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Abstract: 
In the modern era of academic research, it is extremely difficult to define 
an entirely or largely unexplored research problem. Every researcher 
is faced with this question in their research. It takes a lot of work and 
effort to primarily find a topic that is relevant and that will be attractive 
for study and research. The focus of this paper is research problems 
related to the field of entrepreneurship. This paper deals with trending 
research problems over the course of the last five years in the field of 
entrepreneurship. The survey was conducted with the aim of identifying 
the least explored areas of entrepreneurship in order to predict future 
research topics. The methods used to achieve this scientific goal include: 
description, classification and explanation. By analyzing the sample of 
393 papers from the five most cited journals in the field of entrepre-
neurship, the author came to the conclusion that in the past five years 
the majority of papers dealt primarily with the topic of innovation and 
advanced technology, and hardly touched upon the topic of women's 
entrepreneurship. This paper should help future researchers to select 
the topics or fields of research in the domain of entrepreneurship.
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INTRODUCTION

What initiated the publication of research results in scientific journals is the need of scientists 
and researchers to communicate with each other and gain an insight into current studies. The age 
of scientific journals dates from1665, when the French Journal des sçavans and the English journal 
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society began to periodically publish the results of scientific 
studies (Kronick, 1976). After the appearance of these journals, there was an increase in the number 
of journals in all areas of scientific studies. A significant number of journals are specialized in one 
particular area of scientific research, although there are newspapers which publish articles in various 
fields of research. Papers published in journals deal with the latest studies in a particular scientific field. 
Papers published in scientific journals are mainly intended for immediate scientific community and 
may be incomprehensible to those who are not sufficiently familiar with the particular area of research 
that the journal deals with.

There are several types of papers published in scientific journals, although the exact terminology and 
definitions vary depending on the scientific field they focus on, as well as from the scientific journals 
themselves. The papers published in journals according to the Regulations on publishing scientific 
publications in the Republic of Srpska (RS Official Gazette, 2017, no. 77/17), can be categorized as: 
original scientific papers, review papers, short or preliminary communications, critical reviews, informa-
tive annexes, books, instruments, computer software, cases, scientific event reports, and the like. The 
format of scientific papers can vary greatly from journal to journal. Despite that, the rules of writing 
journal papers are mainly determined by IMRAD methodology, recommended by the International 
Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE). There is a profusion of articles on the subject of what 
IMRAD methodology is and how to use it (Radek, 2016; Vuckovic, 2014; Papakostidis & Giannoudis, 
2018; Malicki, 2016; Nair & Nair, 2014; Bertin & Atanassova, 2014; Krausman et al. 2016).

This paper focused on the analyses of journals in the field of entrepreneurship that currently rank 
among top five with regard to the number of citations. A total amount of 393 papers from 5 journals 
(Research Policy, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Journal of Business Venturing, Small Business 
Economics, Journal of Product Innovation Management) published from 2013 until the beginning of 
2018 were analyzed, providing that the papers from the beginning of 2018 were taken into account as 
well.

According to the conducted research it will be possible to determine which topic is most frequently 
and most commonly explored, and which one is investigated (explored) to an insufficient/inadequate 
degree. These results could show what will happen in the current research trends in the field of entre-
preneurship in the upcoming years. The main goal of this paper is to draw attention to the unexplored 
areas in the field of entrepreneurship and provide guidance for future researchers regarding the prob-
lems that need to be solved.

