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Abstract

Achieving publications in high-impact journals is a major cornerstone for academic careers
in the US and elsewhere in the world. However, apart from novel insights and relevant con-
tributions to the field, there are expectations of editors and reviewers regarding the struc-
ture and language of manuscripts that prospective contributors have to adhere to. As these
expectations are mostly communicated using best-practice examples, especially interna-
tional researchers might often wonder how to implement them in their manuscripts. Apply-
ing an applied linguistics model to 60 papers that were published in US-based and Indian
management journals we derive evidence-based advice for the writing of introductions.

Keywords CARS model - Research article introductions in management - Reviewer’s
expectations

Introduction

Management researchers all across the world aspire to publish their research in the most
renowned journals of the field, such as Academy of Management Journal. Apart from the
prestige of such successful publications, researchers hope to reach a wide readership and
influence their community with their ideas and findings (Canagarajah 2002; Clark et al.
2017; Judge et al. 2007). Even though the peer-review process tries to ensure that every
submission is evaluated on the same criteria, achieving a publication of one’s own research
is remarkable still as rejection rates of 90% and more are common amongst the high impact
management journals (APA 2018; George 2016). Therefore, many management research-
ers struggle with academic writing, perceiving the reviewing process to be difficult and not
transparent (e.g., Hollenbeck 2008).

This is even more so for the case for international authors who are already struggle with
writing in English on top of being vaguely aware of the implicit expectations from the edi-
tors and the reviewers (Bajwa et al. 2016; Horn 2017; Pudelko and Tenzer 2018). However,
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as editors and reviewers have increased their efforts to accommodate more international
submissions in their journals, also have increasingly realized that they need to commu-
nicate their expectations more explicitly in order to increase the chances (e.g. Eden and
Rynes 2003). Thus, for prospective authors who aim at increasing the likelihood of getting
past a desk rejection and evoke a positive outset for reviewers, it is necessary to not only
focus on the research questions but also on the first impression the presentation of their
thoughts and ideas will have on editors and reviewers (Barney 2018; George 2012).

The introduction section is especially perceived to have a significant impact on the first
impression of a manuscript and thus has gained a lot of attention (Ahlstrom et al. 2013;
Barney 2018; George 2012; Jacobsson and Hillgren 2014; Voordeckers et al. 2014). Suc-
cessful management researchers seem to spend almost a quarter of their total writing time
on the comparatively short introduction and hence use it to attract the readers’ interest
(Grant and Pollock 2011). Meanwhile, editors of high impact management journals have
tried to use best practice examples of successful researchers in order to illustrate what con-
stitutes an exceptional introduction (e.g., Webster and Watson 2002). However, as these
best practices are exceptionally well written they do not necessarily represent the usual
expectations of an introduction and at the same time are not evidence-based (Bajwa et al.
2016).

In order to provide prospective authors with recommendations that reflect the expecta-
tions of editors and reviewers in the field more appropriately it is important to tap into
knowledge from a research field that have been dedicated to understanding how language
related aspects are usually incorporated in research communication: applied linguistics.
Therefore, we utilize Swales (2004) Create-A-Research-Space model (CARS) of intro-
ductions and analyze the rhetorical components of introductions in US-based journals. By
comparing these introductions with introductions from non-US journals, we aim to shed
light on expectations of editors and reviewers and develop evidence-based recommenda-
tions for writing an introduction.

Theoretical background
Management research

Aspiring researchers are under increasing pressure to enhance their efforts to communicate
their research findings in scientific journals and for several decades now follow the motto
“Publish or Perish” (Harzing 2007). However, as the space in high impact journals is con-
fined and more and more researchers are trying to achieve a publication (APA 2018; Rynes
et al. 2005), having only a good research idea is most likely not going to be good enough
to pass the first barrier in research communication, which is the review process (Colquitt
and George 2011). Hence, prospective authors or authors whose manuscripts were rejected
seek to have better understanding on the decision processes of editors and reviewers (Ash-
ford 2013; Bono and McNamara 2011; Rynes et al. 2005; Webster and Watson 2002).

