominant as others, such as ANOVA, correlations, and

multiple regression, Stone-Romero et al. concluded that because of the increased use of

CSA-based procedures, not knowing these techniques ‘‘will leave researchers at a great

disadvantage’’ (p. 155).

Scandura and Williams (2000) compared the methodological strategies reported in arti-

cles published from 1985 to 1987 (N = 280 empirical studies) versus 1995 to 1997

(N = 334 empirical studies) in AMJ, ASQ, and JOM. Their review included all articles

with formal theory/literature reviews and/or empirical data. Scandura and Williams

adopted a slightly different approach than previous reviews and coded articles to under-

stand the degree of triangulation in methods as well as internal, external, construct, and

statistical conclusion validity. Specifically, they coded each article using the following 13

dimensions:

1. research strategy: formal theory/literature reviews, sample survey, laboratory experi-

ment, experimental simulation, field study (primary or secondary data), field experi-

ment, judgment task, or computer simulation;

2. substantive content domain: policy/strategy, organization theory, organizational beha-

vior, human resource management, or research methods;

3. level of analysis: individual, group, or organization;

4. time frame: cross-sectional or longitudinal;

5. type of sample: defined in terms of economic sector and type of student;

6. primary occupation of participants: defined based on industry and profession;

7. nature of construct validation procedure: exploratory factor analysis; confirmatory

factor analysis; discriminant, convergent, or predictive validity reports; or interrater

reliability;

8. other reliability estimates

9. primary type of dependent variable: supervisory reports of performance, tangible or

behavioral outcomes, attitudinal outcomes, or perceptual outcomes;

10. source of data: single or multiple;

11. sample size;

12. number of dependent variables: one, two, three, four, or more; and

13. data-analytic approach: analysis of variance techniques (i.e., ANOVA, ANCOVA,

MANOVA, MANCOVA, and t tests), linear regression techniques (i.e., simple, multi-

ple, hierarchical, moderated, and mediated regression), correlation techniques, meta-

analysis, linear techniques for categorical dependent variables, nonparametric and

interpretative techniques, factor-analytic and clustering techniques (i.e., confirmatory

factor analysis, multidimensional scaling, and discriminant analysis), structural equa-

tion modeling and path-analytic techniques, time series analysis and event history,

multiple-levels-of-analysis techniques (i.e., hierarchical linear modeling and within and

between analysis), and computer simulation (i.e., Monte Carlo studies).

In terms of design, Scandura and Williams’s results revealed that the majority of arti-

cles reported field studies (more than 50% from 1985 to 1987 and more than 60% from

1995 to 1997) including an increase in secondary field studies throughout time, the major-

ity of articles reported cross-sectional studies (including an increase from about 77%

to about 86% throughout time), and there was an increase in the number of variables

studied at the organizational compared to the individual level of analysis. In terms of
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measurement, the vast majority of articles did not include any information about construct

validity (about 50% from 1985 to 1987 and about 75% from 1995 to 1997), about 30% of

articles reported evidence regarding discriminant/convergent/predictive validity from

1985 to 1987 and this figure decreased to about 3% from 1995 to 1997, and about 40% of

articles reported some type of reliability estimate. In terms of analysis, linear regression

was the most popular from 1985 to 1987 (about 31%) and became even more popular

from 1995 to 1997 (about 42%). The second and third most popular data-analytic techni-

ques were analysis of variance and nonparametric/interpretive techniques. There was an

increase in structural equations/path analysis (from about 4% to about 9%), time series/

event history (from about 3% to about 8%), and multiple levels of analysis (from 0% to

about 2%). Scandura and Williams concluded that

the news is not all bad . . . both the mean and median sample size rose in the 1990s . . .
suggest[ing] that issues of statistical power are receiving more attention . . . research in the

1990s was becoming broader, with more dependent variables and content domains being

included . . . the types of data analytic approaches also appeared to be moving toward the use

of more complex techniques, such as structural equation modeling and event history analysis.

(p. 1261)

Austin et al. (2002), the most recent review on which we rely, content analyzed articles

reporting empirical studies that were published in every 10th volume from 1920 to 2000

in JAP. Their review included a total of 609 articles, which were content analyzed along

the following three dimensions:

1. design: general setting (i.e., laboratory, field, or simulation), study design (i.e., passive

observation, experiment, case study, or archival), and temporal (cross-sectional, longitu-

dinal, or cohort);

2. measurement: measures (i.e., self report: test, personality, attitudinal, or behavioral; or

behavioral: ratings, outcomes, or physiological), source of measures (i.e., homemade or

commercial), reliability estimates reported (i.e., yes or no), validity estimates reported

(i.e., yes or no), and test theory (i.e., classical, Item Response Theory—IRT, or General-

izability Theory); and

3. analysis: descriptives (e.g., mean, median, standard deviation), primary inferential test

used (i.e., ANOVA, t test, ANCOVA, MANOVA, confirmatory factor analysis, explora-

tory factor analysis, multiple regression, path analysis, chi-square, MANCOVA, struc-

tural equation modeling/covariance structure modeling, critical ratio, probable error, or

correlation), and statistical conclusion validity (i.e., power analysis reported [yes or no],

significance reported [yes or no], and effect size reported [yes or no]).