In the first part of the paper, the author will review the relevant literature to confirm the relevance 
of our research. The second part relates to the indexing of journals and citation database. In this sec-
tion, our goal is to explain what general indexing and citation is and how citation database is formed. 
The results of the research are presented in the third part of the paper. In this section, the author will 
describe the problems faced during the research, along with research findings. In the end, the author 
summarizes these findings and provides the list of relevant literature used in this research.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

There are numerous studies dealing with the analysis of journals in all research fields. This is not 
an unfamiliar topic. In this way, the question of which topics are extensively and which ones poorly 
explored in a given field of study is answered. Such a study is the research by Ritzberger (2008) in 
which he analyzed and ranked the various journals in the field of economics. There are many authors 
who have tried to classify and explain the ranking of journals in the field of economy (Kalaitzidakis, 
Mamuneas & Stengos, 2003; Lubrano, Bauwens, Kirman & Protopopescu, 2003; Kodrzycki & Yu, 2006; 
Mingers & Harzing, 2007; Bornmann, Butz & Wohlrab, 2018).   The fact that many authors have dealt 
with the explanation of different methods of ranking journals in the field of economy proves that this 
job is not easy (Liner & Amin, 2004; Koczy & Strobel, 2007; Wohlrab, 2016; Subochev, Aleskerov & 
Pislyakov, 2018).

We have already noted that the focus of this paper is to analyze research problems in the field of 
entrepreneurship. Several authors have dealt with this theme so far (Rey-Martí, Ribeiro-Soriano & 
Palacios-Marqués, 2016; Alvarez-Garcia, Maldonado-Erazo, del Río & Sarang-Lalangue, 2018; López-
Fernández Serrano Bedia & Pérez Pérez, 2016; Xu, Chen, Fung & Chan, 2018; Ferreira, Reis & Miranda, 
2015; McDonald, Gan, Fraser, Oke & Anderson, 2015). In our paper, the author focused on the problems 
that are most studied and on the ones that are least studied in the field of entrepreneurship. In this 
way, the author wants to give a scientific contribution and advise future scientists what to study in the 
near future; and that is what this paper aims to achieve. This is supported by the fact that, through this 
research related to the top five journals in the field of entrepreneurship, which are the highest ranked 
in the last five years (2013-2018), not a single paper that deals with the analysis of journals in the field 
of entrepreneurship turned up. The part of the paper associated with the literature review will include 
three areas that are most and two areas that are least explored.

The vast majority of the authors who have fallen within the scope of the research have studied the 
character of innovation and advanced technologies and their  influence on the growth and development 
of enterprises and the economy (Werfel & Jaffe, 2013; Hashi & Stojčić, 2013; Thomä & Bizer, 2013; Mus-
teen & Ahsan, 2013; Dachs & Peters, 2014; Hung & Tu, 2014; Dai, Maksimov, Gilbert & Fernhaber, 2014; 
Sahut & Peris-Ortiz, 2014; Audretsch, Coad & Segarra, 2014; Slater, Mohr & Sengupta 2014; Venturini,  
2015; Block, Fisch, Hahn & Sandner, 2015; Sarooghi, Libaers & Burkemper, 2015; Parrilli & Heras, 2016; 
Visnjic, Wiengarten & Neely, 2016; Walsh, Lee & Nagaoka, 2016; Dorner, Fryges & Schopen, 2017; 
Nambisan, 2017; Belderbos, Jacob & Lokshin, 2018; De Massis, Audretsch, Uhlaner & Kammerlander, 
2018). All these authors have dealt with the character of innovation and advanced technologies and their 
influence on the growth and development of enterprises and the economy. This research has shown that 
innovation is crucial for the development of enterprises, especially for the development of enterprises 
which were engaged in some form of advanced technologies ever since their establishment. In order for 
such companies to survive in the turbulent business environment, they have to turn to innovation and 
continuous improvement of their operations (Colombel, Krafft & Vivarelli, 2016).

