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Abstract
Manuscript type: Review
Research Question/ Issue: What can be learnt with regard to methods in corporate governance research from editorial experience in handling corporate governance manuscripts? We draw on our experience as editors and guest editors of various journals in highlighting some of the methodological challenges in corporate governance research. We consider methodological issues relating to both quantitative and qualitative studies. Within these broad approaches we discuss implications of theorizing, ownership and types of firms, governance and institutional contexts, omission of governance variables, human and social capital of board members, endogeneity/causality issues, executive remuneration, configurations and interactions of governance constructs, other governance mechanisms and data sources. Discussion of these issues also highlights the need for more theoretical and empirical consideration of contingent factors influencing governance relationships. We identify possible ways forward and future research avenues.
Research Findings/ Insights: There is a need for corporate governance studies to devote greater recognition to the heterogeneity of various governance factors such as ownership types and director expertise. Studies have generally paid insufficient attention to the configurations of corporate governance.
Theoretical/ Academic Implications: Future research needs to address the connections between the methodological recognition of heterogeneity and configurations and the implications for theorizing.
Practitioner/ Policy Implications: Failure to address these methodological issues implies that conclusions drawn from corporate governance research for practice and policy could well be misleading. 
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Introduction
Corporate governance research has mushroomed over the last quarter of a century since the launch of CGIR. From an editor’s perspective, the treatment of governance in papers has improved since the special issue one of us edited resulting from the impetus to research in this area arising from the Cadbury Report in 1992 (Keasey and Wright, 1993). 
From agency theory underpinnings to much early research, new domains have also emerged, such as the behavioral view of corporate governance, institutional theory and sociology-grounded approaches. Corporate governance has become a truly interdisciplinary area compared to the dominance of economics and finance in the field 25 years ago (Durisin & Puzone, 2009; Judge, 2008).
However, there is always room for improvement, both in terms of theoretical perspectives and in providing an adequate description of the methods that authors are adopting in their paper if they want to reduce the probability of being desk rejected (Kumar & Zattoni, 2015; Zattoni & Van Ees, 2012). Drawing on our experience as general or associate editors of general management (Journal of Management Studies; Academy of Management Perspectives), specialist governance (Corporate Governance: An International Review) and entrepreneurship (Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice; Journal of Technology Transfer, Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal) journals, as well as editing of special issue of numerous journals where governance has been at least evident in the papers submitted (AMJ, ABR, JBFA, JCF, JIBS, ETP, JBV, RP, SEJ, JPIM, ), we explore key methods issues that need to be addressed.
In this article, we cover three of the most important dimensions of corporate governance where methodological issues arise, that is ownership, boards of directors, and executive remuneration (Durisin & Puzone, 2009). Given the importance of methodological plurality in corporate governance research (Judge, 2008), we discuss methods issues relating to both quantitative and qualitative studies and consider both structures and processes. Of course, it would be impossible to provide a comprehensive overview of a wide range of methodologies used in governance research (see e.g. Zattoni & van Ees, 2012 for a broader overview). Our aim is to map potential methodological problems as seen from our perspective as editors by focusing on their implications in terms of theory development and expansion of our understanding of both the efficiency and effectiveness of governance practices. These methodological problems are important from both academic rigor and practical relevance perspectives. We also appreciate that our account of methodological issues in governance research is far from being all-inclusive, and new problems will emerge as governance research develops and moves into new theoretical domains such as sociology, behavioral studies and psychology. At the same time, some methodological aspects that we address below may be rather common for different fields of governance research which guided our focus in this paper. 

Quantitative studies
We consider issues relating to quantitative studies under two broad headings: Gaps between theory and methods, and data and estimation problems