In terms of design, Austin et al.’s results showed that passive observation designs

remained the most popular in each decade but two and about 50% or more of articles used

this type of design in each decade. Experimental designs were second in popularity, ran-

ging from a low of 15% to a high of about 50%, remaining at about 30% in the past 20

years. In the past 20 years or so, archival designs hover around 10%. In terms of measure-

ment, classical test theory is clearly dominant and includes 100% of articles until the past

decade, when IRT was reported in about 3% of articles. In terms of analysis, regression is

clearly the most popular technique, reaching a high of about 46% in 2000. ANOVA was
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most popular in 1980 (about 51%) but declined to about 28% in 2000. Upward trends were

found for confirmatory factor analysis (increasing from about 1% to about 16% over the

last two decades), structural equation modeling (0% prior to 1990, and in the low 10s% in

1990 and 2000), and exploratory factor analysis (increasing trend since 1940, reaching a

high of about 10% in 1980 and 9% in 2000). Austin et al. (2002) concluded that

the history of I-O research methods contains both positive and negative aspects . . . . Greater

attention to innovation will more firmly place I-O as a field on a solid footing for both research

and practice . . . . Some problems of misuse could be solved, we believe, by aggressive inter-

ventions in dissemination. Potential avenues include pre-convention workshops, computer

mediated discussions at a distance . . . journals (Organizational Research Methods) . . . . (p. 22)

Summary of Previously Published Reviews

What did we learn from the four aforementioned reviews of research methods usage in

the organizational sciences that were published in the past two decades? First, the adop-

tion of novel methodological practices is very slow. Although some of the reviews refer to

‘‘changes,’’ ‘‘improvements,’’ and ‘‘important trends,’’ a close examination of the data

actually show that changes take place very slowly and usually do not happen in less than

two to three decades. Specifically, the 10-year span covered by the Scandura and Williams

(2000) review revealed few drastic changes. For example, the rank order of the top 6

research strategies is identical during their 10-year span, except for a flipping in order of

‘‘field study: secondary’’ (from second to third) and ‘‘formal theory/literature review’’

(from third to second). The Stone-Romero et al. (1995) review covered 19 years and found

virtually no changes regarding design. In terms of analysis, change was very slow in all

areas, including for CSA-based procedures, which was still far from being dominant for

the past few years included in the review (i.e., reaching a highest level of usage of only

10%). The Austin et al. (2002) review, which included an 80-year time span, found more

noticeable changes over time regarding analysis. For example, the use of critical ratio and

probability error, which were each about 27% in 1920, were not used by any article since

1970 (i.e., 50-year time span). On the other hand, the use of multiple regression has

increased notably from about 8% in 1970 to about 46% in 2000. Similarly, confirmatory

factor analysis increased from 0% in 1970 to about 16% in 2000. In short, changes in the

use of data-analytic procedures begin to become noticeable when the review period

includes at least two to three decades. In contrast, to preview what we describe in detail

later in the article, changes in the development and improvement of methodological

approaches have a shorter time cycle and are noticeable within shorter time frames (i.e., a

decade or less).

Second, because change in patterns of methods use is so slow, the modal design, mea-

surement, and analysis characteristics of an article today have not changed much compared

to an article published about 20 years ago. Podsakoff and Dalton (1987) noted that a typical

study in the organizational sciences is likely to be a cross-sectional survey or a laboratory

study relying on student participants, conducted at the individual level of analysis, and the

data would be analyzed using multiple regression/correlation techniques or ANOVA. The
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fact that this has continued to be the typical study has been confirmed by results reported in

1995 by Stone-Romero et al., in 2000 by Scandura and Williams, and 2002 by Austin et al.

We emphasize that in many cases a simpler and widely used method may be best and may

communicate what is important about one’s data better and in more accessible ways than

occurs when one uses the most novel analytic approach. Nevertheless, if the majority of

published research does not take advantage of more modern and novel design, measure-

ment, and analysis tools, it is likely that scientific advancement will not be as fast as it could

potentially be.

To summarize, design and measurement practices have not changed much in several

decades. Some changes have taken place in the data-analysis domain, but these changes

have been slow, and the examination of at least 20 years of published work was necessary

to detect them. Next, we describe the content analysis we conducted based on articles pub-

lished in the first decade of ORM to answer each of the four questions posed at the begin-

ning of our article.

Method

Overview

We used content analysis, which is defined as ‘‘any methodological measurement applied

to text (or other symbolic materials) for social science purposes’’ (Shapiro & Markoff,

1997, p. 14). More specifically, our data collection procedure consisted of content analyzing

the design, measurement, and analysis topics addressed in each article published in every

issue of ORM starting with the first issue (January 1998) and ending with the October 2007

issue (excluding book and software reviews). Content analysis is primarily a qualitative

methodology, but it also includes a quantitative component, which provides an advantage

over other more purely qualitative methods such as literary interpretation and hermeneutics

(Duriau, Reger, & Pfarrer, 2007).