In addition, there are authors who have studied theoretical entrepreneurship and the importance 
of introducing the subject of entrepreneurship at universities in order to educate young people in this 
area (McCloskey, 2013; Leyden, 2014; Zhang & Cueto, 2017; Abreu & Grinevich, 2013; Freitas, Marques 
& e Silva, 2013; Jung, 2014; Mowery & Ziedonis, 2015; Muscio, Quaglione & Ramaciotti, 2016; Walter, 
Parboteeah & Walter, 2013; McCaffrey, 2014; Walter & Block, 2016; Braunerhjelm, Ding & Thulin, 
2018; Guerrero, Urbano, Fayolle, Klofsten & Mian, 2016). 
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The next field considering the number of published papers is the field that relates to knowledge, or the 
sources of knowledge (Huber, 2013; Autant-Bernard, Fadairo & Massard, 2013; Olmos-Peñuela, 2014; 
Agarwal & Shah, 2014; Batabyal & Beladi, 2015; Roper, Love & Bonner, 2017; Marvel, 2013; Musteen, 
Datta & Butts, 2014; Frederiksen, Wennberg & Balachandra, 2016; Zahra, 2015). These authors strived 
to highlight the importance of knowledge both in the development of enterprises and starting a busi-
ness. In order for entrepreneurs to realize their ideas, they must first gain certain knowledge and skills.

One of the least explored areas is family business. Several authors have dealt with this kind of en-
trepreneurship. (Jaskiewicz, Block, Combs & Miller, 2017; Parker, 2016; Le Breton–Miller & Miller, 
2015; Memili, Fang, Chrisman & De Massis, 2015; Cruz, Larraza–Kintana, Garcés–Galdeano & Berrone, 
2014; Schmid, Achleitner, Ampenberger & Kaserer, 2014; Wilson, Wright & Scholes, 2013; Brannon, 
Wiklund & Haynie, 2013).

The lowest number of papers in the survey (a total of 393 papers), with only two exploring this 
field being recorded in the five journals, refers to female entrepreneurship (Hunt, Garant, Herman & 
Munroe, 2013; Eddleston, Ladge, Mitteness & Balachandra, 2016).

It is impossible to cover the entire sample of 393 papers that were involved in the research. Therefore, 
in this section, only a few papers relating to certain fields of the research are presented. The classifica-
tion of papers in various areas, as well as the fact that the topics discussed in these journals are now 
trending, will be discussed in the part of this paper related to the research results.

INDEXING OF JOURNALS AND CITATION DATABASE

Until the end of the nineties of the 20th century, the collection of references and data on citations 
was conducted by hand and came down to text reading and data input in the appropriate fields in the 
database. Today this work is automated (Bergmark, 2000; Besagni, 2004; Cronin & Sugimoto, 2015). 
Computer programs are being used that, based on optical character recognition of texts in digitized 
print or electronic versions of scientific papers, identify relevant bibliometric data (title, author's name, 
affiliation author, abstract, keywords, references, title of the parent publication, and when it comes to 
newspapers – their volume, number , pagination, place of publication, publisher standard numbers - 
ISBN, ISSN, dOI, etc., information about the funder of research), and then, using complex algorithms, 
these computer programs analyze and classify data in the fields within the database (JACS, 2010). It is 
very important that authors and journals strictly adhere to standards when quoting references. Thus 
processed data serve as the basis for bibliometric analysis. Citation analysis was first conducted by 
Garfield (2006; 1965). According to him, citation analysis is examination of incidence, patterns and 
graphs of citations in articles and books. The number of citations a certain paper has shown how many 
times individual scientists cited a paper in their papers, thus showing its use value which has its own 
qualities. This dimension of quality is usually described by expressions such as echo, the significance, 
the importance of scientific paper. These terms, however, say nothing about the character of the paper, 
the reasons why the paper is important, useful, or has an echo. According to Plomp (1994), the indi-
cator of scientific success of a particular author's paper is that paper being cited at least 25 times. So 
during the 1960s bibliographic database were first formed because of the need to allow users to easily 
monitor, search and access the most relevant literature. An indexed bibliographic database monitors 
and handles a large number of carefully selected publications, most of which consist of papers from 
scientific journals.
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A separate entity within the bibliographic databases makes reference database. Citing is a common 
practice in scientific communication, so authors end their papers with a list of references. Citation 
databases are secondary sources of scientific and technical literature which, with bibliographic descrip-
tion of the document (paper, book, etc.), consists of a list of references that the author/authors of the 
document referenced. The primary task of citation indexes is to serve as a source of relevant scientific 
literature, because the system of inclusion of journals and/or documents and publications has an inbuilt 
mechanism of selectivity. The role of the citation indexes as a tool of bibliometrics and scientometrics 
is primarily to assess the quality of scientific productivity (of articles, journals, etc.) in the creation of 
a scientific policy, and to easily track the most reviewed and most important publications in the areas 
of science (Meho & Yang, 2007). The most famous three citation databases are Web of Science, Scopus 
and Google Scholar:

1. Bibliographic database Current Contents (CC) and citation databases Science Citation Index
(SCI), Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) and Arts and Humanities Citation Index (AHCI) are the 
most selective worldwide databases. They were made by the Institute for Scientific Information (ISI) 
from Philadelphia by the year 2004 (that is why they are called "ISI" databases), after which they were 
acquired by Thomson Corporation (Thomson Reuters). As of 1997, these citation databases merged into 
a single database, Web of Science (WoS). Web of Science is the oldest citation database (includes paper 
s from 1900 to the present), which includes the world's scientific literature which is a subject to very 
strict selection and quality control. This service contains multiple databases available on the Internet: 
Science Citation Index Expanded, Social Sciences Citation Index, Arts and Humanities Citation Index, 
Conference Proceedings Citation Index - Science Conference Proceedings Citation Index-Social Science 
& Humanities. Since 2005, the Web of Science has been merged with the Book Citation Index (includes 
monographs by major publishers), and since 2012 with the Data Citation Index (primary data) (more 
about this in: Falagas, Pitsouni, Malietzis & Pappas 2008; Erfanmanesh, Didegah & Omidvar, 2017).

2. The index database Scopus was launched by the multinational publishing company Elsevier. This
service includes approximately 22,000 journals, mostly from the field of medicine, natural and social 
sciences. It is possible to find citations in the literature published after 1996. A feature of this database 
is that it covers Biomedical Science much better than all the others, but it is not entirely systematic 
and consistent (more on this in: Bosman, Mourik, Rasch, Sieverts & Verhoeff, 2006; de Moya-Anegón, 
2007; Khiste & Paithankar, 2017).

3. Google Scholar is an electronic resources browser, which can search the entire academic litera-
ture available on the Internet, without any selection. Consequently, many versions of the same reference 
may be found on different sites. However, older literature is poorly represented. Furthermore, Google 
Scholar does not provide a list of publishers whose data it collects, the list of journals, information 
about the time period or scientific disciplines it covers (more on this in: Jacso, 2005; Bar-Ilan, 2008).

The same journal can be represented in a number of relevant databases. The analysis of citations in 
ISI citation databases obtains numerical indicators. The most popular among them is called the Impact 
Factor (IF) (Jemec, 2001). The IF is a measure that includes the annual average number of citations of 
recently published papers from that journal (Garfield, 1999). It is often used as an expression of the 
relative importance of the journal in a given field. Journals with higher IF are usually considered more 
important than those with lower value factors. The current year journals’ IF is calculated by dividing 
the number of citations received in the current year for papers published in the previous two years by 
the number of papers published in the same two-year period.  The impact factor is calculated by the 
following formula (Sombatsompop, Markpin & Premkamolnetr, 2004; de & Rijcke Rushforth, 2015):
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When using the number of citations as an indicator of the paper quality, there are several reasons 
why it is necessary to be cautious. It cannot be said that no one reads the papers that are not quoted or 
that these papers have no scientific value, although one's scientific contribution is often reflected in high 
citation rate (Oosthuizen & Fenton, 2014). In addition, the very act of citation does not imply recognition 
in a positive way, but it may also be motivated by the need for correction, criticism or denial of ideas and 
papers of others (Verma, 2015). Although ISI emphasizes the multidisciplinary and international character 
of its databases, and the quality of the journal that it deals with as well, there was, throughout its history, 
a lot of criticism when it comes to the representation of national journals and certain disciplines (Elliott, 
2014). The reason for the criticism is its focus on newspapers in English and on developed countries at the 
expense of small countries, developing countries and non-English-speaking countries (Callaway, 2016).