Gaps between theory and methods
Theorizing: A major problem that reviewers often flag up to editors is that a particular study is simple replication without theorizing contextual differences and hence absence of contextual measures and variables relevant to context. Such papers are highly likely to be desk rejected (see also Zattoni & van Ees, 2012). Traditionally, agency theory has been used to frame quantitative studies but more recently more sociological approaches have been adopted. These different theoretical approaches have implications for the kinds of methods used. As editors, we see a problem in that the same variables are sometimes used for both kinds of theories.
Very often we also see a gap between what is theorized and what is empirically tested. Although data have become increasingly available, especially for listed firms,  still data limitations are not handled properly. Very often a theoretical message/framework is not reflected fully in the empirics. 
A further problem relates to ‘salami-slicing’ papers where the theoretical section involves merely adding an extra variable to an already established research stream. This makes papers at best incremental and at worst bordering on self-plagiaristic (see below). As submission numbers to journals increase, and correspondingly rejection rates also are rising, the threshold for the “smallest possible contribution” of an article has increased, especially for the more established and widely recognized journals. Editors are more and more focused on the ranking of their journals, on which the citations to the papers they have published plays an important role. Hence, as editors we are looking to publish papers that we believe will have impact. Authors, especially those still seeking tenure or promotion, may be focused more on obtaining the requisite number of publications in the journals on their institutions’ Tenure & Promotion (T&P) list than on the impact of those papers. Yet we detect a growing trend to consider the number of citations achieved by a paper, which is now more easily available through the Web of Science and Google Scholar. Indeed, the T&P letters we get asked to write oftentimes include a request to comment on the impact of a candidate’s work. We believe, therefore, that there is alignment between the interests of editors and authors in seeking to publish papers that maximize impact rather than the number of publications.       

Ownership and types of firms: Although management journals receive an ever increasing number of submissions covering a wide range of governance-related topics, we admit that studies of ownership characteristics and types of owners as well as their organizational effects still represent a significant domain in corporate governance theory.  This is not surprising bearing in mind that ownership is an important dimension of corporate governance research (Judge, 2012), about which there is much debate regarding the effect of ownership concentration, different types of investors and managerial equity ownership. It is important to recognize that it is not sufficient just to measure the extent of institutional ownership of listed corporations. It is also important to take account measures of the heterogeneity of different types of institutional investor in a corporation’s ownership structure (pension funds, unit trusts, hedge funds) whose different goals may have implications for governance and performance. This issue has become especially germane with the emergence of hedge funds whose goals and involvement may be quite distinct from traditional institutional investors.   
In studies on entrepreneurial firms there is oftentimes a lack of recognition of the different ownership structures and goals which may affect the structure and processes of governance. There are important differences between mature listed firms, initial public offerings (IPOs), family firms, Business Angels, Venture Capital (VC) and other private equity backed firms, state-owned firms, social enterprises, etc. with respect to their goals as well as the composition and functioning of their boards.  Many papers also do not give enough attention to why and how these differences will likely affect both theorizing and empirical analysis about the relationships between boards and firm performance. It is necessary to go beyond dummy variables to denote ownership differences as goals may differ even within various ownership types and hence have implications for the need to incorporate different measures of board structures. 
For example, early work on governance in entrepreneurial firms tended to include a dummy variable relating to whether the firm received VC backing or not. Such a measure is now insufficient. Studies are currently expected to go further by recognizing the heterogeneity of VCs. Hence it is important to include measures of VC experience and expertise. Because of the dominance of US studies, there is a tendency to limit analysis of the heterogeneity about the type of VC firm, yet outside the US VC firms may be parts of financial institutions or be public sector funded and this heterogeneity needs to be recognized.     
The emergence of other sources of entrepreneurial finance means that measures for these sources, such as business angel syndicate finance and crowdfunding, also need to be considered. However, this represents significant methodological challenges as data are frequently not obtainable because private investors are not subject to wide-ranging disclosure requirements compared to public market investors. Although investor databases have been developed and used by researchers, such as the Thomson One Banker database that comprehensively reports VC investments worldwide, they often provide a very limited account of transactional and performance data, and a challenge still remains to match theorizing and hypotheses development with empirical evidence.

Human and social capital: We see as a growing sub-field in corporate governance research various attempts to focus on the “human factor” in governance mechanisms. However, many governance studies have often just focused on measures relating to independent  versus affiliated directors percentages on boards, perhaps because of an over-emphasis on the monitoring of management (accountability) dimension of governance. Similarly, studies that do encompass board diversity tend to be limited with respect to what they mean by diversity, for example a simple measure of the presence of women on boards or of ethnic representation. These approaches are too simplistic both for studies of listed corporations and especially for governance studies relating to entrepreneurial firms. Based on our experience, we suggest that  studies oftentimes fail to look in a fine-grained way at the human and social capital of boards which may be important both for monitoring and adding value. The importance of this human and social capital may vary according to the firm’s position in its life cycle (Zahra, Filatotchev & Wright, 2009). In the UK, for example, such data is available from sources such as the Companies' House director database, even for private firms.