Content Analysis Taxonomy

Similar to previous reviews of research methods reported in the substantive literature

(e.g., Scandura & Williams, 2000; Stone-Romero et al., 1995), the unit of analysis in our

study was topical area and not article. The choice for this type of unit of analysis is guided

by the fact that numerous articles focus on more than one topic and choosing only one

topic per article may lead to underestimates of the relative attention devoted to various

areas.

A key component of any content analysis is the taxonomy used. Consequently, we

undertook a careful process involving several researchers to create our taxonomy. The

starting point was a taxonomy for design, measurement, and analysis topics used by ORM

from 1998 to 2004 (i.e., under the editorship of founding editor Larry J. Williams) to clas-

sify new submissions and also used by reviewers to denote their areas of expertise. This

initial taxonomy was expanded in 2004 by an iterative process conducted via e-mail that

involved the work of the incoming editor and four associate editors of ORM at that time:
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Herman Aguinis, Mark Gavin, Charles E. Lance, Karen Locke, and Robert J. Vandenberg.

The resulting revised and expanded taxonomy was used by ORM from 2005 to 2007 to

classify new submissions and reviewers’ areas of expertise. After it was developed and

because it was the most comprehensive taxonomy of design, measurement, and analysis

topics available, it was also adopted by the RMD of the AOM to classify submissions to

the AOM annual meetings (Gordon Cheung, personal communication, November 10,

2004). Once the taxonomy was completed, we reviewed Podsakoff and Dalton (1987),

Stone-Romero et al. (1995), Scandura and Williams (2000), and Austin et al. (2002) to

make sure each of their topical areas was included in our taxonomy. Finally, once this pro-

cess was completed, we added new categories as they emerged during the coding process.

The final version of the taxonomy represents the most comprehensive and exhaustive

classification of design, measurement, and analysis topics in the organizational sciences

available to date. The broadest categories are (a) quantitative and (b) qualitative. Each of

these broad categories includes design, measurement, and analysis subcategories. Figure 1

includes a graphic representation of the quantitative design subcategories, Figure 2

includes a graphic representation of the quantitative measurement subcategories, Figure 3

(split in two parts) includes a graphic representation of the quantitative analysis category,

and Figure 4 includes a graphic representation of the qualitative design, qualitative mea-

surement, and qualitative analysis subcategories.

In spite of its comprehensiveness, we acknowledge that, similar to any other taxonomy

used in a content analysis, there are relationships and crossovers among design, measure-

ment, and analysis issues. For example, as mentioned by Scandura and Williams (2000),

if an article addresses a multilevel design, it is also likely to address multilevel analysis.

Second, some methods, particularly newer methods and those that combine quantitative and

qualitative approaches, are harder to classify (e.g., content analysis). So in some cases, we

had to place the category under one umbrella or the other. We do not see this as an impor-

tant limitation for two reasons. First, as described next, we obtained very high levels of

coder agreement initially, and subsequent consensus was reached in all cases. Second, our

coding strategy and taxonomy are fully transparent and, therefore, replicable empirically.

Coding Process

Each article was coded by the third and fourth authors, who at the time of coding were

management doctoral students and had successfully completed all their graduate-level course-

work in research methods and statistics. To serve as the coders’ training and create a common

frame of reference before the actual coding started (cf., Aguinis, Mazurkiewicz, & Heggestad,

in press), the coders used the taxonomy to code independently the first three issues of ORM’s

Volume 1. The two coders then met with this article’s second author to discuss the degree of

agreement between their classifications. After this practice session was completed, each coder

independently coded all 193 articles published in Volumes 1 through 10.

For each of the 193 articles, we coded the presence or absence of 405 nominal-level

variables using dummy coding (1 or 0; see Figures 1 through 4 for a complete listing of

all variables). Upon completion of the coding, the second author compared the two

coders’ initial classifications of the 405 variables for each article. For each of these 405
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Figure 4

Taxonomy Used to Classify Topical Areas: Qualitative Design,
Qualitative Measurement, and Qualitative Analysis Subcategories
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variables, we computed Cohen’s kappa (�) as an index of interrater agreement between

our coders. Unlike a percentage agreement index, Cohen’s kappa corrects for chance

agreement (Cohen, 1960). Kappa values greater than .40 indicate acceptable interrater

agreement (Fleiss, 1981). Across all 193 articles, 400 of the 405 kappa values were

greater than .40, statistically significant at an alpha level of either .001 or .01, and thus

indicate acceptable interrater agreement for each of our nominal-level variables. The

following five variables had kappa values slightly less than .40, but the disagreements

between coders were easily resolved for the main analyses reported herein: feminism,

level of analysis of dependent variable—individual, categorical by categorical interac-

tions, multidimensional scaling, and action research. Any article that initially did not

produce identical classifications for all coded variables was discussed between the two

coders and second author until a consensus was reached. In short, the coding process

followed best practices as recommended by Duriau et al. (2007) and Scandura and

Williams (2000), including taking corrective steps when full agreement was not reached

initially.