RESULTS AND LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

During the research, which lasted from early April until the end of May 2018, the author was able 
to form a random sample of 393 papers from the field of entrepreneurship. The total number of paper 
published in these five journals is much larger, but the author, in this period of research and, in view of 
the limitations, managed to collect 393 papers. The author analyzed the papers from the five journals 
that are currently considered as most cited in the field of entrepreneurship. During the research, the 
author used the method of description, classification and explanation, owing to which some useful 
results were obtained which will be discussed in this section. Obtained data and research results will be 
shown in the tables for the sake of clarification. When sorting and analyzing data, statistical methods 
to calculate the mean, median and mode motion were used, along with the methods whose purpose 
was to find the maximum and minimum values.

LImitations of the research

The author has decided to choose this topic because it is trending (popular, recent, current) and so 
as to, for the sake of future studies, give a clearer picture of what topics have and haven’t already been 
explored. In this way, both us and future researchers who deal with entrepreneurship problems will be 
able to select the topics that will allow them to actually contribute to science.

In addition to being faced with minor technical problems during the research, the author also expe-
rienced a bigger problem. Namely, since the author is not subscribed to any journal indexed database, it 
was very difficult to obtain relevant journals and papers. Despite the promises, the Ministry of Science and 
Technology did not provide funds that would allow the scientific community of the Republic of Srpska to 
subscribe to any of the afore-stated databases. This method of support would greatly help researchers to 
come up with relevant literature which is extremely useful in research of any field of science as it would, 
first and foremost, shorten the time necessary to conduct studies.

After a long period of researching and collecting the relevant literature from available sources, the 
author was able to form a sample of 393 papers and thus, more or less, successfully overcome this problem.



EJAE 2019  16 (2)  122-138
ĐALIĆ. I WHAT CAN WE EXPECT IN THE FUTURE OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH? MOST COMMON RESEARCH PROBLEMS ANALYSED IN THE TOP 
JOURNALS IN THE FIELD OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP

128

Results of the research

The author has already mentioned at the beginning that the subject of analysis were papers from 
the five journals that have been among the top quoted ones in the last five years. They are:

1. Research Policy,
2. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
3. Journal of Business Venturing,
4. Small Business Economics,
5. Journal of Product Innovation Management.
In Table 1 the author will show the participation of the journal according to the number of papers

in the total sample.

Table 1 - Journals’ participation in the sample.

No. Name No. of papers Share

1. Research Policy 123 31.30%

2.t Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 91 23.15%

3. Journal of Business Venturing 76 19.34%

4. Small Business Economics 49 12.47%

5 Journal of Product Innovation Management 54 13.74%

TOTAL 393 100.00%

Source: The author

Table 1 shows that the majority of papers is collected from the journal Research Policy (IF: 4.661) 
which also ranks first as the most cited journal in the field of entrepreneurship (123 papers or 31.30% 
of the total sample). The second positioned source of papers is the journal Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice (IF: 4.916), which is in the second place regarding the number of citations with 91 papers 
or 23.15%. The next one, in terms of the number of papers in the sample, is the third-ranked journal 
- Journal of Business Venturing (IF: 6.000) with 76 papers or 19.34%. The fourth place in the sample
is taken by the fifth-ranked Journal of Product Innovation Management (IF: 4.305) with 54 papers or
13.74%. Whereas the fifth place in the sample holds the journal Small Business Economics (IF: 2.852)
with 49 papers or 12:47%. According to these results, we can see that the journal which ranks first in
the number of citations was the most accessible to the author, because she was able to collect 123 pa-
per samples from it. The least accessible to the author was the journal Small Business Economics from
which the author obtained 49 papers.
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The author classified all 393 papers according to the studied areas and divided them into 8 groups:
1. Sources of knowledge for entrepreneurs and small and medium enterprises,
2. Research management,
3. Theoretical and educational contribution to entrepreneurship,
4. Family business,
5. Financing SMEs,
6. Innovation and advanced technology,
7. Women’s entrepreneurship, and
8. State’s support in the development of entrepreneurship and the SME sector.