For this purpose it is helpful to perceive the communication of research as a form of
conversation with peers of which the review process is just the first part that ideally helps
to improve one’s thoughts and ideas (Huff 1999; Sparrowe and Mayer 2011). Editors and
reviewers want to see convincing arguments that are put forward by an author, and as
with regular conversations there are certain expectations on how a persuading argument
is put forward (Ashford 2013). Authors who adhere to certain patterns of argumentation
and presentation decrease the risk of encountering reactance and increase the likelihood
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of a positive evaluation of their work (Sandberg and Alvesson 2011; Sparrowe and Mayer
2011). However, some of these rules or expectations can be very explicit and compara-
tively easy to follow (e.g., citation styles), whereas others can be very implicit (e.g., the
metastructure of a paper) and thus difficult to get a hold of (George 2012).

Especially expectations regarding language and rhetorical aspects are often very
implicit, yet they seem to play an important role in influencing the impression editors and
reviewers form of a manuscript (Eden and Rynes 2003; Kelemen and Bansal 2002; Kwan
2013). For example, if a study is not presented or framed according to readers’ expec-
tations, it might be rejected as the arguments and thoughts are perceived to be not con-
vincing enough in the context of the particular frame an author chose to select (George
2012; Hollenbeck 2008). Or if authors are not cautious enough when communicating their
arguments, editors and reviewers might perceive some arguments as being too strong and
therefore oppose the authors’ views (e.g. Bajwa et al. 2016). To reduce the likelihood of
encountering these kinds of objections, in the US, aspiring researchers are sensitized to
the intricacies of academic writing early on in their careers as a part of their postgraduate
training (Golde and Dore 2001).

As the introduction has a significant influence on the initial perception of a manuscript
it should play an important role during the writing of a manuscript (Swales 2004). Editors
and reviewers stress that a well written introduction raises interest and the likelihood of
having a positive attitude while reading the rest of the manuscript, whereas a less intrigu-
ing introduction might raise reservations (Grant and Pollock 2011). Furthermore, as the
introduction sections in management journals usually represent a brief summary of the rea-
sons why the study is necessary and how it will advance the understanding of certain phe-
nomena, it is a decisive factor for potential readers when deciding whether to continue or
stop reading (cf. Barney 2018; Bartunek et al. 2006; Rynes et al. 2005).

Given the stakes, it might come as no surprise that experienced and successful research-
ers perceive writing an introduction as one of the most difficult and time-consuming parts
of academic writing. For example, Grant and Pollock (2011) surveyed the 22 “Best Article
Award” winners of the Academy of Management Journal and found that they used approxi-
mately 24% of the their total writing time of an article for the introduction, even though,
they believe, it only constitutes approximately 10% of the total length of a paper. Further-
more, as the introduction is a very condensed depiction of the reasons for conducting the
study, successful researchers tend to rewrite their introductions an average of ten times to
assure that it best represents the study itself.

Hence, understanding what editors and reviewers might believe to be integral parts of
a good introduction for a research article is of great importance (George 2015). As these
expectations vary from research field to research field it is necessary to account for the cus-
toms within a particular research field (Samraj 2002). In the field of management research,
successful researchers have published editorials in which they describe their personal
experiences and using best-practice examples develop recommendations for the writing
of introductions (e.g., Barney 2018; Grant and Pollock 2011; Webster and Watson 2002).
While best practices might do a good job in giving aspiring researchers ideas about what
very successful researchers have done, best practices are limited in their generalizability
(Nicoll and Harrison 2003; Starkey and Madan 2001).

Understanding these best-practice examples is even more difficult for non-US research-
ers, who already struggle with English not being their first language and thus are affected
by language related issues of the academic discourse the most (Cadman 1997). Compared
to aspiring US researchers, non-US researchers have to put in more effort to learn the intri-
cacies of academic writing in English as English is the de facto lingua franca of science
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and non-native speakers of English have to learn these intricacies in addition to the Eng-
lish language itself (Holmes 1988; Horn 2017; Hwang 2005; Mu and Zhang 2018). Hence,
best-practice examples might create the impression that it is necessary to create an extraor-
dinary introduction, whereas for non-US authors the first step might rather be to better
understand the very basic expectations (cf. Kwan 2013).