Results

Tables 1 through 7 provide summaries of the results in counts and percentages of the

various topical areas of articles published in ORM. At the highest level of analysis, Table

1 shows that during the 10-year period, about 90% of topics are quantitative, whereas only

10% are qualitative. In terms of the quantitative area, about 49% of the topics refer to ana-

lysis issues, about 37% to measurement, and about 15% to design. In contrast, the qualita-

tive topics are mostly about design (about 56%), followed by analysis (about 35%) and

measurement (about 9%). Figure 5 displays the trends for the data in Table 1 and suggests

that the relative frequency of quantitative and qualitative topics remained fairly constant

during the 10-year period, except for 2002, which included an issue devoted almost

entirely to interpretive genres of organizational research methods, which explains the

unusually large number of qualitative articles during this year.

Quantitative Topics

Table 2 includes results regarding the quantitative design topics. The three most popular

topics during the 10-year period are as follows:

1. Survey (32.35%)

2. Temporal issues (i.e., longitudinal designs) (13.24%)

3. Electronic/Web research (10.29%)

Figure 6 (top panel) shows that the relative frequency of these topics changed during

the 10-year period. Specifically, there is a clear upward trend regarding the interest in sur-

veys and also in electronic/Web research. The interest in temporal issues, although high

during the 10-year period, shows a slight downward trend.

Aguinis et al. / First Decade of ORM 83
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In terms of the quantitative measurement subcategories, Table 3 shows that the follow-

ing are the five most popular topics during the 10-year period:

1. Validity (40.12%)

2. Reliability (23.26%)

3. Level of analysis of dependent variable (11.05%)

4. Scale development (9.88%)

5. Measurement invariance/equivalence (8.72%)

Table 5
Frequencies and Percentages for Qualitative Design Topics

Published in Organizational Research Methods (1998 to 2007)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Topic n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Action research 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 42.86 0 0.00

Case studies 1 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 14.29 0 0.00

Document interpretation 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 11.11 1 14.29 0 0.00

Ethnography 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 11.11 0 0.00 0 0.00

Grounded theory 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Interpretive 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 33.33 3 33.33 0 0.00 0 0.00

Interviewing 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 14.29 0 0.00

Knowledge-based view 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Narrative 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Participant observation 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 14.29 0 0.00

Policy capturing 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 66.67 3 33.33 0 0.00 0 0.00

Survey 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 11.11 0 0.00 0 0.00

General / nonspecified 0 0.00 1 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Total for year 1 100 1 100 0 100 3 100 9 100 7 100 0 100

2005 2006 2007 1998 to 2007

Topic n % n % n % n %

Action research 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 33.33 4 13.33

Case studies 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 6.67

Document interpretation 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 6.67

Ethnography 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.33

Grounded theory 0 0.00 1 25.00 0 0.00 1 3.33

Interpretive 2 100.00 1 25.00 1 33.33 8 26.67

Interviewing 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.33

Knowledge-based view 0 0.00 1 25.00 0 0.00 1 3.33

Narrative 0 0.00 1 25.00 0 0.00 1 3.33

Participant observation 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.33

Policy capturing 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 5 16.67

Survey 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.33

General / nonspecified 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 33.33 2 6.67

Total for year 2 100 4 100 3 100 30 100

Note: Topics included are only those for which there is at least one count for the entire 1998 to 2007 review

period.
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Figure 6 (center panel) shows that the relative frequency of topics changed during the

10-year period. Specifically, there is a recent renewed interest in validity and a clear

upward trend regarding measurement issues about level of analysis of the dependent vari-

able. On the other hand, there is a decrease in interest in scale development over time.

Alternatively, the relative interest in reliability and measurement invariance/equivalence

has remained fairly stable.

Table 4 shows the relative frequency of quantitative analysis topics during the 10-year

period. Overall, the most popular topics during the 10-year period are as follows:

1. Multiple regression/correlation (17.03%)

2. Structural equation modeling (12.23%)

3. Multilevel research (10.92%)

4. Missing data (9.61%)

5. Factor analysis (6.68%)

6. Temporal issues (i.e., techniques for analyzing data collected throughout time) (6.55%)

Figure 6 (bottom panel) shows that the relative frequency of these topics has not chan-

ged much during the 10-year period, except for two notable exceptions. First, there is a

striking increase in attention devoted to multilevel research. Second, there is a decrease in

the relative attention devoted to structural equation modeling, which we speculate may be

due to the existence of specialized journals devoted to this topic (i.e., Structural Equation

Modeling). Alternatively, the relative interest in multiple regression/correlation, factor

analysis, missing data, and temporal issues has remained fairly stable.