The main goal of this research is to try and obtain the answer to the question: what is the most commonly 
studied section in the field of entrepreneurship, that is, what section is the most commonly studied 
and which one the least explored in the last five years? By obtaining an answer to this question we can 
make a prediction on what section of entrepreneurship will be the most researched in the future. Table 
2 shows the sample papers’ share in the sections listed below.  

Table 2 - The sample papers’ share in the research sections.

No. Section in the field of entrepreneurship No. of papers Share
1 Innovation and advanced technology 114 29.01%

2 Theoretical and educational contribution to entre-
preneurship 104 26.46%

3 Sources of knowledge 56 14.25%

4 State’s support in the development of entrepreneur-
ship and the SME sector 52 13.23%

5 Financing SMEs 35 8.91%
6 Research management 18 4.58%
7 Family business 12 3.05%
8 Woman’s entrepreneurship 2 0.51%

TOTAL 393 100.00%
Source: The author

Table 2 shows the period from 2013 to 2018, provided that the author took papers from the beginning 
of 2018 into account papers which were published by the time this study was conducted.

Table 2 clearly shows that the majority of papers are the ones published in the field of innovation and 
advanced technology, a total of 114 or 29.01% of the sample. The next sector, considering the number 
of papers, is the sector that relates to the theoretical and educational contribution to entrepreneur-
ship. Most of these papers discuss the importance of introducing entrepreneurship as a subject at 
universities and schools. There were 104 papers dealing with this theme or 26.46% of the total sample. 
According to the number of published papers, the next one is the sector of sources of knowledge with 
56 papers or 14,25% of the total sample. In this sector, the authors mostly dealt with the importance 
of knowledge acquisition and skills in the field of entrepreneurship and how to provide this knowl-
edge. A large number of authors dealt with state policies concerning the support in the development 
of entrepreneurship and the SME sector. These authors pointed out the importance and contribution 
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of government support in the development of entrepreneurship. Yet the state is the one that needs to 
deal with all issues related to the development of its economy. The total sample has 52 papers related 
to this field or 13.23%. Then there are papers related to the field of SMEs funding. The authors have 
studied different sources of financing small businesses, especially businesses that deal with advanced 
technologies, and risky jobs. These are mostly newer forms of financing such as angel investors, venture 
capital funds, mezzanine financing, crowdfunding and others. A number of 35 papers covers this field 
or 8.91%. The last three places are held by the management studies sector with 18 papers or 4.58%, the 
family business sector with 12 papers or 3.5% and the women's entrepreneurship sector with only two 
papers in the total sample or 0.51%.

The author will specify in Table 3 how great the sample journals’ participation in the different sectors 
of entrepreneurship is.

