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Abstract

Cross-national distance a..c..g vountries has been of central interest in International
Business and Management 12<<ar_b. Therefore, different efforts have been made to
develop models/measurements (0 a-.d-_ss this issue. In this article we identify the
models/measurements of cross-nati~n»' distance developed since the beginning of the
2000 decade. After briefly presenting eac.1 model’s distinctive features, we assess their
impact on the research field based on a w.de “.nge of bibliometric techniques (direct,
indirect, and adjusted citation impacts, altr.etrics. academic reviews, journals and
publishers’ prestige). Our analysis shows that the na=ower cultural distance construct
has lost ground to the wider psychic distance one. Fr->ermore, researchers highly value
those models and measurement that go beyond the culv.re! and psychic distance
constructs providing a multidimensional framework to .nal e and measure cross-
national distance among countries. Our analysis of these 116 1¢le” impact shows that this
a salient issue in the research field as a whole and a central tcpi~ 1 the highest ranked
journals in International Business and Management.

Keywords Cross-national distance - Cultural distance - Psychic distance - Bibliometric
analysis - Altmetrics



Main Document Click here to access/download;Manuscript;Main document.doc =

Cross-national distance and International Business: An
analysis of the most influential recent models

W~ W wW

. Introduction

12 The concept of distance between home and target markets has been of central interest to
16 International Business and Management (IB&M) researchers (Prime et al. 2009).
Furthermore, as stated in Zaheer et al. (2012, p. 19), “essentially, international management
21 is management of distance”. Consequently, scholars have extensively researched the impact
of cross-national distance on a wide range of internationalization decisions, processes, and
26 outcomes (i.e.: selection of host markets, timing of the internationalization process, choice
28 of entry mode, need of local partners, performance, etc.) —see, for instance, Werner
31 (2002), Tihanyi et al. (2005), wac Sr ath et al. (2011), for exhaustive reviews.

33 Among the different dimensions o’ dist: ace (e.g.: geographic, economic, etc.), psychic
distance (PD) and cultural distance (C ) hive received a particularly broad level of
38 attention within TB&M literature’. As pointec ou. ! y Harzing and Pudelko (2016), IB&M
researchers seem to be fascinated by the (cultura’ (listar e -.ncept. Although PD and CD
43 have been extensively used as interchangeable concep‘s, ey differ in their scope or
45 broadness and in the level of analysis (individual versus country at v'.ch they should be
48 measured (Nordstrom and Vahlne 1994; Dow 2000; Dow and Karunaratna 2( J6; Sousa and
50 Bradley 2006; Brewer 2007; Prime et al. 2009).

As a consequence, IB&M research has become deeply dependent upon construc's o.” cre is-

55 country distance to represent potential sources of country similarity or difference (Zaheer ¢

59 ! See, for instance, Beugelsdijk et al. (2018); Ferreira et al. (2014), Shenkar (2001), Harzing (2003), Pinto et
60 al. (2014), Sousa and Bradley (2006), Wang and Schaan (2008), Zaheer et al (2012).
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al. 2012). For instance, in his JIBS-decade-award-winning review of the CD construct as
traditionally measured in IB&M literature® Shenkar (2001) concludes with a call for the
development of new measurements of distance among countries. Since then, different
projects have been developed by IB&M scholars to give rise to new models, constructs, and
measurements.

In this article we identify the models developed since the beginning of the 2000 decade,
analyze their distinctive features and study their influence on the IB&M field. Therefore, it
provides an exhaustive picture useful for researchers developing their studies on the impact
of cross-national distance on internationalization decisions. The article has been organized
as follows: the next section describes the process followed to identify the studies which
develop a cross-national distance model and provides a short overview of each model’s
distinctive features. Then we deve'c ) an assessment of these models” use and impact on the
research field through a wide range >f bil iometric techniques. The article concludes with

our main conclusions.

Study selection and overview

Study selection

As a first step, we performed a keyword search using the 7 .stitute ‘or Scientific
Information’s Web of Science (WOS) and Scopus databases on a set of s iec* . journals.
The list includes top IB&M Journals as identified by Acedo and Casillas (2005) C.ar et al.

(2006), DuBois and Reeb (2000), as well as the top academic management journals 1 .tiall

2 An integrative index developed by Kogut and Singh (1988) based on Hofstede's (1980) cultural dimensions.
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classified by Gomez-Mejia and Balkin (1992) and later updated by Wemer (2002) and
Pisani (2011) —see Table 1.

[TABLE 1 HERE]

Due to methodological restrictions related to the assessment process (i.e. indirect citations
require several years since an article’s publication), we chose 2012 as the last year of the
researched period. This means excluding some recent articles (for example, Kaasa et al.
2016) that might have a relevant impact on future IB&M research.

Through this search we identified almost 1,200 articles including in their title, abstract, or
keywords at least one of the following items: culture or international culture, cultural
distance, psychic distance, cross-country, cross-cultural, and cross-national. We then
selected the pieces of research proposing a model to measure or define distances among
countries, as well as those comy ng or reflecting on particular models whose original
sources were then identified. As a s :cond step we relied on the list of articles included in
Lopez-Duarte et al. (2016) and identific 1 the narticular model of distance used in each
study —this is an exhaustive review focusec on .B” M and cross-country distance that
relies on a dataset of 265 articles’.

‘We finally found that 15 pieces of research were relevant ‘o1 ‘u study. Thirteen of them
are full-length articles published in academic journals; whil the .emaining two are
complete books.

Selected studies: an overview

As shown in the Table 2, up to 10 models focus on the PD concept, while 3 of w.em uewl

with the CD construct. The remaining 2 models are wider, as they include the general i (ea

® This dataset is available to scholars through the journal web site.
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of cross-country distance (Ghemawat 2001) or the institutional plus geographic distance
among countries (Berry et al. 2010).

[TABLE 2 HERE]

[TABLE 3 HERE]

Tables 2 and 3 summarize the main features of each model, identifying their basic
premises, dimensions and sub-dimensions, as well as their antecedents or the basic pieces
of research they rely on. As shown in Table 2, some of these studies provide explicit
measurements of cross-country distance among countries and national dimensions, while
others provide information about variables to be used to measure such distances or
dimensions. A few of them carry out an empirical analysis to test the potential impact of
their proposed distance measurement on different internationalization decisions.

Studies on cultural distance

House et al.'s (2004) GLOBE projec *. This model defines nine cultural dimensions that are
measured in terms of values and practiccs W . values show the “should be” society’s
ideas relative to each cultural dimension, pra.* :es _...w the “as is” or actual society’s
behavior relative to those dimensions. The study rfoc...s ¢ sucieties rather than countries;
this is a relevant issue as in some countries there are strong sub. .tures based, for instance,
on the ethnicity of origin, language, or geography (eg, South Afri a, C.aada).

Hofstede et al.’s (2010). This model is an enlarged and updated version ¢ ¢ the Fofstede
(1980) and Hofstede and Bond (1988) models whose main novelties are: (I) the r= weiinition
and measurement of the Long/Short Term Orientation dimension in terms of the cuoi ¢ ¢

focus for people's efforts: the future or the present and past and (II) the identification o. an
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entirely new dimension: Indulgence versus Restraint. It relates to gratification versus
control of basic human desires related to enjoying life.