Figure 5

Trends in Counts in Percentages for Quantitative
and Qualitative Topics During the 10-Year Review Period

Note: Lines were smoothed using a second-order polynomial least squares function.
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Figure 6

Trends in Counts in Percentages for the Most Popular
Quantitative Design (Top Panel), Quantitative Measurement

(Center Panel), and Quantitative Analysis (Bottom Panel)
Subcategories During the 10-Year Review Period

Note: Lines were smoothed using a second-order polynomial least squares function.
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Qualitative Topics

Table 5 shows results pertaining to the qualitative design subcategories. Results show

that the most popular areas are as follows:

1. Interpretive (26.67%)

2. Policy capturing (16.67%)

3. Action research (13.33%)

Figure 7 shows that the relative popularity of interpretive and action research has

increased with time, whereas the relative attention given to policy capturing has decreased.

Table 6 includes results regarding the qualitative measurement subcategories. The total

count for this category during the 10-year period is only 5, and Table 7 shows that 4 of

these 5 addressed reliability, whereas 1 addressed surveys.

Finally, Table 7 includes results regarding the qualitative analysis subcategories. Note

that the total number of qualitative analysis categories is only 19 during the 10-year

period. Nevertheless, the most popular subcategories are as follows:

1. Interpretive (26.32%)

2. Policy capturing (26.32%)

3. Content analysis (21.05%)

Given that for some of the years the total count of qualitative analysis subcategories is

1 or even 0, it is not very meaningful to describe changes in trends throughout time.

Figure 7

Trends in Counts in Percentages for the Most Popular
Qualitative Design Subcategories During the 10-Year Review Period

Note: Lines were smoothed using a second-order polynomial least squares function.
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Discussion

The goal of our article was to answer four questions with implications for training doc-

toral students, retooling researchers, future research on methodology, the advancement of

the organizational sciences, and the extent to which ORM is fulfilling its mission. We

address each question in turn.

Which Are the Topical Areas That Have Been Consistently

Popular During the Past Decade?

Our results indicate that a summary of topics addressed by the most typical (i.e., modal)

article published in the first decade of ORM is as follows. First, this modal article

addresses quantitative instead of qualitative topics. In terms of design topics of this modal

quantitative article, these are surveys, temporal issues, and electronic/Web research. In

terms of measurement, the topics are validity, reliability, and level of analysis of depen-

dent variable. In terms of data analysis, the topics are multiple regression/correlation,

structural equation modeling, and multilevel research. Data analysis topics are dominant

(49%), followed by measurement (37%) and, lastly, design (only 15%). If we consider the

modal qualitative article, in terms of design, the topics are interpretive, policy capturing,

and action research. In terms of measurement, the topics are surveys and reliability.

Finally, in terms of analysis, the topics are interpretive, policy capturing, and content ana-

lysis. In contrast to the quantitative topics, the most popular type of qualitative topic is

design (56%), followed by analysis (33%) and measurement (9%).

Which Are the Topical Areas That Have Become Increasingly

Popular During the Past Decade?

First, in terms of quantitative topics, there are upward trends regarding surveys and

electronic/Web research (design), level of analysis of the dependent variable and validity

(measurement), and multilevel research (analysis). In terms of qualitative topics, the atten-

tion devoted to interpretive and action research has increased with time (design), but

trends in terms of measurement and analysis are difficult to identify given that the overall

number of articles is relatively small.

Is the Relative Popularity of Various Topical Areas Different From

What Has Been Reported in Previously Published Reviews of Research

Methods Used in Substantive Journals?

A comparison of our results with those reported by Podsakoff and Dalton (1987),

Stone-Romero et al. (1995), Scandura and Williams (2000), and Austin et al. (2002) indi-

cates that the answer to this third question is both ‘‘yes’’ and ‘‘no.’’ In a way, this could be

expected because one function of ORM is the introduction of new methods to substantive

researchers, so ORM should lead the field in this respect rather than simply reflect it. First,

it is yes because the most popular topics identified in previous reviews include surveys
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(design), reliability (measurement), and multiple regression/correlation (analysis). Our

results also suggest that these topics are among the most popular. On the other hand, the

answer is also no because our results show that there are other topics that are equally, or

in some cases even more, popular than the topics identified in previous reviews. These

include temporal issues and electronic/Web research (design), validity and level of analy-

sis of the dependent variable (measurement), and multilevel research (analysis). Another

striking difference is the presence of qualitative topics in our results. Although certainly

not receiving as much attention as quantitative topics (i.e., only about 10% compared to

the 90% devoted to quantitative topics), there is little if any mention to qualitative topics

in any of the four previously published reviews. As noted earlier, the most popular qualita-

tive topics are interpretive, policy capturing, and action research (design); surveys and

reliability (measurement); and interpretive, policy capturing, and content analysis

(analysis).

Does the Research Published in ORM Have the Potential to Provide

the Necessary Methodological Tools to Test Influential Theories

in the Organizational Sciences?