Journal

Research
sector

Research 
Policy

Entrepre-
neurship 
Theory and 
Practice

Journal of 
Business 
Venturing

Small Busi-
ness Eco-
nomics

Journal of 
Product 
Innovation 
Management

∑

Innovation and 
advanced tech-

nology

55

48.25%

20

17.54%

7

6.14%

22

19.30%

10

8.77%

114

100%

Theoretical and 
educational con-
tribution to en-

trepreneurship

20

19.23%

28

26.92%

39

37.50%

11

10.58%

6

5.77%

104

100%

Sources of knowl-
edge

5

8.93%

13

23.21%

21

37.50%

14

25.00%

3

5.36%

56

100%
State’s support in 
the development 
of entrepreneur-
ship and the SME 

sector

23

44.23%

18

34.62%

1

1.92%

-

-

10

19.23%

52

100%

Financing SMEs
8

22.86%

4

11.43%

5

14.28%

-

-

18

51.43%

35

100%

Research manage-
ment

10

55.55%

-

-

3

16.67%

5

27.78%

-

-

18

100%

Family business
1

8.33%

7

58.33%

-

-

2

16.67%

2

16.67%

12

100%

Women’s entre-
preneurship

1

50.00%

1

50.00%

-

-

-

-

-

-

2

100%

∑ 123 91 76 54 49 393

Source: The author
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Table 3 shows how great the participation of a particular journal is within each sector of entrepreneur-
ship, of course, all in the context of the sample of 393 papers. In the sector of innovation and advanced 
technology, the dominant journal is Research Policy with 48.25% of the articles, while the lowest par-
ticipation has the Journal of Business Venturing with only 6.14%. As for the sector of theoretical and 
educational contributions to entrepreneurship, the largest share of 37.50% has the Journal of Business 
Venturing, while the lowest participation in the same field of entrepreneurship has the Journal of 
Product Innovation Management with 5.77%. Within the sector relating to the sources of knowledge, 
the largest share has the Journal of Business Venturing with 37.50%, while the lowest share has the 
Journal of Product Innovation Management with 5.36% of papers in this research field. In the sector 
of state support, the journal with the biggest share is Research Policy with 44.23% of the articles, while 
the journal Small Business Economics has no papers in this field. In the sector of financing SMEs, the 
largest share has the Journal of Product Innovation Management with 54.43% of the articles, while the 
journal Small Business Economics has no involvement in this field. In the sector of research manage-
ment, the largest share has the journal Research Policy with 55.55% of papers and journals, while the 
journals Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice and the Journal of Product Innovation Management 
have not published any papers in this field of entrepreneurship. In the sector of family business, the 
largest share has the journal Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice with 58.33% of the articles, while 
the lowest share has the Journal of Business Venturing that has not published a paper in this scientific 
field. According to this research, women's entrepreneurship is the least studied in the field of entre-
preneurship. There are only two papers, one from the journal Research Policy and the other one from 
the journal Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice.
According to this research we can see clearly that the most frequently studied sector in the context of 
entrepreneurship is the one that refers to innovation and advanced technology. In the total sample 
of 393 papers from the five currently most cited journals in the field of entrepreneurship, there is 114 
or 29.01% of papers dealing with this topic. Therefore, this sector is quite explored when it comes to 
entrepreneurship, but considering the fact that this field is subject to constant change, it will be vastly 
researched in the future and many papers concerning this topic will be published.
On the other hand, there are only two papers covering the topic of women's entrepreneurship in our 
sample. Therefore, this area is still on the sidelines of entrepreneurship research. Women's entrepreneur-
ship as a research topic is quite attractive and there should be a lot of research done considering that 
the role of women both in entrepreneurship and in the economy in general is always a popular topic. 
The position of women in the economy is an issue that is still insufficiently explored, and which should 
be studied furthermore since authors constantly strive to promote and maintain gender equality in all 
fields of life, including social and economic, and also in the field of entrepreneurship. Furthermore, 
according to the results of research (8.91% of the sample), it can be concluded that the papers in the 
field of funding risky entrepreneurial ventures from alternative or new sources of financing are insuf-
ficiently covered topics that deserve more research attention.
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CONCLUSIONS

After the survey, the author formed a sample of 393 papers from five currently most cited journals. 
The collected papers were published from 2013 until the beginning of 2018. Due to limited access to 
relevant databases of indexed journals, our sample contains 393 papers that the author has been able 
to collect during the survey. The papers were selected randomly, so that the author could not influence 
the results of the research.