Furthermore, as the visibility of research from outside of the US in these journals is
very low (Baruch 2001; Podsakoff et al. 2008), non-US researchers are likely to have com-
paratively fewer possibilities to acquire the rather implicit aspects of academic writing
through conversations with mentors or other peers who have experience in publishing in
high impact journals (George 2012). For example, in Personnel Psychology, approximately
82% of publications are attributed to researchers affiliated with US institutions (Cascio and
Aguinis 2008). Furthermore, there is a huge discrepancy between the number of non-US
members of professional organizations, such as the Academy of Management, and the pro-
portion of contributors, editors and reviewers from non-US countries (Academy of Man-
agement 2019; Burgess and Shaw 2010). Hence, hitting the right strings in academic writ-
ing, which is already herculean task for US authors (e.g. Locke and Golden-Biddle 1997),
may be even more challenging for non-US researchers (e.g., Duefias 2012).

Therefore, to further the understanding of editors’ and reviewers’ expectations and cre-
ate actionable and evidence-based advice for US and non-US researchers alike, it makes
sense to utilize concepts from a research field that is devoted to understanding language
related aspects in academic writing: applied linguistics. The field of applied linguistics
tries to understand the practical problems of everyday language use (including language in
academic settings) and goes beyond descriptions of how language should be used towards
data-driven theories of how language is currently being used in specific contexts (Davies
and Elder 2004).

Evidence-based advice for writing introductions

To analyze what a typical introduction in a particular field looks like, applied linguists have
developed the Create-A-Research-Space (CARS) model (Swales 1981, 1990, 2004). Over
the last years it has established itself as the dominating approach to rhetorically analyze
research article introductions and provides a detailed classification of its contents (e.g.,
Fakhri 2004; Loi 2010; Samraj 2002; Sheldon 2011; Swales 1981, 1990; Swales and Najjar
1987). According to the CARS model of Swales (2004), a research article introduction can
be separated into three discoursal or rhetorical units, called moves: (a) establishing a terri-
tory, (b) establishing a niche, and (c) occupying the niche. Each of the moves is comprised
of smaller units, the so-called steps, with each move having at least one mandatory step
that applied linguists expect authors to use in the introduction. Furthermore, depending on
the research field and the expectations of editors and reviewers, some moves also provide
the opportunity to use optional steps (see Table 1).

Establishing a territory

The first move aims at providing an introduction to the general topic of the study, with
the author trying to convince the audience of the importance of the field of study itself
and bringing aboard a broad readership. According to Swales’ (2004) model in this move
there is only one step that has to be incorporated, which he dubbed “topic generalizations
of increasing specificity”. Furthermore, a key expectation of readers from this move is that
references are provided to support the claims of importance.
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Establishing a niche

The second move aims at providing an introduction to the more specific research debate
that the authors are trying to engage in. After Move 1 establishes the broad topic, authors
have to explain the reasons why their choice of a particular sub-topic is important to look
at. There seem to be two possible ways in which this can be achieved: Either by “indicating
a gap” (Move 2, Step 1A), i.e., by explaining that previous research might have overlooked
an important aspect, or by “adding to what is known” (Move 2, Step 1B), i.e., adding a new
perspective might enhance our understanding of a certain concept, model, or theory. Addi-
tionally, yet optional, it is also possible to “present positive justification” (Move 2, Step 2)
if the need for addressing a certain gap or the benefit of new knowledge does not seem to
be self-evident.

Occupying a niche

After awareness for the necessity of and interest for studying the particular sub-topic have
been stated in Move 2, Move 3 follows by explaining the specific research question that
the authors chose to address the research niche with that was indicated in Move 2. Swales
(2004) calls this obligatory step “Announcing present research descriptively and/or pur-
posively” and leaves room for more optional steps that can be incorporated to enhance the
rhetorical structure of this move (for details see Table 1). It is important to note here that in
this move own thoughts are deduced from research that was presented before, so in general
there is no need to use references in this step.