Taras et al.’s (2012). This is an updated and improved set of national scores along the four
cultural dimensions of the already mentioned Hofstede’s 1980 model. The study is
developed through a meta-analysis of more than 450 empirical studies and centers its
attention on methodology and measurement issues (i.e.: it allows for consideration of
dynamic effects and cultural change). In short, it does not challenge the conceptual
assumptions of Hofstede’s (1980) model.

Studies on Psychic Distance

Child et al.’s (2002). This framework encompasses three different kinds of factors to be
considered: distance-creating (resr~ “sible for dissimilarity among countries), distance-
bridging (developed by firms to s orten dissimilarity), and distance-compressing (arising
from institutional convergence, mutt al benchmarking, and emulation between societies). In
fact, the identification of the last categ.rv is ‘L.> original contribution in this study. It
gathers together factors beyond any action take.. “y fi- ... themselves that narrow the (sense
of) PD among countries (e.g.: social movements, in....ati” aul changes, and technological
advances that affect, among other things, life-styles, cons mp " n patterns, human-rights
standards, and business practices).

Evans and Mavondo’s (2002). This model centers its attention on the indivic sal per~eptions
of existing differences relative to cultural issues, business framework difterene -, . varket
structure, and business and management practices. To address the cultural dinicusic .« o7

their model, the authors use Hofstede (1980, 1988) as their basis. An interesting issue tc be
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highlighted is that the “business framework™ category of this model encompasses factors
(i.e.: language differences) included in the cultural dimension in other models.

Dow and Karunaratna’s (2006). It builds on splitting psychic distance into two different
constructs that must be addressed in a consecutive way: PD stimuli and perceived PD. The
first one relates to macro-level factors from the context and the second to people’s
perceptions. An individual’s perception of PD is a function of two basic factors: the PD
stimuli she/he is exposed to and her/his sensitivity to those stimuli which depends on
her/his personal traits (e.g. previous international experience, age, education level).

Sousa and Bradley’s (2006). This is a study focused on differentiating PD from CD in
terms of concept, level of analysis, and measurements. Although clearly different, PD and
CD are interrelated concepts, so that existing CD is one of the two key determinants of PD,
the individual’s value system bew 7 the other one. This system encompasses a set of value
domains and guiding principles that ondit.on the way in which the individual perceives the
world and her/his attitudes and behavi ws. 1be “conservation” domain (related to the
preservation of the status quo) is the most reley at cae or shaping the PD.

Brewer’s (2007). This study relies on Johansor a4 ¥ 1er _~sheim-Paul’s (1975, p. 308)
definition of PD as the sum of “factors preventing or disti cbivg the flows of information
between firm and markets”. It proposes a PD index that m zasur s the ease of and
impediments to information flows between a country market and a firm, so ‘aat the greater
the impediments, the longer the distance. These impediments, in turn, depend not =~ much
on (country, cultural or business) differences but on the level of familiarity bot~eer ==
firm and the country market.

Child et al.’s (2009). PD is defined as “decision makers’ perceptions of how different the

host country business environment is from that of the home country in terms of aspects
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likely to have relevance for doing business™ (p. 204). This study proposes a set of aspects or
dimensions that should be measured. Then, in order to properly estimate PD’s impact on
IB&M, decision makers should be asked about the impact of each particular dimension on
each IB&M decision process.

Prime ef al.’s (2009). This study defines the PD by building on individuals’ perceptions
and explores and classifies the relevant stimuli of PD as perceived by these individuals.
These stimuli are the factors that combine to determine subjective PD and can be grouped
into two basic dimensions: the first one involves predominantly cultural issues while the
second encompasses issues pertaining to the business environment and practices.

Hakason and Ambos’s (2010). The PD to a specific foreign country is a reflection of the
individual's knowledge, familiarity and sense of understanding of it (p. 196). Individuals’
perceptions are formed on tne b.s s of environmental stimuli, primarily the amount and
type of knowledge a person possess :s ab. ut a foreign country. The individual’s ability to
correctly interpret this information depe. ds, iu trn, on the similarity of the cultural and
institutional contexts to which the informatio. rei.rs Finally, perceptions of PD are also
affected by personal factors, such as individuals' = al. =< n0* -ation and prior experience.
Smith et al.’s (2011). as a starting point, national lever " 11.>r¢ ace factors are likely to
condition or stimulate the perceived distance. When these factors are d° .ance creating, they
provide an indication of the PD an individual would perceive in the absence /  any personal
(objective or subjective) attributes that modify this perception. An element to “ e into
account is the accuracy of information flows relative to the PD stimuli: nai~rai I -l
drivers will effectively play their role as PD stimuli only if the individual is aware of tl ai1

existence and potential implications.
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Sousa and Lages’ (2011). keeping the focus on individuals’ perceptions, the authors
propose a definition of the PD construct as “the distance between the home and the foreign
country, which is reflected in the individual’s perception of differences of both country
characteristics and people characteristics” (p. 207). Therefore, the PD is defined as a
higher-order construct made up of two distinct dimensions (country characteristics distance
and people characteristics distance.) that are clearly related to each other and can be
brought together on a single multidimensional scale. In other words, to assess PD, it is
necessary to take mto consideration not only the macro aspects of the country, but also the
particular characteristics of the people who live in it.

Studies on cross-national distance beyond CD and PD

Ghemawat’s (2001). The model pre- “des a broad tramework to define the distance among
countries by identifying four o nensions: cultural, administrative, geographic, and
economic (CAGE). Each of them ei compacces a wide range of different factors, some of
them easily apparent (e.g. shared border, ~omr-_. language), and some more subtle (e.g.
social norms, unspoken principles). The impac. - er .. particular distance dimension on a
specific business decision depends on contingent oi_.ae”.s such as the industry or the
internationalizing firm’s size.

Berry et al.’s (2010). This is a comprehensive model develoed “.om an institutional
perspective that “disaggregates the construct of distance by propor.ng a set of
multidimensional measures” (p. 1460). Based on institutional theories of nation?” vu. iness,
governance, and innovation systems, the authors propose a model that defines ana ..ue2 urc.

cross-national distance over nine dimensions. Furthermore, they propose a partici lat
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method for imtegrating these dimensions and calculating dyadic distances between

countries.

An assessment of model impact on the research field

Methods

As journal articles and books show different publishing features, their respective impact on
the research field must be measured using different bibliometric techniques (Gorraiz et al.
2013, 2014; Kousha and Thelwall 2015; Torres-Salinas et al. 2014; Zhou et al. 2016). To
assess journal article impact we have relied on different bibliometric analyses*: direct

citation rates —including raw, per-year, and early citation counts, as well as citation

paths—, indirect or accumulate  cif tion rates, adjusted impacts, and alternative metrics
(altmetrics®) —see Table 4 for a r 2se iy on of each particular measurement. The analysis
was conducted up to to 31% Decei.ler 20.9 using separately the SCOPUS and the
Thomson ISI Web of Science (WOS) datavz < a: they are traditionally considered the
golden standard in citation analysis®. Book impac’ asse sments based on citations using
these data sources may not be accurate, as publications 7. be~! are not (well) covered by
the SCOPUS or WOS —Gorraiz et al. (2013), Kousha ¢* 2L 720" 1) and Kousha and
Thelwall (2015). Conversely, (scholarly) book reviews and publi.} .¢ prestig . indexes are
among the most accepted and frequent measurements (see Table 4).