According to the research results, it is concluded that the journal Research Policy, which also ranks 
first in the citation, was the most approachable. That is, the author managed to collect 123 papers from 
this journal which makes up 31.30% of the sample. The majority of papers that the author collected 
from this journal were about innovation and advanced technologies (55 papers), and the least presented 
papers dealt with the topics of family business and women's entrepreneurship (1 paper per each field) 
while the ratio, in these fields, is the same in the total sample. Most of the papers relate to the field of 
innovation and advanced technology and the field of women’s entrepreneurship has the fewest papers.

The worst approach was in the case of the Journal of Product Innovation Management, from which 
the author was able to get 49 papers, whereas only 5 more paper (54) was the author able to take over 
from the journal Small Business Economics.

According to the results of the survey, the most frequently studied entrepreneurship area is the one that 
refers to innovation and advanced technologies. The majority of the papers concerned this topic (114 of 
393). Therefore, this area occupies 29.01% of the total sample. The author believe that this field will continue 
to be attractive because there are always interesting topics for researchers in this field of entrepreneurship.

The aim of this research was to find an area that is not explored sufficiently enough in the context 
of entrepreneurship. The author believes that this goal was achieved.

According to the survey the author came to the conclusion that female entrepreneurship and 
financing of high-risk entrepreneurial ventures are the topics that are insufficiently explored in en-
trepreneurship in general. In the total sample of 393 papers there are only two papers dealing with 
female entrepreneurship. They make up only 0.51% of the sample. Female entrepreneurship is a very 
popular topic these days when women are more and more encouraged to get involved in all economic 
trends and in entrepreneurship as well. The author thinks that there is a lot that needs to be done to 
empower women's entrepreneurship, particularly in transition economies where the role of women in 
the economy is still marginalized.

The author leaves future researchers with so many open and unanswered questions, such as: the 
role of women in transition economies, ways to overcome the traditional problems in these economies 
when it comes to women, the future and the perspective of women's entrepreneurship, ways to acquire 
certain knowledge and skills to start a business and many other questions. The answers to these questions 
should be applied not only in theory but in practice too. Such researches should help women to dare 
to start a business, because there are plenty of ideas but there is not enough courage to realize them.
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Rezime: 
U modernoj eri akademskog istraživanja, izuzetno je teško definisati 
celokupno ili nedovoljno ispitan istraživački problem. Svaki istraživač 
se u svom istraživačkom radu suočava sa ovim pitanjem. Potrebno je 
mnogo rada i truda da bi se pronašla tema koja je relevantna i koja 
će biti privlačna za izučavanje i istraživanje. U središtu ovog rada su 
istraživački problemi iz oblasti preduzetništva. Rad se bavi istraživačkim 
problemima koji su se najčešće javljali u oblasti preduzetništva tokom 
proteklih pet godina. Sprovedena je anketa, sa ciljem da se identifikuju 
najmanje ispitane oblasti preduzetništva, kako bi se mogle predvideti 
buduće teme za istraživanje. Metode koje su se primenjivale, da bi se 
ovaj akademski cilj postigao, uključuju: opis, klasifikaciju i objašnjenje. 
Analizom uzorka, koji obuhvata 393 rada iz pet najuticajnijih časopisa 
koji se bave temom preduzetništva, autor je došao do zaključka da se, 
tokom proteklih pet godina, većina radova prvenstveno bavila inova-
cijama i naprednom tehnologijom, te da se jedva dotakla teme ženskog 
preduzetništva. Ovaj rad bi trebalo da pomogne budućim istraživačima 
da odaberu teme ili oblasti istraživanja u domenu preduzetništva.

Ključne reči: 
preduzetništvo, referentni časopisi, 
citati

ŠTA MOŽEMO OČEKIVATI U BUDUĆNOSTI AKADEMSKOG 
ISTRAŽIVANJA? NAJČEŠĆI ISTRAŽIVAČKI PROBLEMI ANALIZIRANI U 
OKVIRU NAJISTAKNUTIJIH ČASOPISA IZ OBLASTI PREDUZETNIŠTVA 