Governance  and institutional contexts: Although many corporate governance papers are focused on one country context (Durisin & Puzone, 2009) a growing number of studies suggest that the firm-level governance mechanisms are institutionally embedded, even in country settings that appear similar legally. This leads to two significant extensions of previous research based on a universalistic agency framework. First, governance problems on the firm-level are not universal and they may differ depending on the firm’s institutional environment. Second, the effectiveness of governance remedies aimed at mitigating agency conflicts may also depend on formal and informal institutions. “Law and economics” research has made the first inroads into exploring how national settings may lead to different firm-level governance models, but this research is focused on an overly broad distinction between countries with common and civil law traditions (La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, Shleifer, & Vishny, 1998).  For example, the US and UK economies within this perspective belong to the same “Anglo-Saxon” model of corporate governance, which largely ignores differences in formal and informal “rules of the game” that may significantly affect capital markets and firms in the two countries.  For example, Bruton et al. (2010) show that performance outcomes of ownership concentration and retained ownership by private equity investors may differ depending on the legal system and institutional characteristics of the private equity industry in a specific country. Further, although board research is generally improving, board structures and mechanisms may be expected to differ across institutional contexts, even within broad institutional categories. Some jurisdictions have two-tier boards while others have unitary boards; in some jurisdictions, executives form a major component of boards while in others only the CEO sits on the board.  For example, the extent to which executive directors are present on boards differs between the US and UK but this is often not recognized in theorizing or analysis.
Grounding corporate governance research within an institutional perspective presents its own methodological challenges. As macro-level institutions differ across countries, many studies are increasingly using firm-level data across multiple counties, which leads to a hierarchical structure of data samples with variables being constructed on the firm-, industry- and country-levels. Therefore,  examination of firm-level governance and its outcomes may require statistical methods that take interdependence across levels into account, and traditional single level analysis often does not allow the evaluation of distinct effects of host countries and firms on governance outcomes separately. To account for these potential problems, authors have started using multilevel approaches that explicitly model both host country-level and firm-level effects, such as a multilevel logit model (Rabe-Hesketh & Skrondal, 2008) or similar techniques. 
The second challenge is related to selecting proxies for institutional variables. He, Brouthers and Filatotchev (2013) note that there are different definitions of the institutional environment which may include regulatory, normative and various informal institutions, each type presenting a significant challenge for governance researchers. The regulatory environment deals with the laws and regulations that promote or restrict the behaviour of firms and consumers, and there are relatively well developed proxies for regulatory institutions including the Economic Freedom Index, the World Competitiveness indices or Euromoney country risk, among many others.  With regard to the normative environment, however, choosing a good proxy becomes more complicated as it specifies how things should be done; the legitimate ways to pursue an end.  This dimension encompasses the normative “management” aspect of the institutional environment that impacts operations and strategy, and it is rather hard to measure explicitly. Governance researchers often use the Global Competitiveness Report that includes seven dimensions: efficacy of corporate boards, pay and productivity, capacity and innovation, degree of customer orientation, extent of staff training, reliance on professional management, and willingness to delegate authority. Other measures, like the World Competitiveness index or World Value survey that approximate aspects of the normative environment have their own problems and are often subject to a criticism. Finally, following an established tradition in international business studies, governance researchers started using culture as an important aspect of informal institutions  using Hofstede’s dimensions of national culture.  All in all, we are still in search of a consensus on what good proxies of various institutional characteristics should be like.

Executive remuneration: Executive remuneration studies have become increasingly sophisticated in assessing the impact of different incentive measures on performance. Studies now need not only to consider the sensitivity of performance to changes in remuneration but also need to explore the various elements of remuneration since cash, bonuses, stock, stock options, etc. on their own provide only a partial view. Methodological issues to be addressed also concern, inter alia, clarity and justification of methods used to establish the value of stock options. There is probably excessive emphasis on CEO remuneration levels and structures rather than for the board as a whole. To some extent, this perhaps reflects the ease of access to information on CEO remuneration. 
Further depth is also needed in the consideration of the role of remuneration committees in setting the level and configuration of executive compensation. While there is typically attention to the presence or not of CEOs on remuneration committees, their composition, in particular diversity and skills of members, receives scant attention. As with the operation of the board noted above, differences in this composition between firms may have a significant impact and studies need to incorporate empirical data on these dimensions. For example, to what extent does the presence of women on remuneration committees lead to a more prudent approach to executive remuneration? This is a potentially important omission both with respect to theorizing but also with respect to the measures used in analyses. Additionally, we noted earlier that institutional owners  are not homogeneous in their goals, time horizons and involvement in governance. These differences may have important influences on the remuneration-performance relationship that need to be accounted for.