[TABLE 4 HERE]

4 See Tahanmtan and Bornmann (2018) and Waltman (2016) for exhaustive reviews on citation processes wnd
citation impact indicators.

7 See Bornmann (2014) for a broad overview of altmetrics features, advantages, and disadvantages.

6§ The International Studies of Management & Organization is not included in any of these data sources:
therefore, the citation analysis includes no information for Child et al.”s (2002) study.
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Main results
Journal article impact

Tables 5 and 6 show information relative to raw, time distribution, per-year and early direct
citation counts’, indirect citations rates, adjusted citation impacts, and altmetrics.

[TABLE 5 HERE]

[TABLE 6 HERE]

Raw citation counts are a first approach to measure an article’s impact on the research field.
A direct citation 1s “an explicit recognition of an intellectual debt” (Kotchen 1987, p. 54),
means an explicit linkage between the citing and cited pieces of research, and reflects the
article’s influence and contribution to a particular field of knowledge (Chandy and
Williams 1994; Glénzel and Schoe; .» 2 1999; Moed et al. 1998; Small 1978).

As shown in Table 5, SCOPUS : rovides higher raw citation counts for all the articles,
reflecting its broader coverage in ter, s »f - _.-ces. However, the two databases give rise to
quite similar rankings, as only Berry et al. (23} 1 a 1 Evans and Mavondo (2002) —on the
upper side of the ranking— and Prime et al. (2vu9) .na Sousa an Langes (2011) —on the
lower side— exchange their positions. Eleven works are uclnded in the H-core of highly
cited papers of this set of studies® and the top-5 most cited . rtic..s 2~cumulate almost 80%
of total citation counts. As shown in the table, the two studies pro, o< .g a bro: 4 framework
of cross-national distance —Ghemawat (2001) and Berry et al. (2010)— are = .ung the
studies showing the highest impact, pointing to the interest of research .- 1 the

multidimensional nature of distance among countries.

7 Self-citation excluded in all cases.

2 The h-core or h-classics of a particular topic is composed of the h highly cited papers that have at least h
citations each (Jin et al. 2007; Martinez et al. 2014).
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Ghemawat (2001) accumulates more than 30% of total raw citation counts gathered by the
whole set of articles. This is the only study published in a Management (rather than IB&M
focused) outlet that achieves an outstanding position in the ranking; furthermore, it is the
only article published in a general management magazine (rather than in an academic
journal) whose main readership shows a professional profile, and whose contents are
accessible to a general readership. As a consequence, the article itself shows quite a
different structure: it is a tool kit that includes an executive first approach (the idea in brief
and in practice), the article’s main content, and a list of further readings to broaden the
addressed ideas, but not a list of references. The article includes a wide range of examples
about how distance across countries can affect different industries and, even, about
companies successfully and unsuccessfully addressing this issue. It clearly aims at stating a
framework that helps decision ma'~ s to decide whether to expand into a particular foreign
country and to select the right targef mark :ts. These distinctive features widen the article’s
intended audience which is not limitid to researchers, but includes teaching staff,
protessionals, and business decision makers. 1 Tost prr ably, this is a key factor underling
its outstanding impact in terms of citation cour s. As _ao 1 in the table, it accumulates
more than twice as many raw citation counts than the stuay ' an'ec in the second position.

The high amount of total citations accumulated by Berry et al. | 2010 1n just six years is
noteworthy. As previously stated, this is a comprehensive model of in‘.itutional plus
geographic distance that goes further than PD and CD, providing scholars wifh - wider
framework of cross-national distance. Although it does not include measuremen.- ~vail- :'»
to other scholars, it discloses a wide range of explicit indicators to be used as a basis a:
well as information about secondary data sources to measure them. This feature increases

the study’s usefulness for other scholars, as it provides a road map for an empirical
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assessment of distance among countries. This issue increases its probability of use and
citation.

Three articles focused on PD complete the top-5 ranking: Dow and Karunaratna’s (2006),
Evans and Mavondo (2002), and Sousa and Bradley (2006). In addition to its thorough
conceptual development, Dow and Karunaratna’s work calculates explicit measurements of
PD stimuli for a wide range of countries and makes them available to other researchers.
This is a particularly valuable feature of the study that accumulates almost 15% of total
citation counts gathered in this analysis. Providing explicit measurements available to other
researchers increases the study usefulness and probability of citation.

Citation paths provide information about the time distribution of citation counts and the
speed of dissemination of knowledge, as well as about the articles’ obsolescence from a
diachronous or prospective app.- .ch (Burrell 2002; Cunningham and Bocock 1995;
Glénzel 2004; Sangam 1999; Sun :t al. 2016). As a general rule, an article’s citation
lifecycle follows a typical n-shaped curve so that the number of citations per year increases
during the first years after its publication, reac. s a per <. and then decreases as time passes
(Barnett and Fink 2008; Costas et al. 2010; Li ¢. a. ?7.4- _un et al. 2016). As shown in
Table 5, Ghemawat’s (2001) citation path moves far awar h v this traditional n-shaped
citation curve: about 60% of total direct citation counts are re ister . in the 2012-2016
period (more than 10 years after its publication), the time distribution of its _itation counts
shows a growing tendency all through the analyzed period, and its citatior “alf-life
(diachronous perspective) is over 10 years. Although the aging speed of literatu.~ *n se 27!
sciences 1s relatively low (Glinzel and Schoepflin 1995; Song et al. 2015), such a long ' nc
exponential increase in citations in an extended period of time points to a “classic” in the

research field (Li et al. 2014). Actually, none of the “oldest” articles included in our dataset
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seems to have reached its peak of citation: although in a much less steady way than
Gemawat (2001), the citation curves of Evans and Mavondo (2002), Dow and Karunaratna
(2006), and Sousa and Bradley (2006) show a growing tendency throughout the analysed
period.

The per year citations ratio allows control of the articles” age (Tahamtan et al. 2016). As
shown in the table, the study by Berry et al. (2010) reaches an even more salient position
when focusing on this ratio. Furthermore, other “young” or more recent articles also appear
as particularly influential and enter the top-5 set as Hakanson and Ambos (2010) and Taras
et al. (2012). The relevance of these 3 pieces of research also arises when analysing early
citations, that is, citation counts within the first 3 years after publication® that reflect the
primary impact of a particular piece of research (Tahamtan et al. 2016). An early
recognition by the scientific com. v 1ity may act as an indicator of the innovative degree of
the research (Chakraborty et al 2014 Guerrero-Bote and Moya-Anegon 2014).
Additionally, it may act as a predictor o. the tutvre impact of target articles (Harzing and
Van der Wal, 2008).

When dealing with the youngest articles include . i o d> . set, the whole citation period
considered is long enough to be able to state that none o't ev~ ¢ ticles shows the features
of a “hit” or “flash in the pan” —pieces of research that are ver: high , cited immediately
after their publication, but do not show a lasting impact in the medium (¢ long) term—
(Costas et al., 2010; Li et al. 2014; Sun et al. 2016; van Dalen and denker  2005).