To answer this question, we must first identify influential theories and the methodologi-

cal tools needed to test them. Then, we can assess whether these methodological tools are

addressed by ORM articles. Identifying ‘‘influential theories’’ can be a subjective exercise,

and several approaches are possible. Our approach was to conduct a Web of Science ana-

lysis of all articles published in the Academy of Management Review (AMR) in the past 2

decades (1987 to 2007) given that AMR is arguably the most influential journal devoted

exclusively to theory development in the organizational sciences. We conducted our cita-

tion analysis in February 2008. There are other influential journals devoted to theory in

some organizational sciences subfields (e.g., Psychological Review). However, we chose

AMR because it is more representative of the organizational sciences as compared to other

more specialized journals. Specifically, we selected the 25 articles that have received the

greatest number of citations because citation rates are one of the best indicators of influ-

ence. Thus, our approach was to identify the most influential articles published in the most

influential journal devoted exclusively to theory development in the organizational

sciences. Again, other approaches are possible, but ours is replicable and based on consen-

sual indicators of influence (i.e., prestige and reputation of AMR and citation rates).

Table 8 includes a list of each of the 25 AMR articles we identified, together with the

number of citations received by each, the theoretical framework/topic for each article, and

verbatim statements regarding design, measurement, and analysis tools needed to test each

of the theories proposed. Research design was more popular than measurement and analy-

sis issues. An interesting result is that about half the articles mention the need for quantita-

tive designs and half mention the need for qualitative designs. In terms of quantitative

issues, the most frequent are multilevel and longitudinal. In terms of qualitative issues, the

most popular are case studies and naturalistic field observations and interviews. Regarding

measurement needs and concerns, authors mentioned issues around the operationaliza-

tion of dependent variables, proper item and scale development, and measurement and
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operationalization of constructs using both subjective and objective measures. In terms of

analysis, authors mentioned the need for quantitative tools to analyze categorical depen-

dent variables and test causal models, whereas qualitative tools include the need for quali-

tative computer databases, narrative interpretation, and qualitative sequence analysis.

How good is ORM’s coverage for each of these methodological issues considered to be

crucial to test theories proposed in AMR? A rough scorecard indicates that ORM’s record

is favorable regarding some issues but less favorable regarding others. The most favorable

result is that ORM’s articles address virtually all of the quantitative design, measurement,

and analysis topics considered important by theory developers. A comparison of the topics

published most frequently during the 10-year period shows almost complete overlap with

the methodological needs mentioned in the AMR articles. Specifically, multilevel, tem-

poral (i.e., longitudinal), validity, scale development, and level of analysis of the depen-

dent variable are some of the topics that have received most attention in ORM articles. On

the other hand, results regarding qualitative issues are in the right direction but neverthe-

less less encouraging. ORM’s coverage of qualitative issues is certainly greater than the

coverage identified by previously published reviews, which is virtually zero. However,

only about 10% of ORM articles’ topics are qualitative, whereas about 50% of the design

topics mentioned in the AMR articles are qualitative. On the other hand, 56% of the quali-

tative topics investigated in articles published in ORM address design issues, which indi-

cates consistence with the expressed need for qualitative design approaches as indicated

by theory developers. In sum, the answer to our fourth question is yes regarding quantita-

tive methodological tools, but there is room for improvement regarding qualitative metho-

dological tools.

Implications for Training Doctoral Students and Retooling Researchers

Our results lead to important implications for training doctoral students and retooling

researchers in the organizational sciences. First, there are some methodological tools that

are investigated by articles published in ORM and also seen as crucial for testing influential

theories in the organizational sciences. These include multilevel, temporal (i.e., longitudi-

nal), validity, scale development, and level of analysis of the dependent variable issues.

Thus, instructors of research methods courses as well as researchers interested in testing

influential theories in the organizational sciences should pay attention to these topics. Speci-

fically, the content of methods courses should include at least one module on each of these

topics. Also, researchers should seek opportunities to retool themselves in each of these

domains. We acknowledge that some ORM articles may be too technical or specialized for

classroom use. However, there are numerous examples of articles that can be used in

doctoral-level research methods courses. In fact, some of the most widely cited ORM arti-

cles seem to be less technical and provide overviews of various topics, which makes them

particularly suitable for instruction (e.g., Hinkin, 1998; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).

Second, although not receiving as much coverage in ORM, there are several qualitative

methodological topics that are key for testing influential theories in the organizational

sciences. These include case studies and naturalistic field observations and interviews, the

use of qualitative computer databases, and narrative interpretation and qualitative

sequence analysis. Increased attention to these topics by instructors who deliver methods
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courses and researchers interested in improving their methodology toolkit is likely to lead

to more fruitful empirical investigations of important theories.