As can be seen from the explanation of the moves and steps, Swales expects there to
be a typical order of the moves: Move 1 is followed by Move 2, which is then followed
by Move 3 (Swales 1990). Alternatively, some studies (e.g., Swales and Najjar 1987) also
found that in frequent cases the explanation of the own research niche (i.e., Move 3) is pre-
sented first, after which more context is provided (Move 1 and 2) and the research question
is elaborated again (Move 3), hence a common structural order can also be Move (3-)1-2-3
(Swales 2004). The refinement of the CARS model has attracted a lot of research that has
confirmed its wide applicability across research areas and thus its appropriateness to ana-
lyze research articles’ introductions (e.g., Belcher 2009; Hirano 2009; Milagros del Saz
Rubio Milagros del Saz Rubio 2011; Pho 2008; Sheldon 2011).

Although the move structure of introductions seems to be similar across research disciplines,
what constitutes an introduction across research fields still varies greatly (e.g., Samraj 2002).
When Swales refers to the introduction, it is meant to be the theory section of a paper, as indicated
by the IMRAD (introduction-methods-results-and-discussion) model (see Day 1989). However,
in the field of management an introduction usually refers to the first few paragraphs before the
theoretical background (Grant and Pollock 2011). Although the CARS model has been proven to
be an empirically valid instrument for the analysis of introductions in a variety of research fields
and has been used to offer detailed insights into the use of rhetorical units in research articles
(e.g., Loi 2010), only a few studies have looked into the composition of introductions in the field
of management using the CARS model using small datasets from multiple decades (e.g., Lim
2012). Swales (2015) assured us that the CARS model should be applicable to what management
researchers refer to as introductions as well and hence, to better understand the expectations of
editors and reviewers, we apply the CARS model to management randomly selected research
articles published in US-based journals in the same year and address the research question:

Research question: What are the characteristics of US-based management research
article introductions?
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Moreover, applied linguists assume that within specific academic communities (e.g.,
management researchers) socially acceptable writing conventions are established implicitly
or explicitly (Hyland 2002). These writing conventions make it plausible to assume that
an analysis of introductions in management journals from the US with the CARS model
would likely illuminate rhetorical similarities (see Belcher 2009). At the same time, if the
low visibility of research from non-US countries can be assumed to be related to non-US
authors’ violation of editors’ and reviewers’ expectations, the analysis of research articles
that are from a country with a low visibility in management research should illustrate sig-
nificant differences in the number of moves, the order of the moves, the total number of
steps, and the number of citations that are used in the introductory sections compared to
US journal articles. For the purpose of our study, we decided to compare US-based man-
agement journals with management journals from India, hence, our hypotheses are:

H1: Introductions of research articles in US-based management journals should contain
significantly more moves and steps than in Indian research articles.

H2: Introductions of research articles in US based management journals should contain
significantly more citations than Indian research articles.

H3: Introductions of research articles in US-based management journals should contain
the suggested (3-)1-2-3 move order more often than in Indian research articles.

Method
Sample

As we wanted to assure that we were not only assessing the expectations of editors and
reviewers of one particular journal and wanted to cover a range of subjects and areas we
decided to use multiple journals for our analysis. Thus we selected the Academy of Man-
agement Journal, the Journal of Management, and Human Resource Management for fur-
ther analysis. Furthermore, following the arguments of Bajwa et al. (2016), we selected
India as a country with a low visibility in management research and included Management
and Labour Studies, Vision: The Journal of Business Perspective and the Indian Journal of
Industrial Relations in our analysis.

In order to reduce any confounding effect the type of study might have had on the intro-
duction (Swales 2004), we excluded theoretical papers and case studies from our sample
and limited our analysis to empirical research articles only (i.e., research articles that ana-
lyzed quantitative data). Hence, as done in other studies, we randomly selected 10 articles
per journal (i.e., 30 journals per country), resulting in a total sample of 60 articles (e.g.,
Chang and Kuo 2011; Sheldon 2011). We were aware that a limited sample might restrict
the generalizability, however selecting multiple journals and having a total of 60 articles
should be sufficient for indications of writing tendencies (see Lim 2012; Sheldon 2011).
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Procedure

We followed the steps for conducting a move analysis recommended by Biber (2007, p.
34): First, we created a coding table on the basis of Swales’ (2004) CARS model (see
Table 1). Next, two raters coded two articles based on the coding table and discussed simi-
larities and differences in their ratings to achieve a mutual understanding of the rhetorical
structures. Afterwards, the raters decided to proceed in the following way: First, they read
the article’s abstract, to understand its main topic and then continued reading its introduc-
tion. If after this first reading the authors did not have any reservations, they went through
the introduction again, identified all moves and steps and marked them in the files using
the qualitative analysis software MaxQDA (Verbi GmbH 2013). If raters were hesitant to
identify moves and steps, they read the discussion section and then went back to identify
the moves and steps in the introduction. Last, in each move and step we checked whether
citations were used and counted the total number of citations.