Consequently, this early recognition allows the prediction of a central role »4 o ;-r

? As pointed by Harzing and Van der Wal (2008), publishing processes in social sciences are long (they . ray
take several years); therefore, to assess early citation we have worked with citation counts within the 3 yea..
after publication. To check the reliability of our measurement, we have also measured early citation using a 2-
4 year window following each article’s publication. Results and rankings relative to early citation do not vary
in a significant way.
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impact in terms of raw and indirect citation counts in the future (Chakraborty et al. 2014;
Guerrero-Bote and Moya-Anegon 2014; Stegehuis et al 2015). It is worth noting that the
most outstanding article in terms of raw, per year, and indirect citation counts (i.e.
Ghemawhat 2001) was not acknowledged early on by researchers pointing to a delayed
recognition with an intense awakening period starting 6/7 years after its publication (Costas
etal. 2010; Li et al. 2014; Sun et al. 2016; van Raan 2004; van Dalen and Henkens 2005).
The indirect citation impact relies on the idea of generation of citations. A generation of
citations is the collection of articles that cite a target article either directly (first generation)
or indirectly (further generation) via a path in the citation process (Fragkiadaki and
Evangelidis 2014, 2016; Hu et al. 2011). An indirect citation shows a connection between a
particular article and the set of articles included in each generation; the closer the
generation, the stronger the connc > on. In short, it measures the accumulated impact of the
target article and relates to the ger zratica of further knowledge in a multi-step process
(Kosmulski 2010). As shown in Table 6, he Siue!= Publication h-index (SP h-index) builds
on the second generation of citations of an an -le \sc* abert 2009) —i.e. articles citing the
articles citing the target work. For highly cited ; ab'ic=".on" ‘as is the case of most of the
articles under analysis in this study), it provides informa 0. a out the article’s impact,
prestige, and centrality in the research field (Bornmann and /Jarx _011; Egghe 2011;
Schubert 2009).

Once again, Ghemawat (2001) leads the ranking showing a 54/47 (SCOF uS/W 7" SP h-
index showing that 54/47 of the articles citing Ghemawat’s (2001) piece of resea.~F 1ec” =
at least 54/47 direct citations each. Therefore, this index provides information not ¢ ily
about the articles” impact on the research field, but also about their centrality by appraising

the impact, quality, and relevance of the articles citing our target ones.
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Some pieces of research seriously increase their influence when we take into account their
accumulated impact, as Brewer (2007) and Child et al. (2009). Quite noteworthy is the case
of the latter, as the number of direct citations is not so high. In short, the influence and
degree of centrality in the research field of this piece of research is higher than expected
due to the relevance of its citing papers.

Adjusted citation impacts allow control of factors other than age that may influence the
article’s citation counts. The Field-Weighted Citation Impacts (FWCI) and Citation
Percentiles (CP) provided by SCOPUS and the Essential Sciences Top Paper Indicator (ESI
Top Paper) provided by WOS measure an article’s impact adjusting its raw citation counts
according to its discipline, year of publication, and kind of publication —see Table 6.
Eleven articles in our dataset show a FWCI higher than 1 (indicating that they have been
cited more than would be expecte.' ' ased on the world average for similar publications) and
10 show a CP over 90 (indicating { 1at th .y are among the 10% most cited articles when
compared to similar documents). Dow &1d Karmnaratna (2006) leads this ranking with a
FWCI of 14.46 (i.e. this piece of research ha. bec. ¢ ed as many as 14 times more than
expected), followed by Ghemawat (2001) and Bc.ry =t -.. (" . 10) —FWClIs over 10 and 99
CPs. When using the more restrictive WOS data soucc ., «nl * Berry et al. (2010) 1s
classified as an ESI Top Paper (top 1% cited articles in the sub .ct area and year).
Nevertheless, an analysis of the second generation of citations shows f'.at Ghemawat
(2001), Hakanson and Ambos (2010), Brewer (2007), and Dow and Kaiunarat  /2006)
have been cited by more than 4 ESI Top Articles each, pointing to the relevance . =7 un 2ot
of the articles citing our target ones.

Analyzing the rario between articles’ citation counts and their respective journal/vear

merries allows control of the potential “journal effect”, as the journal in which a piece of
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research is published is among the “extrinsic factors” influencing the article’s citation rate
(Qian et al. 2017; Onodera and Yoshikane 2015): empirical evidence shows that articles
published in highly-classified journals usually receive more attention (and citations) from
the academic community and that high metrics of the publishing outlet attract citations to
the articles in the publication (Sun and Xia 2016; Tahamtan et al. 2016; van Dalen and
Henkens 2005).

Journal metrics measure the average number of citations received by the articles published
by the journal in a particular year and provide a raw indication of the number of citations an
article published in the journal/year would likely receive. To carry out our analysis, per-
year citation counts calculated using SCOPUS were compared to each journal/year Impact
per Publication (IPP) powered by SCOPUS and per-year citation counts calculated using
the WOS database were comp.~ d to Journal Citation Reports (JCR impact factor)
measured by WOS.

As shown in Table 6, all the articles in i dawaset accumulate a citation ratio higher than
their respective journal/year impact factors!®; .hat .., ' 2y show a citation ratio higher than
the “average article” published within their re-re.dv  journal/year. It should be
acknowledged that 3 of them (see Table 2) have beer L 'b shed in the Journal of
International Business Studies (the official publication of the scadr ay of International
Business and top-ranked journal). In a similar way, the Journal of Worlcd Business, the
Journal of International Management, and the Journal of International Maiketing -~ long-
standing top-tier journals. On the contrary, some studies receiving a surprio "2y =7

number of citations —i.e.: the highly valuable comprehensive model of PD by Smith e’ al.

10 Except for Smith et al. (2011) when relying on the WOS data source.



W J 5wl

(2011)— have been published in journals whose focus is not on IB&M and/or show a weak
impact of their field.

As a whole, these high adjusted impacts point to the relevance of the cross-national
distance issue and the interest of academics in the identification of appropriate
measurements of distance within the IB&M field and the broader Management field. This
seems to be a salient issue in the research field as a whole, and a central topic in the highest
ranked journals on IB&M and Management.

Finally, the study based on alfmetrics measures an article’s impact by analyzing the
interactions taking place on the internet and the social media (Ebrahimy et al. 2016: Erdt et
al. 2016; Piwowar 2013; Weller 2015). Therefore, altmetrics provide information in real
time avoiding the delays of citation processes and complementing the information provided
by traditional citation rates (Ei't et al. 2016). Furthermore, these indicators gather
information from a broad range of a dienc >s and non-academic sources (Priem et al., 2012;
Wouters and Costas 2012). In particul t, we have relied on downloading and saving
activities in Mendeley. This is a free referenc. ma.as r and academic social network that
allows researchers to share their work and acscs. ot er (searchers’ articles, works in
progress, and projects. Mendeley’s download and saving co m.* n ay be used as a proxy for
the readership of an article, as these counts measure at leas( the .tention to use the
downloaded material (Gorraiz et al. 2014; Li et al. 2012). Once again, Berr et al. (2010),
Ghemawat (2001) and Dow and Karunaratna (2006) lead the ranking, with an~""=r two
quite recent articles completing the top-35: Taras et al. (2012) and Hakanson a7 Ap- 23
(2010). It seems that these pieces of research have a relevant impact not only on  he
research field, but also outside the academic spectrum. Noteworthy is the case of Dow and

Karunaratna (2006) and, even more, Ghemawat (2001) as these are “old” articles published
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before Mendeley started its activity in 2007: as stated in Gorraiz et al. (2014), empirical
evidence relative to the timelines of downloads shows that the first two years post
publication account for the highest downloads. In addition, these rates may be a predictor of
future impact in terms of traditional citation, as correlations between Mendeley readership
and (later) traditional citation counts have been found in different empirical studies
(Bornmann 2015; Li et al. 2012; Schiogl et al. 2014).