Implications for Research and the Advancement

of the Organizational Sciences

Content analysis is becoming an increasingly popular methodological tool (Duriau

et al., 2007). The taxonomy developed as part of this study is the most comprehensive

available to date to conduct a content analysis of a research methods body of literature in

the organizational sciences. Its comprehensiveness also relies on the inclusion of qualita-

tive issues, which are notably absent in previously published reviews. This is an important

addition given that our review of the most influential AMR articles published in the past

two decades showed that about 50% of authors mentioned the need to implement qualita-

tive designs to test their theories. Thus, one implication for research is that our taxonomy

can be used in future reviews of the research methods literature as well as the methods

used in articles published in substantive journals. The consistent use of a single taxonomy

would allow for more systematic and precise comparisons of trends throughout time

instead of having to make comparisons across articles that use different taxonomies, as is

the case for the reviews we summarized in the introduction.

Second, our review revealed an unbalanced coverage of design, measurement, and ana-

lysis topics. In the quantitative arena, most topics address data analysis (i.e., 49%) and

measurement (i.e., 37%), whereas only a minority are about design issues (i.e., 15% of

topics). Few researchers would argue that data analysis is three times as important as

research design. Also, few researchers would argue that we know all there is to know

about research design. Moreover, it is difficult to argue that the organizational sciences

will produce important advancements by focusing mainly on data analysis and measure-

ment and paying less attention to design. In short, an implication of our study is that more

attention is needed regarding the development of new as well as the improvement of exist-

ing research designs. For example, further research on archival, behavior simulation, and

mixed approaches (i.e., qualitative–quantitative) is warranted.

Another implication of our study is that although changes in the usage of methods is

extremely slow paced and can take two to three decades minimum, those studying and

improving methods seem more willing to embrace change and innovation at a faster pace.

Our review included only 10 years, and it may take several years for many researchers to

see a new journal as a viable or important outlet for their work. However, this time period

was sufficient to identify several important trends. For example, there is a surge in the

relative attention devoted to surveys and electronic/Web research, level of analysis of the

dependent variable and validity, multilevel research, and interpretive and action research.

Data reported in each of the four reviews published since 1987 show that the clear trends

found in one decade of ORM cannot be identified if a review includes one decade of arti-

cles published in any of the substantive journals. This result suggests that change patterns

in articles published by developers of methods (i.e., those publishing in ORM) are faster

than those in articles published by users of methods (i.e., authors of articles in substantive

journals). In other words, the diffusion of innovation is faster among methods developers
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than methods users. As Austin et al. (2002) noted, this result points to the important role

that ORM can play as a catalyst for change in terms of methods usage by substantive

researchers, and there is evidence that ORM is playing this role. For example, the impact

factor for ORM has increased consistently and reached its current value of 2.55. Perhaps

even more revealing are the results with respect to which journals cite ORM articles most

frequently. Consider the following information regarding frequency counts included in the

most recent (i.e., 2007) Journal Citation Report by Thomson Scientific (formerly Institute

for Scientific Information), which refers to the year 2006. As would be expected, ORM is

the journal that cited ORM articles most frequently. However, the journals following

ORM (in rank order) are as follows:

1. Journal of Applied Psychology

2. Journal of Organizational Behavior

3. Personnel Psychology

4. Accounting, Organizations, and Society

5. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology

6. Academy of Management Journal

7. Leadership Quarterly

8. International Journal of Selection and Assessment

9. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processess

10. Structural Equation Modeling

In other words, 9 of the 10 journals (i.e., all except for Structural Equation Modeling)

that cited ORM articles most frequently in 2006 are substantive and not methodological

journals, suggesting that ORM is indeed influencing how substantive researchers do their

work. The conclusion would be very different if ORM articles are cited mainly by other

methodological journals. Such a finding would have suggested that ORM is merely part of

a cottage industry that does not bring relevant methodological developments to a wide

range of researchers in organizational and management studies and, moreover, does not

promote a more effective understanding of current and new methodologies and their appli-

cation in organizational settings. On a related issue, please note that journals differ in

terms of the number of articles they publish. For example, from 1963 to May 2007, JAP

published 4,329 articles, whereas Personnel Psychology published 1,451 articles (Cascio

& Aguinis, in press). So this difference in publication rates may explain why JAP, which

publishes more articles, cites ORM most frequently. Nevertheless, this difference in publi-

cation rates is not an alternative explanation for the conclusion that substantive journals

cite ORM more frequently than do methodological journals.

A fourth implication of our study for future research is that our results may provide a

preview of some of the methodological tools that are not yet very popular but may become

more popular in the future. For example, ethnostatistics, network analysis, and neural net-

works are some of the new topics emerging in the literature. It will be interesting to see

whether these topics become more popular in ORM as well as the substantive literature

during the next decade. The literature on diffusion of knowledge and innovation offers

several conclusions that are relevant to this point. First, the continued existence of compa-

nies that are the source of a particular type of innovation is an important determinant of

knowledge diffusion (Hoetker & Agarwal, 2007). Thus, the continued existence of ORM
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is likely to help the diffusion of methodological practices. Second, managerial practices

are more likely to become institutionalized when justifications for their use are accepted and

taken for granted (Green, 2004). Similarly, it is likely that as newer practices become more

popular and require less explanation and justification, they will eventually become part of

the methodological toolkit and will be used more frequently. Finally, the diffusion of a parti-

cular innovation depends not only on its observable benefits but also on network structures

of the individuals who are likely to adopt the innovation (Gibbons, 2004). Extrapolating

from this finding, it is likely that the increased electronic presence of ORM (i.e., all articles

ever published as well as those accepted for publication are now available online to subscri-

bers), paired with network structures such as the numerous Internet-based listservs that dis-

cuss methodological issues, is likely to accelerate ORM’s impact in the future.