To assure the quality of the coding, both raters each rated a randomly chosen sample of
10 articles, achieving an acceptable interrater reliability of Krippendorff’s a=.75 for all
steps, and a good interrater reliability of Krippendorff’s a=.81 when excluding optional
steps (Hayes and Krippendorff 2007; Krippendorff 2012). Hence, as the quality of the cod-
ing proved to be good the remaining 50 articles were randomly assigned to both raters for
further coding.

Results
Descriptive analysis

The length of articles, #58)=8.78, p<.001, d=2.26, and introductions, #(58)=5.37,
p<.001, d=1.38, differed significantly across countries with the US research arti-
cles M;=86,370, SD;3=25,556, M},;;,,=42,365, SD,,,,=10,102, and introductions,
My;s=5330, SD;;s=1998, M}, ;;,=2406, SD,,,;;,,=2214, being significantly longer than the
Indian (for details see Table 2). In US-based journals the introduction comprised 6.55% of
the total articles’ length, whereas in India it comprised 5.60% of the total articles’ length.

Research question

Addressing our research question, our data shows that Move 1, Move 2, and Move 3 occur
in 96.67% of the US articles. More specifically, within Move 2 indicating a gap (Move

Table 2 Length of introductions

and articles Country M SD n t d

Introduction’s length

Us 5330.03 1998.08 30 537** 1.39
India 2406.13 2214.09 30
Article’s length

us 86,370.10 25,556.29 30  8.77*%F 226
India 42,365.43 10,102.14 30
**p<.001
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2 Step 1A) seems to be used in 66.67% of the cases, whereas adding to what is known
(Move 2 Step 1B) was only used in 30.00% of the cases (see Fig. 1). Furthermore 43.33%
of the articles positive justification was presented (Move 2 Step 2). Within Move 3, the
present research was described descriptively (Move 3 Step 1) in 96.67% of the articles;
research questions or hypotheses (Move 3 Step 2) and stating the value of the research were
presented in 70.00% of the cases, and in 46.67% of the cases methods were summarized
(Move 3 Step 4) (Table 3).

Test of hypotheses

We tested our first hypothesis (H1) that US journals should have significantly more moves
and steps than Indian journals using ¢ tests. For both, moves, #(58)=6.33, p <.001, d=1.66,
and steps, #(58)=8.41, p<.001, d=2.17, we found significant differences. Interestingly,
in 93.33% of the US articles all 3 Moves as defined by Swales (2004) could be found,
whereas for India this was only the case for 10.00% of the articles. Furthermore, on aver-
age, an introduction had My¢=5.80 steps, SD;;s=1.83 in the US and M,,,;,=1.87 steps,
SDy,4io=1.80 in India, indicating that introductions in US journals were not only longer but
rhetorically more elaborate (see Table 4).

Second, we analyzed the usage of citations in the introduction (H2): 96.67% of the intro-
ductions in the US journals compared to 60.00% of the introductions in the Indian journals
used citations in Move 1, resulting in a significant difference, #(58)=3.79, p<.001, d=.99.
To compare the total frequency of citations, we calculated the relative frequency of cita-
tions in relation to the length of the introduction. As hypothesized, we found that the rela-
tive frequency of citations in the introductions differed significantly, #(49)=4.24, p <.001,
d=1.17 (Table 5).
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Fig. 1 Occurences of steps
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Table 3 Occurences of moves

Research articles

Moves

Move 1

Move 2

Move 3

Academy of Management Journal (USA)

Bae et al. (2011)

Christian and Ellis (2011)

Ellis et al. (2011)

Hirst et al. (2011)

Hoffman et al. (2011)

Malhotra and (2011)

McDonald and Westphal (2011)

Reinholt et al. (2011)

Walsh and Bartunek (2011)