Book impact

Table 7 shows results relative to book impact in terms of scholarly book reviews and
publisher prestige. 4 scholarly book review is a post-publication reflection and critical
analysis of a book’s content provided by a scholar to draw attention to its content and value
within the academic community (G- raiz et al. 2014). To guarantee the relevance of the
reviews, we have relied exclusive'y on analyses and reflections published as full-length
articles identified through a search i1 the same set of journals as the original articles (Table
1). Then, this review's impact on the rese. vch fi- 1 was assessed through a citation analysis
(direct, indirect, and adjusted citation rates).

[TABLE 7 HERE]

The number of articles reflecting on Hofstede’s model is | artic arly high!?, but it should
be emphasized that none of them focuses on the new moc:l ir.olving six cultural
dimensions (see Table 7). Conversely, up to 4 articles analyze the GL//BE madel of
cultural dimensions. All of them show a salient impact on the research tield: * «cy show
high raw, per year, and indirect citation rates, as well as Citation Percentiles over ~J% an.

Field Weighted Citation Impacts higher than 2. The impact of House et al. (2002 is

1 Ailon (2008), Au (2000), Kelley et al. (2006), Kirkman et al. (2006). McSweeney (2002), Ng et al. 2007,
Robertson (2000), Shenkar (2001), Steenkamp (2001), Steel and Taras (2010), and Tang & Koveos (2008).
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particularly relevant, although it should be pointed out that this article is not a traditional
post-publication book review, but a pre-publication introduction providing a first approach
to the GLOBE project later developed in the book published in 2004.

It 1s worth noting that a relevant number of articles compare these two models of national
cultural dimensions pointing to their outstanding role as key frameworks within the
research field'?. Once again, all of them compare the GLOBE project with Hofstede’s
initial framework rather than the updated one. All but one show CPs over 90% and FWCIs
higher than 2, pointing to the interest of researchers in these two particular models.
Furthermore, the comparisons carried out by the authors themselves (Javidan et al. 2006;
Hofstede 2006) seem to have played an outstanding role due to their high number of raw
and per year citation counts, and their performance in terms of accumulated impact,
prestige, and central role (h ina.v over 35/40). Only McSweeney (2013) and de Moojj
(2013) focus on Hofstede’s new mo el wien comparing its cultural dimensions with those
identified in House et al.’s (2004). These are two recent articles; therefore, direct and
indirect citation counts are limited. Howeve.: bch how a high CP (over 85 and 90,
respectively) and an FWCI higher than 2 pointing, t¢ a »"gh - ~rformance when compared to
similar articles and to a high impact on the research field 10 a¢ e r future.

In short, there is no doubt about the salient role of Hofstede’s trz fitior .« model of national
culture and cross country distance; however, it seems that the updated model which
inchudes 2 new cultural dimensions has (still) not achieved significant recogniti~~ among
Management and IB&M scholars. On the contrary, the cultural dimensions ide.**fied =1

measured as values and practices at society level in the GLOBE project by House ef al.

12 See Ferreira et al. (2014) and Pinto et al. (2014) for an exhaustive analysis of existing connections between
both models.
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(2004) have attracted scholars’ attention by themselves and, even more, as a framework
challenging Hofstede’s one.

To assess Publishers Prestice we have relied on the Scholarly Publishers Indicators
Expanded (SPIE) system that analyzes publishers’ prestige, specialization degree, and
quality of the manuscript selection process. As shown in Table 8, this system relies, in turn,
on the presence of book publishers in a set of 5 different international information systems
—i.e. Book Citation Index by Thomson Reuters, Scopus Book Titles by Elsevier,
Norwegian list, Scholarly Publishers Indicators (SPI) by ILIA/CSIC Research Group, and
Finnish list.

[TABLE 8 HERE]

House et al. (2004) has been published by Sage Publications and Hofstede et al. (2010) by
McGraw Hill. Both publishers arc 1 .dexed within the SPIE system: Sage 1s indexed in 3 of
the above mentioned systems and McCraw Hill in 2. In short, both are prestigious
publishers of scholarly work; although none of them is covered by the 5 information
systems included in SPIE. It must be taken int. accour that Hofstede et al. (2010) has been
translated into 9 different languages’® and, t! e, p slished by a wide range of
international and local publishers apart from the initial one. _c.>v¢ rsely, House et al. (2004)

remains as a piece of research published exclusively in English.
Reflections
This study develops an analysis of the recent studies aimed at providing mode’s of ross-

national distance, as this is a central topic within IB&M literature and many calls havs oeep

made by academicians to address this issue. By carrying out an exhaustive review of

3 Corean, Danish, Dutch, French, Japanese, Polish, Romanian, Swedish, and Vietnamese.
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existing literature between 2000 and 2012, 15 different models have been identified; most
of them published in academic international business and international management
focused journals (see Table 2). After providing a short overview of each model’s
characteristics and distinctive features (Tables 2 and 3), an assessment of their respective
use by academic scholars and impact on the research field based on a wide set bibliometric
techniques has been carried out.

To assess the impact of the pieces of research published as articles in academic journals we
have carried out citation studies relying on SCOPUS and the Web of Sciences (WOS) data
sources and analyzing direct, indirect, and adjusted citation rates by Academia.
Additionally, some altmetrics that provide faster feedback and information about a broader
usage scope have been analyzed. The impact of the models published as books has been
studied by identifying the acaden.’ = reviews published in top-tier journals and their impact
on the research field, as well as on p’ blish.rs’ prestige.

The narrower cultural distance construct . =ems (o lose ground to the wider psychic distance
one, as only 3 models focused on CD have b.=n i.er’‘tied. Furthermore, two of them are
not new models, but renewals or updates of the “.acti~ .al ' . ~fstede’s (1980) model based
on 4 cultural dimensions (Power Distance, Uncertainty Avo Ja.ce  Masculinity/Femininity,
and Collectivism/Individualism). Although this model has been  xtens vely used in IB&M
literature (Beugelsdijk et al. 2018; Ferrerira et al. 2014; Lopez-Duarte et al - 2016; Pinto et
al. 2014), its flaws and shortcomings have been also widely highligh.ed bv ‘fferent
scholars (McSweeney 2002; Sasaki and Yoshikawa 2014; Shenkar 2001). Hofsicd~ et -~ 7%
(2010) model enriches the former one by adding two additional dimensions of natic 1a.
culture (Long/Short Term Orientation and Indulgence/Restraint); while Taras et al. (2012)

updates and improves the scores relative to the 4 initial cultural dimensions by relying on a
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meta-analysis of a wide set of empirical works. In short, neither of them challenges the
initial conceptual background in Hofstede (1980). The third study focused on cultural
distance is the one by House et al. (2004), known as the GLOBE project. It shows quite
differentiated features, as its unit of analysis is societies (instead of countries); it identifies
nine cultural dimensions, and it measures values and practices differentiating how
individuals within societies actually behave (positive approach) and how they think they
should do so (normative approach).