A fifth implication of our study in terms of guiding future research is that it points to

the need to conduct further work in the qualitative arena. However, meeting this need may

not be easy given that publishing qualitative research in top North American journals has

been described as trying to ‘‘fit oval pegs into round holes’’ (Pratt, 2008). Pratt (2008)

suggested that for qualitative research to be published, (a) authors could make research

more palatable to quantitative/positivist reviewers, both embed in and break from extant

theory, balance data presentation and interpretation, and describe analysis adequately, and

(b) journal editors could receive training in qualitative approaches and assign reviewers

who are trained in these approaches. Our review of the Top 25 most cited AMR articles

from the past two decades can be considered a methodology needs analysis. Specifically,

our review suggests that the greatest need in the qualitative arena is on research design.

For example, several authors indicated the need to implement case studies, naturalistic field

observations, and interviews. A likely reason for why about 50% of the design-related needs

are in the qualitative domain is that, for nascent theories, qualitative approaches are usually

more appropriate than quantitative approaches (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). Regardless

of the precise reason, the following implication is clear: Many developers of new theories

argue that qualitative methods are needed to test their theories. Hence, future research

addressing this need would be beneficial.

A sixth implication is that, in terms of future research, our 10-year review covered edi-

torial teams under two different editors and ORM’s policies and mission statement

remained virtually identical during this time. Thus, the trends we identified are not due to

changes in editorial policies. However, future editors may make policy changes. For

example, the January 2008 editorial includes a statement noting that ‘‘ORM will no longer

consider for review manuscripts in which the primary goal is to present a new measure/

scale or some redevelopment of an existing measure/scale’’ (Vandenberg, 2008, p. 7).

Thus, a replication of our study in 10 years may find that there are fewer manuscripts

addressing the issue of scale development, but this result would not necessarily be a reflec-

tion of decreased interest in the topic but a reflection of the journal’s policy change. Thus,

although not a concern in our review given that ORM’s policies have remained constant

during our review period, possible editorial policy changes should be taken into considera-

tion in conducting a content analysis of ORM’s articles in the future.

A seventh implication is that, also in terms of future research, our analysis did not

intend to examine the extent to which ORM has stimulated the use of new methods as

compared to an improvement in the quality of existing methods. To answer this different
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research question would require an in-depth analysis of each of the substantive articles

that has cited ORM articles. To answer this question would also require a different data

collection effort and, therefore, this is a possible direction for future research.

Finally, the trends we have identified are likely representative of the underlying inter-

ests of the methods community in the organizational sciences, particularly of those who

are active in the AOM. As noted in the author notes sections, many of the articles pub-

lished in ORM have been presented at the AOM meetings. In addition, the current and past

editorial boards of ORM include the majority of elected officers of the RMD of the AOM.

In fact, each of the past and current editors (Larry Williams, Herman Aguinis, and Robert

Vandenberg) has served as RMD Chair.

Conclusion

Change is usually difficult and requires effort and resources. Researchers in the organiza-

tional sciences also find that change is difficult and they have their own methodological

comfort zones. This is why there is a ‘‘scientific community’s persistence in the use of parti-

cular methods’’ (Podsakoff & Dalton, 1987, p. 433). It is interesting that this statement is

applicable not only to the methods used but also to the substantive areas that researchers

choose to investigate (Cascio & Aguinis, in press). A surprising finding of our study is that

this statement applies only partially to those who are advancing research methodology and

publishing in ORM. Although some of the more traditional methodological approaches iden-

tified in previous reviews are popular (e.g., surveys, multiple regression, and correlation),

there are several novel approaches that have become at least as popular (e.g., multilevel

research, temporal issues) in a very short time period. Moreover, these novel approaches

address the quantitative methodological tools needed to test influential theories in the orga-

nizational sciences. For the organizational sciences to move forward, it is important that

researchers and doctoral students become knowledgeable about these new tools.

Our review reveals that not all needs of substantive researchers are met by articles pub-

lished in the first decade of ORM. There is a need to develop more and better tools in the

qualitative domain, particularly regarding qualitative research design. Although the

improvement of methodological tools in the absence of good theory is not likely to produce

important advances, theory cannot advance in the absence of good empirical methods either

(Van Maanen, S�rensen, & Mitchell, 2007). A combination of methods training that

includes some of the newer approaches and further research on qualitative tools is likely to

produce important advancements in the organizational sciences during the next decade.
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