Other governance mechanisms: While leverage may be included as a governance variable, debt covenants are a potentially important aspect of corporate governance which have generally received little attention and incorporation. 
Much of the focus of research is on internal governance mechanisms but studies also need to incorporate external mechanisms, such as takeover markets or hostile takeover bids. Further, product market competition can also be regarded as an external governance mechanism but is oftentimes ignored and is not adequately addressed through the use of an industry control variable.
Finally, network governance is becoming an important factor, especially in the context of VC syndicates, strategic alliances and joint ventures.

Data and estimation problems 
Configurations and interaction between corporate governance constructs: The vast majority of papers we receive are focused on a specific governance practice (e.g., board independence, shareholder activism, market for corporate control, etc.) and its organizational outcomes. Corporate governance mechanisms, however, do not operate in isolation but interact. Although these configurations are being recognized in more work, many papers do not address the issue either conceptually or methodologically. More specifically, one of the prevailing weaknesses in governance studies is that monitoring, incentives, and other types of governance mechanisms are conceptualized and operationalized as independent, each having its own, unique ability to influence the firm’s strategies and performance.  In combination, these governance practices are expected to have an additive positive effect on the selected dependent variable.  Yet, a growing body of research within corporate finance and organizational theory maintains that corporate governance factors should not be considered in isolation from each other, but instead they should be examined as ‘bundles’ when determining their efficiency outcomes (García-Castro, Aguilera & Ariño, 2013).  
An increasing usage of Fuzzy Set/Qualitative Comparative Analysis (Fs/QCA) methodology (e.g., Bell et al, 2014) is an important step forward, but these studies are still rare. This methodology is based on set-theory, and causal claims are developed by means of supersets and sub-sets.  Fs/QCA is particularly appropriate when researchers argue that a combination, or bundle, of factors work in concert with one another to be a sufficient cause for an outcome.  Fs/QCA offers a number of advantages over regression analysis, which is the method researchers most often rely upon to evaluate how organizational features, such as governance practices, affect outcomes such as performance.  Most importantly, fs/QCA helps overcome difficulties with using multiple interactions among regressors since it ignores variation and distribution in individual variables, and does not focus on the isolated net independent effect of a single variable.  Rather, the technique is quite effective in evaluating both the number and complexity of alternative paths leading to a desired outcome.  
	Fs/QCA’s approach to causality, referred to as a multiple conjunctural causation, has important implications.  First, an outcome can be produced by multiple conditions.  Second, fs/QCA recognizes there can be more than one combination of conditions leading to the outcome under investigation (equifinality), and it is a central element to fs/QCA.  Third, fs/QCA allows for outcomes to occur as a result of the presence of a condition (e.g., high levels of board monitoring), or because of the absence of a condition (e.g., absence of incentive alignment).  This methodology has been recently used effectively in diverse governance contexts, including foreign IPOs (Bell et al., 2014) and board diversity (Iannotta, Gatti & Huse, 2016).

Omission of governance variables: 
We have already referred to the salami-slicing problem in developing the theorizing in papers. This issue also arises with regard to methods since papers simply adding further variables may be raising issues relating to omitted variable bias problems. This practice is being increasingly identified through the use of plagiarism software by journals. A related problem concerns papers where the contribution is simply to present a refined measure of a particular construct; such papers are likely to be desk rejected. Authors therefore need to think carefully about the design of their studies and the scope of their papers in order to avoid this issue.   
Studies not directly addressing governance issues may also have serious omitted variable bias problems if they do not at least give some recognition to the potential importance of governance variables. This opens up avenues for corporate governance researchers to revisit research in these areas. For example, studies of firm failure/survival have typically ignored governance variables. Wilson et al (2013) provide an interesting example of how detailed variables relating to director expertise can be incorporated and show how these have major explanatory power regarding family firm versus non-family firm failure. 