Both House et al. (2004) and Hofstede et al. (2010) have been published as books. The
number of academic book reviews published as full-length articles in top-tier journals and
their impact on the research field in terms of direct, indirect, and adjusted impact point to
House el al. (2004) as a salient piece of research. The key role of Hofstede’s traditional
cultural framework 1s undemable, ¥ )wever, it seems that the enlarged model involving six
cultural dimensions s still far from ichie ing its predecessor’s recognition. Noteworthy is
the fact that the GLOBE project has attra “ted tue attention of the academic community not
only in its own right. but also as a challenger t« Ho.ste"»’s model.

Taras et al. (2012) is the only piece of researck re'ate . to .'D published in an academic
journal. Therefore, it becomes quite difficult to compare it a.fu | impact with that of the
other two studies. Nevertheless, it can be affirmed that this is a elev: .t piece of research
whose influence is likely to increase in the near future: it shows an early ecognition by
researchers, a high impact when compared to similar pieces of reseaicn, ap” ~ wide
recognition by broader (including non-research focused) audiences.

Up to 10 models focus on the psychic distance construct as the cenfral cross-natior al-
distance issue to be considered when making IB&M decisions. These models build on

individuals’ perceptions of existing differences between countries as the key component of
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PD: as stated in Evans and Mavondo (2002), Prime et al. (2009), and Sousa and Bradley
(2006), the major determinant of the PD construct is the individual mind’s processing of
cross-country differences. In other words, the PD exists in an individual’s mind and,
therefore, it has a perceptual and subjective nature, as individuals’ perceptions are
subjective interpretations of _ reality. As a consequence, most of these models agree on the
idea that PD should be measured at individual rather at country or society level.
Nevertheless, there are some country-level factors that influence or condition the
individuals’ perceptions labelled as psychic distance stunuli (Dow and Karunaratna’s 2006;
Prime et al. 2009); influential factors or impactful dimensions (Child et al. 2009; Sousa and
Bradley 2006; Smith et al. 2011), conditioners of information flows between countries
(Brewer 2007), or antecedents of cognitive perceptions (Hakason and Ambos’s 2010).
Some of these models point to c. " iral distance as one of these country-level factors that
may influence perceived distance. -urth.rmore, some of them are based on the above
mentioned Hofstede (1980) model to mez sure tue CD: Dow and Karunaratna (2006); Evans
and Mavondo (2002); and Sousa and Bradley ( Y00 .

These last 3 pieces of research are particularly i .. =n*'ul i . terms of direct citation rates,
accumulated citation counts, adjusted impact, and, even, alt 1e.71c . In other words, it is not
only that these pieces of research have been highly cited and recc znize = by researchers, but
they have performed better than similar (in terms of field and year) artic! s, their citing

articles are also influential pieces of research, and they have been recogiuzed b “roader

by

(including non-academic) audiences. These high accumulated and adjusted impac = noir “»
prestigious studies that are central to the research field and have received more attent o1

(and citations) than similar (year, field) pieces of research. In addition, Hakanson and

Ambos (2010) arises as a promising piece of research in terms of future impact due to its
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high per year citation counts, its early recognition by colleagues, and its wide recognition
on the internet and the social media. Furthermore, it occupies an outstanding position in
terms of adjusted impact when compared to similar documents.

It should be acknowledged that all the PD-focused articles show a per year citation rate
higher than their respective journal/year impact factor and that up to 80% of them show a
FWCI greater than 1 (citation rate higher than average when compared to similar
documents) and a CP over 85% (they are among the 15% most cited articles when
compared to similar documents) pointing to their high impact as individual pieces of
research, but also to the relevance of the psychic-distance-issue within the research field.
Two articles offer a broad approach to the cross-national distance issue: Ghemawat’s
(2001) general framework and Berry et al.’s (2010) mstitutional approach to distance
among countries. Although tnese v o studies share a basic feature (i.e. they go far beyond
psychic and cultural concepts when analy zing the impact of distance among countries on
IB&M decisions), they differ in their app. oach, kind of publishing outlet, development, and
proposal: while the former is a piece of rescarel, pr'idished in a management magazine
targeted at professional audiences, the second aa: b c¢n _nblished in the most salient
IB&M-focused journal.

Both of them are among the most salient pieces of research in ter as of .irect, accumulated,
and adjusted citation rates and therefore point to high influence and re zvance in the
research field. Most probably, their wide approach to the cross-national distance * e is a
key driver of their high impact on the research field. Actually, Ghemawat (2001 gat’ ==
together over 30% of total direct raw citation counts and Berry et al. (2010) about 17 %.
Both of them are over 30/24 (SCOPUS/WOS) citations per year, and show high indexes of

indirect impact. Furthermore, Berry et al. (2010) is the only article in our dataset
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recognized as an ESI Top Paper (i.e. it is classified by the WOS within the 1% of most
cited articles published in same subject area and year), and both of them show a 99 CP and
a FWCI over 10. All these data point, once again, to the relevance of the distance-issue
within the IB&M field. It clearly seems that the way in which cross-national distance is or
should be measured is of central interest for Management and IB&M scholars and that the
studies that address this topic from a multi-dimensional perspective arise as central pieces
of research in this field.

It should be mentioned that Ghemawat (2001) suffered some degree of delayed recognition
with a late awakening period and that it is becoming a classic in the research field that has
not yet reached its peak in terms of impact. On the other hand, Berry et al. (2010) achieved
early recognition by academia and by the broader audience covered by altmetrics.
Therefore, this early and fast rec » aition predicts an even higher impact on the research
field in the future.

All in all, it seems that researchers highl - value models and measurements that go beyond
the CD and PD constructs and provide a bro. fre.ne vork to analyze and measure cross-

national distance among countries.
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Table 2. Cross-national distance models included in the analysis

Authors Year Publication Explicit Empirical test Seco.ndary Antecet?ents and/
measurements variables or models incorporated
Models on cultural distance
House et al. 2004 Book 62 societies
. Hofstede (1980), Hofstede &
Hofstede et al. 2010 Book 93 countries Bond (1988)
Taras et al. 2012 TWB 49 countries / Hofstede (1980)
regions
Models on psychic distance
Child et al. 2002 ISMO! Nordstrom & Vahlne (1994)
Financial performance Hofstede (1980), Hofstede &
Evans & Mavondo 2002 JBS &strategic effectiveness Yes Bond (1988)
Dow & Karunaratna 2006 1IBS Yes? Trade ﬂowsp:'l?r“s"ng country Hofstede (1980)
Schwartz (1992, 1994), Sousa &
Sousa & Bradley 2006 JIMk Bradley (2005), Hofstede (1980)
Brewer 2007 JIMk Austrahg-zs Exporters to host countries Yes Johanson and Wiedersheim-Paul
countries (1975)
Child et al. 2009 MR Business development in host Yes Ghemawat’s (2001)
countries
Prime et al. 2009 IBR Exporter-importer relationships
Hakénson & Ambos 2010 UM 600 country pairs
Smith et al. 2011 ™0} Dow & Karunaratna (2006)
Sousa & Lages 2011 IMF Marketing strategy adaptation
Other models
Ghemawat 2001 HBR Yes
Berry et al. 2010 1IBS Choice of foreign market by