Yang et al. (2011)

Human Ressource Management (USA)
Cook and Glass (2011)
Holland et al. (2011)

Kaplan et al. (2011)

Lietal. (2011)

McClean and Collins (2011)
Melkonian et al. (2011)
O’Neill et al. (2011)

Shantz and Latham (2011)
Teerikangas et al. (2011)
Yan et al. (2011)

Journal of Management (USA)

Aguinis et al. (2011)

Bell et al. (2011)

Carlson et al. (2011)
Colman and Lunnan (2011)
Green et al. (2011)

Herrero (2011)

Lux et al. (2011)

Ndofor and Priem (2011)
Rosen et al. (2011)

Shin and Seo (2011)

Indian Journal of Industrial Relations (India)

Agarwal (2011)

Babu (2011)

Bhattacharya (2011)
Chawla and Sondhi (2011)
Kang and Sandhu (2011)
Kumar and Singh (2011)
Sahay and Gupta (2011)
Singh (2011)

Srivastava and Sinha (2011)

— m O e = = e e e — e e e e e e e e

T T e T e O S Sy

S =, O = = kO = O

G —_m O e e e e e e —_ e e b e e e e e e

S OO = O O O = O

— o e e e e e e = O — = O = s e e e e — e e e b b e e e

S OO = O O O = O

@ Springer



208

Scientometrics (2020) 124:195-217

Table 3 (continued)

Research articles Moves
Move 1 Move 2 Move 3
Srivastava and Su (2011b) 0 0
MALS (India)
Choudhoury and Gupta (2011) 1 1 1
Dodrajka (2011) 1 0 0
Kodan and Chhikara (2011) 1 0 1
Kumar (2011) 0 0 0
Mittal (2011) 1 0 0
Mohapatra and Srivastava (2011) 1 0 0
Narang and Singh (2011) 1 0 0
Riasudeen and Srinivasan (2011) 1 0 1
Srivastava (2011) 1 0 0
Srivastava (2011a) 1 1 1
Vision (India)
Biswas (2011) 1 1 1
Gaan (2011) 1 1 0
Jyoti et al. (2011) 1 0 0
Mishra (2011) 1 1 1
Mogla and Singh (2011) 1 1 1
Pandey and Kumar (2011) 1 1 1
Shahnawaz and Goswami (2011) 0 0 0
Srivastava (2011) 1 0 0
Srivastava and Nair (2011) 1 0 0
Srivastava and Pathak (2011) 1 0 0
Total USA 29 29 28
Total India 23 9 10
Moves found in the introductions, 0 =not found, 1 =found. N=60
eps in US and Indian receurcn.~ COUY__ M D n d
articles Moves
us 2.87 0.57 30 6.337%:* 1.64
India 1.40 1.13 30
Steps
us 5.80 1.83 30 8.41%#* 2.17
India 1.87 1.80 30
*##p <.001

@ Springer



Scientometrics 209

Table 5 Order of moves found in

. . Structures Number of occurrences
the introductions
US India

(3-)1-2-3 26 6
Only 1 0 12
None 1 7
Others 3 5
N=60

Table 6 ) Order of moves in US Country M D n p d

and Indian research articles
(0N 0.87 0.35 30 6.84 1.77
India 0.20 0.41 30
##p <.001

Lastly, the third hypothesis (H3) was tested with an independent two-sample ¢ test,
1(58)=6.84, p<.001, d=1.77, and again resulted in a confirmation of our hypothesis by
showing that the move order (3)-1-2-3 in introductions can be found significantly more
often in US than in Indian research articles (for details see Table 6).

Discussion

The aim of this study was to identify key characteristics of introductions in US-based
management research articles using an applied linguistics model of introductions and
thereby illuminate expectations of editors and reviewers from leading management jour-
nals. Furthermore, by comparing the characteristics of introductions in US-based journals
with journals from India, we wanted to show how expectations of the research community
across the world might differ. Using the CARS model we find that papers published in
US-based management journals have a very similar rhetorical structure of introductions,
whereas leading Indian management journals strongly differ from the rhetorical structure
in the US.