Endogeneity/causality issues: 
Very often, authors follow a simplistic “if => then” approach to the governance effects on various organizational outcomes such as performance, strategy, internationalization, etc. However, these outcomes may, in turn, affect governance constellations. For example, better performing companies may attract better independent directors, a wider institutional ownership, etc. In other words, corporate governance factors may themselves be outcomes of various firm-level characteristics within a dynamic perspective. However, many studies use a cross-sectional data analysis, although the more advanced  papers do increasingly tend to use longitudinal data (Zattoni & Van Ees, 2012). The problem with cross-sectional data is that it does not reflect these complex, time-related interdependencies, and, as a result, may suffer from severe endogeneity and causality problems. More advanced empirical corporate governance research has recently developed ways of dealing with endogeneity issues, such as two- and three-stage least square analyses with instrumental variables (2SLS and 3SLS). However, new methodological problems have emerged, such as selecting good instruments.  Very often, the authors focus on the statistical properties of the selected instrumental variables while forgetting to provide a clear theoretical rationale for why they have been selected in the first place. Using panel data and various panel data estimation techniques such as the GMM, various lag structures etc. may represent a good way forward, but obtaining panel data for a sample of firms over a meaningful period of time still represents a significant challenge, despite increasing data availability.

Statistical vs economic significance. A growing number of editors of leading journals in various fields ranging from psychology to strategic management are raising concerns with regard to the commonly accepted practices of reporting the results of statistical tests of research hypotheses. Bettis et al. (2016: 257) provide the following summary of these concerns: “Since statistical methods became common to many fields in the late 1950s, serious questions have been raised by statisticians and scientists about the way statistics has been practiced as a scientific methodology, and the reliability of the statistical models and tests reported in journal publication”. The predominant approach, known as Null Hypothesis Statistical Test (NHST), has been increasingly criticized especially bearing in mind conflicting evidence regarding the repeatability of statistical research (Bettis, 2012).  Some editors question the convenience of blindly applying (by the researcher) and assessing (by reviewers, editors) the p<0.05 decision rule as a reason to support (or reject) theoretical assumptions (Bettis et al., 2016). The debate is complicated because the interpretation problems associated with NHST may be particularly acute depending on research design (e.g., sample size), research execution (e.g., ‘data dredging’ and ‘p-hacking’), and editorial policies (e.g., a preference for ‘significant’ results). Further, statistical significance of findings does not automatically imply that the results are significant economically, as the impact of various explanatory variables can be marginal even when statistical analysis associated with these variables seems to comply with the “rule of p<0.05”. These interdependencies are complex but the balance of accumulated thinking on the issue is that improvements are needed. For example, Cumming (2014) suggests a number of statistical practices that aim to overcome the limitations associated with NHST, including estimation based on effect sizes and confidence intervals. The techniques are not new and are widely used in other fields of research such as psychology. However, adopting them widely would be new for many researchers in management in general and in corporate governance in particular.

Data: The evolution of the level of sophistication expected in governance studies is partly down to the growing maturity in the theoretical development of the field. However, it is also the case that there is greater availability of large longitudinal datasets as well as computing power.  Over time, therefore, there appears to have been a marked increase in both the average size of samples used in studies of corporate governance as well as their longitudinal nature. One consequence of the very large datasets being used is the expectation that studies report economic significance tests and not just statistical significance.
A potential drawback of large publicly available datasets is that they have shortcomings regarding governance measures that fit conceptual constructs. From the perspective of the original database producer this is understandable as it is ‘impossible to boil the ocean’.  There is likely a need therefore to integrate data from different sources.
A further way in which novel data for corporate governance research can be accessed is through proprietary datasets constructed by consultants and the like. These datasets are typically compiled for purposes other than for the research question being addressed in a particular paper. Issues to be aware of here concern potential selection/success biases and lack of transparency in compilation of the sample. It is oftentimes also difficult to add further variables due to the anonymity of the firms in the dataset. 