US companies

' International Studies of Management & Organization
2A wide set of measurements relative to country pairs is available on the researci. s’ 4. % sii
3 Journal of Management & Organization
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Table 3. Recent models on cross national distance: An overview of basic dimensions

MODELS ON CULTURAL DISTANCE

Uncertainty avoidance

Power distance

Societal collectivism

In-Group collectivism
House et al. (2002) Gender egalitarism

Assertiveness

Future orientation

Performance orientation

Human orientation

Power distance

Uncertainty avoidance
Masculinity versus femininity
Individualism versus collectivism
Long versus short term orientation
Indulgence versus restraint

Hofstede et al. (2010)

Power distance

Uncertainty avoidance
Individualism / Collectivism
Masculinity /Femininity

Taras et al. (2012)

MODELS ON PSYCHIC DISTANCE

Distance ~ -atir |, factors

Culture & language

Level of economic development
Level of education

Level of technological development

Geographical distance (temporal & climate)

Child et al. (2002) Distance-bridging fac ors
(initiative of firms)

Strategic (location choice)

Networks
Local partners
Previous experience

Operational (international unit management)

Expatriate trusted headquarters' staff
Building of collaborative partnerships
Control mechanisms

Distance-compressing factors
(macro developments)

S )cial novements

ms* .ulional changes
7 1ob?' _ition
‘tec nu'og cal advance




Evans & Mavondo (2002) Power distance, Uncertainty avoidance
Masculinity / Femininity
Individualism / Collectivism
Long term orientation

Inter-state
Legal & political environment State
Local
Business ditferences Economic environment
Enterprise densi
Market structure P i

Market concentration

Business & management practices

Language

Culture Hofstede's dimensions

Mayor language
Language Incidence of one country major language
within other countries

Literacy rate

i Second & third level education

GDP per capita
Consumption of energy
Vehicle ownership
Industrial development % of employment in agriculture
% of GDP from manufacturing
Degree of urbanisation
Development of communication infrastructures

Dow & Karunaratna (2006)

Degree of democracy or political freedom

Political syst i
olitical systr a Policy preferences

Dominant religion
Religion Incidence of own country’s dominant religion
W - within other countries
Time Zones Independent form geographical distance

Colonial ties




MODELS ON PSYCHIC DISTANCE

Cultural distance

Hofstede s dimensions

Self-transcendence

Climate

Self-enhancement Consumers' purchasing power
Sousa & Bradley Openness to change Consumers” preferences
(2006) Individual's value system Cotrerabon: Lifestyles ) -
Conformity Cultural values, beliefs & traditions
Security Language
e T Level of literacy & education
Two way trade

Commercial ties

Stock of foreign investment

Political ties

Trade agreements
Value of aid programs
Trade representation office

Brewer (2007)

N Colonial relationship
Historic ties Shared wars
Geographic ties Geographic proximity

Cultural similarities
Social ties Sport preferences

Language similarities

Information ties

Secondary information availability
Immigration numbers

Development

Level of development of the foreign country
Level of corruption of the foreign country

Geographical dista ce

Culture

Language

Level of education

Level of technical develop. «ent
Level of economic development
Logistics infrastructure
Political system

Legal system

Regulations

Accepted business practices
Business ethics

Child et al. (2009)




Prime ef al. (2009)

Cultural issues Patterns of thought

Language

Behaviors

Relationships with businessmen
Business environment &practices Business practices

Economic, political, & legal environment

Hikanson & Ambos
(2010)

Cultural distance

Geographic distance

Linguistic differences

Political rivalry (current and historial)
Economic development differences
Economic development of the host country
‘Weakness of governance system in host
country

Economic, cultural & political influence

Smith et al. (2011)

National level stimuli

National culture
Language

Education levels
Industrial development
Political systems

Individual level deter. ~irant-

Religions

Time zones

Colonial links
International experience

Objective characteristics C‘ﬂltura_l background
Education
Command of foreign languages
Risk tolerance
Flexibility

Subjective characteristics Proneness to change
Conformity, tradition, security
values

Information flows




MODELS ON PSYCHIC DISTANCE

Level of economic & industrial development
Communications infrastructure

Marketing infrastructure

Technical requirements

Market competitiveness

Legal regulations

Country characteristics distance

Sousa & Lages (2011) Per capita income
Purchasing power of customers
Lifestyles
People characteristics distance Consumer preferences
Level of literacy and education
Language
Cultural values, beliefs, attitudes and traditions

OTHER MODELS

Language
Social norms
Cultural factors Religion
Ethnicity
Connective ethnic & social networks

Colonial ties

Shared monetary or political association
Administrative factors Political hostilities

Government policies

Institutional weakness

Shared border
Ghemawat (2001) Waterway access
Transportation links
Geographic distance Communication links
Physical remoteness
Climate
Country size

Consumers income
¢t & quality of natural, human & financial resources
Economic distance Inf~ -ation & knowledge
ifreotr ctures

T mwed i aprs




Berry et al. (2010)

Economic distance

Income GDP per capita (2000 US$)
Inflation GDP deflator (% GDP)

Exports Exports of goods and services (% GDP)
TImports Imports of goods and services (% GDP)

Financial distance

Private credit
Stock market capital
Listed companies

Political distance

Political stability
Democratic character
Size of the state

‘WTO member

Regional trade agreement

Administrative distance

Colonizer—colonized link
Common language
Common religion

Legal system

Cultural distance

Power distance
Uncertainty avoidance
Individualism
Masculinity

Demographic die® .7

Life expectance
Birth rate
Population under 14
Population under 65

Knowledge distance

Global connectedness dista ce

Patents
Scientific articles

International tourism expenditure
International tourism receipts
Use of internet

Geographic distance

Great circle distance




Table 4

Click here to access/download;Table;Table 4.doc =

Table 4. Measurements for the assessment of the impact on the research field

Publication type

Impact

Measurement

Description

Basic references

Journal articles

Direct impact

Raw citation

First generation of citations

Glénzel & Schoepflin (1999), Kotchen
(1987), Small (1978)

Citation Path

Age distribution of raw citation counts

Burrell (2002), Cunningham & Bocock
(1995), Glianzel (2004), Sangam (1999)

Citation Per year

Ratio: raw citation counts / years since
publication

Tahamtan et al. (2016)

Early citation

Raw citation counts in the first 3 years
after publication

Chakraborty et al. ( 2014), Guerrero-Bote &
Moya-Anegon (2014)