First, we identified the key characteristics of introductions in US-based journals: As
indicated by the CARS model (Swales 2004), all three rhetorical moves, i.e., establishing
a territory, establishing a niche, and occupying a niche can be found in almost all introduc-
tions. Furthermore, within the second move, most of the researchers in US-based manage-
ment journals seem to employ the strategy of “indicating a research gap”, whereas com-
paratively fewer researchers choose to go with “adding to what is known”. Interestingly,
almost half of the researchers also “provide positive justification” for establishing a niche,
which according to Swales (2004) is only an optional rhetorical step. Within the third move
a common rhetorical pattern seems to be to “announce present research descriptively and/
or purposively”, then to “present research questions or hypotheses”, and to end with “stat-
ing the value of the present research”. Additionally, in almost half of the cases “summariz-
ing the methods” was used as well. Lastly, an introduction, on average, seemed to consist
of 5330 characters and used a mean of 26.20 references.

Second, we tested whether introductions in US-based journals significantly differed
from Indian research article introductions. Our results supported our hypothesis, showing
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that not only did Indian research articles use significantly less rhetorical moves but also
less rhetorical steps, making the Indian research articles very likely to violate expecta-
tions of US-based journals’ editors and reviewers. Furthermore, the introductions in Indian
research articles were significantly shorter.

Third, we compared the usage of citations in US-based and Indian management jour-
nals. Although Swales’ (2004) CARS model postulates that it is required to use citations
in the first step of the first move, some Indian journal articles used no citations at all in this
particular step. Furthermore, articles in Indian management journals’ articles seem to have
significantly fewer citations in the introduction, indicating that it is likely that expectations
of US based-journal editors and reviewers are unmet.

Last, we tested the pattern of arguments in US and Indian introductions. Again, confirm-
ing our hypothesis, we found that introductions in US-based journals significantly differed
from Indian introductions. As defined by the CARS model, US-based journal introductions
almost always used the (3)-1-2-3 move order, whereas Indian journal introductions seldom
used the expected move order. Furthermore, in some cases Indian articles did not use any
kind of introduction, but rather started off with the theoretical background. Thus, it seems
plausible to assume that Indian articles’ introductions would likely violate the expectations
of editors and reviewers from the US.

Our study demonstrates the power of using an evidence-based approach towards devel-
oping academic writing advice. The CARS model from the field of applied linguistics
provides a very detailed framework to analyze introductions and illustrates evidence-
based implicit expectations that the research community in a particular field might have in
respect to the introduction. Our analysis illustrates that editors and reviewers of US-based
management journals have a very similar expectation regarding the rhetorical aspects of an
introduction, whereas at the same time these expectations differ in other countries, which
is likely to affect the visibility of international researchers in leading management journals
(Bajwa et al. 2016; Eden and Rynes 2003; George 2012). Particularly, using this evidence-
based approach our analysis identifies the key aspects of introductions in leading manage-
ment journals.

Hence, the implications of our study are threefold. First, management researchers can
use the CARS model as a checklist while writing an introduction and based on our analy-
sis they should be able to account for the basic expectations that editors’ and reviewers of
leading management journals might have. Second, management educators could use the
CARS model to help PhD students understand how to write introductions (Hsu and Liu
2018). Third, the CARS model might help editors and reviewers to get a better insight into
their own expectations and provide prospective authors with a more detailed and evidence-
based feedback on their introductions. Our hope is that authors who get feedback from edi-
tors and reviewers based on the CARS model should be better equipped to understand and
implement the feedback, saving both parties valuable time and resources (see Bergh 2002).

As with all studies, this study has its limitations. As we only compared US-based jour-
nals with Indian journals, reservations could be raised whether the findings in the Indian
journals can be generalized to non-US journals in general. However, our main focus in this
study was to identify the characteristics of introductions in US-based journals and Indian
journals only functioned as an exemplary comparison. Nonetheless, we acknowledge
that an analysis of more countries could provide international researchers from different
countries an opportunity to reflect on their own expectations and could be part of future
research.

As our study is one of the few to incorporate knowledge from the field of applied lin-
guistics to academic writing in management, there is certainly a lot of further potential
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for an evidence-based exploration of expectations of editors and reviewers of high impact
management journals. Future research could, for example, use applied linguistics models
that analyze the flow of arguments (Johns 1986).
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