Qualitative studies
Compared to quantitative studies, there are relatively few qualitative studies of governance, especially in top journals (Durisin & Puzone, 2009; Zattoni, Douglas & Judge, 2013; Zattoni & van Ees, 2012; McNulty, Zattoni & Douglas, 2013). Contrary to popular myth, this is not because such journals do not like qualitative work but is more to do with the shortcomings of much qualitative research that is conducted. 
A general issue with many qualitative studies is the failure to be specific about what kind of qualitative study is being undertaken (e.g., a positivist theory building, interpretive, narrative, social construction, etc.), and this is also the case with corporate governance studies. Similarly, studies that adopt grounded theory approaches really need to be clear that this is indeed justified or whether in fact there is an already existing relevant conceptual framework. Appropriate theoretical justification for the company or companies studied is also needed, rather than the companies being deemed simply to be doing ‘interesting’ things regarding governance or an attempt being made to make a small sample statistically representative which somewhat misses the point about qualitative studies. Studies also need to demonstrate clearly how they moved from the data to conceptual insights.  
Good qualitative corporate governance studies convey a richness and depth of data from different sources. Access to board meetings and processes can be a major challenge for qualitative studies but is not impossible. There are exemplar studies of how this can be achieved such as by Pettigrew, Pye (for a review see for example Pye 2013) and others (e.g. Machold & Farquhar, 2013) who advocate the usefulness of primary observations of board processes.
Some researchers suggest the use of “alternative” board data such as survey approaches that provide information obtained directly from the participants of board processes and deliberations (Bednar  & Westphal, 2006).  Survey approaches may be used to access qualitative data not available through archival datasets. For example, Stern & Westphal (2010) include a number of established scales as well as novel  scales developed by asking respondents to indicate the number of times a particular form of flattery or opinion conformity behavior occurred during a specified time period. There are well-developed methods for dealing with common method bias and other response biases, such as self-report and recall bias problems. Publishable papers need to demonstrate advanced techniques for dealing with these issues including a variety of response formats, cross-checking survey responses with archival sources (even if this is available for only a subset of the sample). Major issues with questionnaire-based corporate governance studies concerns their typically cross-sectional nature, not least endogeneity issues as noted above. This can be an important problem when seeking to regress the effects of governance variables on performance when both are measured in the same period. Cross-sectional surveys can also present the problem of time-invariant governance measures; there is an increasing expectation to use time-varying governance measures. Many papers that are rejected do not use standard tests for endogeneity, let alone undertake instrumental variable analysis. Instrumental variable analysis does, however, pose the problem of finding appropriate instruments.
Another good example of qualitative research is based on using rich records and governance-related documents on the firm’s level. For example, Tuggle, Sirmon, Reutzel & Bierman (2010) use the board minutes approach to explore boards of directors' attention to monitoring. By analyzing hundreds of board meeting transcripts, they find that board members do not maintain constant levels of attention toward monitoring, but instead selectively allocate attention to their monitoring function. Where the time spent on a particular topic is available in the minutes, indication of the importance of that topic can be gleaned. Although these methods allow a significant expansion of governance research both in terms of research questions explored and evidence gathered, they are not free of limitations. For example, researchers are constraint by the scope of board meeting agenda, lack of ability to independently verify the minutes and coding of responses to questionnaire items. Minute writers may be highly selective in what they actually record depending on what agenda they wish to convey.
Qualitative studies need to ensure that they engage with the various relevant stakeholders such as executive and non-executive directors, institutional investors and analysts, different family board members, VC investors as well as entrepreneurs, etc., rather than just presenting one perspective. Similarly, good qualitative research also needs to gain access to documentary evidence, such as board papers and media coverage in order to complement interview data. 
Among the various qualitative approaches to corporate governance research there is something of a lack of ethnographic longitudinal studies. As strategic management has developed a growing field focused on strategy as process, there is scope for  governance research to develop a subfield of “governance as process” too.

Conclusions
In this article, we have discussed some of the key methodological challenges in corporate governance research that we have experienced in our roles as journal editors. We have identified what we see as major problem areas and suggested ways forward. A common theme across the issues that we have addressed concerns the need for papers to do more to recognize the importance of the contingent factors influencing the nature of governance mechanisms. Too many papers fail to adjust their theorizing and empirical work to take account of  such variations and hence their potential contribution is oftentimes not as great as it might be.
The interdisciplinary nature of much corporate governance research is both a strength and a weakness. Although CGIR is an interdisciplinary journal, many journals in which corporate governance research appears are not. Economics, finance, management, entrepreneurship and journals from other disciplines differ markedly in their expectations regarding appropriate positioning, theorizing and methods. It is therefore important for authors to consider carefully which debates and streams of corporate governance research they are contributing to and frame their papers accordingly (see Clark, Wright & Ketchen, 2016 for specific discussion on how to publish research from different disciplines in different types of journals). 
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