The citation h-index of the set of papers

Fragkiadaki & Evangelidis (2014, 2016),

Indirect impact Hindex citing the target one Schubert (2009)
Field weighted citation Rﬂ“‘l’]' - Cltation counts é e"*’."“.‘fd Kostoff (1997), Salimi (2017), Schubert &
impact (FWCT) bumber ol citation counts for similar g .., (1985, 1986), Vinkler (1988, 2003)
publications
Article’s citation percentile when Kostoff (1997), Salimi (2017), Schubert &
Citation Percentil (CP) o . Braun (1986, 1996). Vinkler (1988, 2003,
compared to similar articles 2013)
Adjusted impact . . L . Kostoff (1997), Salimi (2017), Schubert &
Efji‘:tlgi icoml‘f;ser mﬁfrﬁg’ed in the top 1% most Braun T. (1985, 1986), Vinkler (1988, 2013),
prap Zitt et al. (2005)
van Dalen & Henkens (2005); Onodera &
7o aparison to journal Ratio: per year citation counts /Journal ~ Yoshikane (2015), Qian et al. (2016), Sun &
ir pact factor impact factors Xia (2016), Tahamtan et al. (2016), Walters
y (2006)
. . . Ebrahimy et al. (2016), Erdt et al., (2016),
Altmetrics N :ndele, downloads Articles downloading and saving Piwowar (2013), Priem et al. (2012), Weller

activities

(2015), Wouters & Costas (2012)

Books

Academic book review

Number £:2vi ws

Post-publication reflection and critical
analysis of a book’s content

Gorraiz et al. (2014), Kousha & Thelwall
(2015), Nicolaisen (2002), Zhou et al. (2016)

Reviews impz °t

Publisher prestige

Scholarly Publishe: .
Indicators Expanaed

Raw citation, H index, FWCI and CP

Publishers’ prestige, specialization
de cee, and quality of the manuscript
Lelection process

Giménez-Toledo & Romédn-Roman (2009),
Kousha & Thelwall (2015), Torres-Salinas et
al. (2014), Zuccala et al. (2015)
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Table 5. Assessment of articles’ impact on the research field: Direct impact

Citation Path? Per
02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 year?

566/368 | 2/0 9/3 10/4 15/7 16/7 21/8 47/30 37/22 42/21 44/31 57/36 7T0/48 60/41 65/53 T1/57 | 37.7/24.5 21/7

Article (Year)! Raw? Early 3*

Ghemawat
(2001)

Evans &

Mavondo (2002) 195/134 | 0/0 1/0 74 6/5 11/10 16/9 17/12 18/8 11/8  16/10 34/21 25/26 | 13.9/9.6

Sousa & Bradley
(2006)

142/98 0/0 6/4 15/11 13/8 1l/6 12/11 12/4 13/10 21/14 20/15
Brewer (2007) 5/4 8/4 9/2 18/14 13/10 | 10.9/6.8 | 24/13

Sousa & Lages
(2011)

69 | 7054 | 189

Child, Rodrigues

& Frynas (2000) 224 1 515

IRanked by raw citation (Scopus) 28 pus 7OS
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Table 6. Assessment of articles’ impact on the research field: Indirect, adjusted, and almetrics impact

Indirect Adjusted . Almetri
{ metrics:
Article (Year)! H index Article (Year)? AL Article (Year)
Scopus/WOS FWCI cp ESITP  Scopus/WOS | Mendeley
Dow & Karunaratna Berry, Guillen & Zhou
Ghemawat (2001) 54/47 2006) 145 99 No 8.1/6.9 (2010) 316

Evans & Mavondo Berry, Guillen & Zhou 114 71/6.1 Dow & Karunaratna
(2002) (2010) . T (2006)

Berry, Guillen & Zhou | | Taras, Steel & Kirkman
: i (2012)

Evans & Mavondo

Brewer (2007) (2002)

Prime, Obadia & Vida
(2009)

i i Prime, Obadia & Vida
Sousa & Lages (2011) i 8/6 { (2009)
"
S N
IRanked by H-Index (Scopus) 2Ranked by FWCI 3Ranked by Almetrics: Mendeley
4ALJI: Article Impact / Journal Impact

Sousa & Lages (2011) R Sousa & Lages (2011)

{ Prime, Obadia & Vida
! (2009)

3.2/3.9
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Table 7. Assessment of books’ impact on the research field: Academic reviews

TImpact
Book Scholarly reviews Raw Per year H
' Citation! citagon‘ Index! TWCT CP
Dorfman et al. (2012) 50/43 12.5/10.8 77 73 99
House et al (2004) Hofstede (2011) 47/45 7.8/7.5 10/9 2.7 95
House et al. (2002) 476/304 34/21.7 43/36 14.7 99
Taras et al. (2010) 36/32 6.0/5.3 10/10 2.9 93
Hofstede et al. (2010)
Avloniti & Filippaios (2014) 11/11 5.5/5.5 4/4 2.6 90
Brewer & Venaik (2011) 48/36 9.6/7.2 11/8 6.6 93
Brewer & Venaik (2012) 23/8 5.8/2.0 5/3 23 93
Early (2006) 120/72 12.0/7.2 25/20 22.02 99
Comparison of both Hoi.'stede (2006) 239/177 23.9/17.7 42/35 15.5 98
(Hofstede-4) Javidan et al. (2006) 291/206 29.1/20.6 42/37 16.1 98
Magnusson et al. (2008) 52/36 6.5/4.5 14/12 3.7 92
Smith (2006) 138/85 13.8/8.5 29/23 9.9 96
Venaik & Brewer (2010) 61/56 10.2/9.3 14/13 5.6 97
Venaik & Brewer (2013) 11/9 3.7/3.0 3/3 23 90
Yeganeh (2014) 1/2 0.5/1.0 1/1 0.6 55
Comparison of both ~ McSweeney (7°,) 13/8 4.3/2.7 3/3 2.7 88
(Hofstede-6) De Mooij (2013) 8/12 4.0/2.8 3/3 25 91
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Table 8. Assessment of books’ impact on the research field: Publishers’ prestige
House et al. (2004) Hofstede et al. (2010)

Scholarly Publishers Indicators Expanded

Sage Publications McGrawHill
Book Citation Index (Thomson) Yes No
Scopus Book Titles (Elsevier) No No
Norwegian lists/CRISTIN No Yes
Finnish lists Yes No
Scholarly Publishers Indicators (SPT) Yes Yes
Presence in information systems 3 2

Source. Own elaboration based on information available at http:/ilia.cchs.csic.es/SPI/expanded_index_en.html
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Table 1. Breakdown of searched journals

International

Journals Managt.ement & Mm]];:lg;li:':t &
Business

Academy of Management Journal AMJ v
Academy of Management Review AMR v
Administrative Science Quarterly ASQ v
Decision Sciences DS v
Human Relations HR v
Industrial & Labor Relations Review* ILRR v
Industrial Relations R v
International Business Review IBR v

International Marketing Review IMR v

Journal of Applied Behavioral Science* JABS v
Journal of Applied Psychology JAP v
Journal of International Business Studies JIBS v

Journal of International Management JIM v

Journal of International Marketing JIMk v

Journal of Management M v
Journal of Management Studies JIMS v
Journal of Occupational and Org. Psychoy zy JOOP v
Journal of Organizational Behavior JOB v
Journal of Vocational Behavior IVB v
Journal of World Business w v

Management International Review* VIR v

Management Science M= v
Organizational Behavior & Human Decision Processes C7,HDP v
Personnel Psychology &L v
Psychological Bulletin PB v
Strategic Management Journal SMT v

*Journals not available in these databases for some particular years. Direct sea.nin:> Journals” archives for
those particular years





